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Development of an English SpéakingTest—-——
- Establishing Validity through Multitrait—
- Multimethod (MTMM) Analysis

Yuji Nakamura

Theoretical background and rationale

With the advent of the Communicative Apprpach, the role of speaking abil-
ity has become more central in language teaching. Consequently, performance
testing, especially testing speaking ability, has become one of the most important
issues in language testing. 7

The increasing demand for the assessment of students’ English speaking
skills in Japan has forced teachers to recognize certain limitations in our under-
standing; for example, the construct of speaking. Since we are not sure exactly
what the components of speaking are, it is sometimes difficult to explain what
test scores mean, especia_lly in relative terms. .

Some scholars ( Boldt and Oltman 1993; Henning and Caécallar 1992;
Fulcher 1994) have approached the construct of oral proficiency, and ‘explored
the structure to some eitfent. Hov}evei',' thefe are still many himitatioris in this
area because of the nature of speaking ability and the complexity of measuring

spoken ut.terancés.
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Purpose of the research

With the goal of makmg a construct vahd test of speakmg ablhty in mind,
the purpose of this research is to examine the followmg pomts through the tech-
nique of the multitrait— multimethod analysis:

+ 1) Whether the proposed nine traits (pronunciation, grammar, dis-
course, fluency,content, vocabulary, comprehensibility, interactional
'competence, and sociolinguistic competence)} are relevant and sep-
arable parts of speaking ability.

2) Whether there is a relationship between test methods and language
ability. For this purpose, three methods (a writing test, an inter-
viéw test, énd a tabe-— medié'ted -speaking test) were designed.

3) Whether the traits are fundamental elements of ability.

4) How the traits (with the same name across the three methods e.g.
grammar in writing, grammar in the interview, and grammar in the
tape test) are related.

' The research will also attempt to discover the extent to which the pro-
posed construct of speaking is reflected in other standardized tests such as the
Test of Spoken English (TSE) or the American Council on the Teaching of For-
eign Languages Oral Proficiency Interview (ACTFL OPD). |

Research design and methods

The author made a matrix of three methods (writing test, interview test,
and semi— direct speaking test) and nine traits (pronunciation, grammar, fluency,
discourse, content, vocabulary, interactional competence, sociolinguistic compe-

tence, and comprehensibility) (See Appendix for the test). Thirty—three col-
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lege students took the set of tasks(tests), and five English teachers, who are all
native speakers of English, scored the test results using a 1—4 point scale rating
sheet. The writing test results, the int@rview test results and the tape—medi-
ated test results were rated by a group of two teachers each.

Factor analysis and cluster analysis were run to examine. the construct of
speaking ability. Correlations among the traits and the methods were used to in-
vestigate the convergence and the discriminance of the individual traits and
methods. Dlscru'mnant validity was examined from two pefSpectives —different
traits by same method and different traits by different methods. Convergent va-
lidity was examined from two perspectives——same trait by same method and
same trait by different methods. |

Establishment of Research Instrument Procedure

1) The operational definition of each trait is given below.
The general outline of the operational definition is whether a speaker can
effectively express him/herself by using the following eight sub—traits.
* ——means examples of each trait.
(1) pronunciation |
—— segmental feétures (individual sounds; vowels and consonants)
—— supra— segmental features (stress, rhythm, intonation)
—— volume (audible or not)
(2) grammar
—— tense and aspect
—— noun—verb agreement
~—— word order

- — noun-—personal pronoun agreement. -
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(3) vocabulary

. — variety of words
— word choice
— idioms
—— nuances
(4) content
—— creativity
— imaginativeness
(5)— (a) fluency in speaking
—— ease of speaking
—— speed
— length, place and frequency of pauses
(5)— (b) fluency in writing — intelligibility
—— how easy the composition is to read
~-— how smoothly raters can read through the sentences
(6) discourse
—— cohesiveness
— logical combination of sentences
(7) interactional competence
— ability to use conversationally formulaic expressions

* (8) sociolinguistic compefence _ |
—— ability to express his or her ideas in a sociolinguistically appropriate

~ manner | |
(9) comprehensibility
—— the degree of intelligibility to the raters or overall impression
2) Making a matrix of traits and methods

*

means cannot be measured.

** method in this research means task (a writing test, an interview, a tape—
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mediated speaking test).

Method

Writing / Interview / Tape— mediated
test test speaking test
Trait

1) pronunciation —
2) grammar
3) fluency
4} discourse
5) content
6) vocabulary
7) interactional

competence
8) sociolinguistic

competence

9) comprehensibility

Making each test

1) Writing Test

Students will be given a cartoon or a comic strip and given 15 minutes to
write a composition of 100 words about the cartoon. There are two types of car-
toons. One is a narrative type for evaluating students’ grammar, fluency, dis-
course, content, vocabulary. The other is a conversation type for evaluating stu-
dents’ interactional competence and sociolinguistic competence. (See Appendix)

2). Interview Test
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This is a 5~ minute conversation with the classroom teacher following the
suggested procedure below. The teacher will choose some of these questions
which are relevant to probe each student’s speaking ability.

1) Greeting '
Self—introduction( Please introduce yourself by giving your name, the
name of your high school and your hobbies.) ‘

2) Short answer interview.

Whefe do you come from?

Do you have any club activities?

Do you have any brothers or sisters?
How do you come to school?

How long does it take to come to school?
Do you do a part—time job?

3) Long answer interview

Can you teil me more about your high school?
How many students are there?
Where is it located?
Can you tell me more about your family?
What do your family members do?
Can you tell me more about your club activities?
Hdw many memb&s are there? |
How often do you meet with them?
Can you tell me inore about your hobbies?
"Why do you like them?
When did you start?
. Tell me more about your part— time job.
What is your job?
What do you actually do?
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- What is your favorite TV program?
- What kind of program is it?
Why do you like it? .
What is the most interesting news these days?
-'Why do you think it is interesting?
What do you think about it?
4) Free form
Tell rhe more about your life at college
Do you talk to teachers? — What are the teachers like? A, B "
Do you ever eat lunch at the dining hall? —— What is the dmmg room
like? o
Do you go to the library? —— What is the _library like?
5) Winding up | n

 Note:

We needed something to elicit students’ sociolinguistic competence and
Interactional competence,. such as a role play. However, it would interrupt the
natural flow of conversation bétween the interviewer and student. Interviewers
should include natural/ authentic questions in order to measure students’
interactional and sociolinguistic competence in the greeting section and the wind-
ing up section so that interviewers do not need to stop the natural flow of con-
versation to start a role play abruptly. It is possible to say that the teacher— stu-
dent conversation is one type of sociolinguistic context. Students’ sociolinguistic
ability can be measured through their ability to use formal expressions or polite
expressions in the interview context. Tt may also be true that interactional ability
can be rated through students’ ability to handle necessary formulaic express:ons
_in their responses to their interviewers.

Conclusion for the note.
Any test is a sample-of the whole language proficiency. The mtemew test
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is a sample of the whole language proficiency although it restricts the great pos-
sibilities of the measurement. Interview tests can be considered as samples of
the whole sociolinguistic and interactional context in the real world. Therefore,
the interview test is valid as a test tool to measure students’ language proficien-
cy- |

We can think of the questions and responses that appear in the interview
session as samples of sociolinguistic and interactional ability in the restricted
context of a teacher— student relationship. ,

The interaction involved in the student— teacher interview allows their re-
sponses to be measured in terms of interactional ability. If students can interact
with interviewers using formulaic expressions and polite expressions appropri-
ately, then students can also have sociolinguistic / interactional competence.

~ 3) Tape—mediated speaking test (See Appendix } -
— speech making test
—— interactional competence test

—— sociolinguistic competence test

Administration of the Test

1) Subjects |
Thirty— three students of Tokyo Keizai University
2) Test administration

Tests were conducted in class.

Rating procedure and rating scale

1) A writing test was conducted by the researcher and evaluatéd by two

raters (native speakers of English).
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Rating Scale for Writing

(—— means cannot be measured)
1 2 3 4
poor good
1) grammar
2) discourse
' 3A) content
4) vocabulary
5) *fluency
6) interactional
competence
7) sociolinguistic
competence
8) pronunciation ——
9) overall impression {(comprehensibility)
* fluency in writing means: how easy it is to read, and how smoothly
raters can read through it.
2) Interview tests were administered by two classroom teachers (native

speakers of English) and evaluated by themselves.

Rating Scale for Interview

1 2 3 4
poor good
1) pronunciation
2) grammar
3) discourse

4) content
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5) vocabulary
6) fluency
7) interactional
competence
8) sociolinguistic
competence
9) overall impression (comprehensibility)
3) Tape— mediated tests were administered by the researcher and evaluated

by two raters (native speakers of English).

Rating Scale for Speaking Test

1 2 3 4
poor good
1) pronunciation
~ 2) grammar
- 3) discourse
4) content
5) vocabulary
6) fluency -
7) overall impression (comprehensibility)
8) interactional competence test

9) sociolinguistic competence test

Data Analysis

Factor analysis and cluster analysis were adopted 1) to examine the

categorization of traits, 2) to investigate the relationship between the method
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and the factor, 3) to explore the degree of contribution of the trait in each factor.
Inter—trait correlation coefficients within each method were calculated in order
to check the reciprocity of each trait internally within each factor. Also the cor-
relations of the traits over three methods were examined to show the relation-
Shlp among the tralts | q
Correlations among the traits and the methods were conducted to investi-
gate the convergence and the discriminance of the mdividual traits and methods.
Discriminant validity was examined from two perspectives — different traits by
same method and different traits by different methods. Convergent validity was
examined from two perspectiveé — same trait by same method and same trait by
different methods. |

Results and Discussion

1. Results of Inter-rater Reliability

The inter—rater reliability in each method was as follows:
Rater A vs. Rater B in Interview : .93 '

Rater C vs. Rater D in Tape Test: .77

Rater D vs. Rater E in Writing Test: .86 |

2. Results of Factor Analysns (Prmclpal Component Factor
Analysis)

Table 1 shows that three factors were extracted through the factor analysis,
and these three factors agree with the different methods designed previously

. for this research as follows: .
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Table 1 Results of Factor Analysis

Note:Abbreviations are as follows:
Methods —— I interview test, T: tape test, W: writing test

Traits All: comprehensibility, Cont:content, Dis: discourse, Flue: flu-
ency, Gra: grammar, Incom: interactional competence, Pron:
pronunciation, Socom: sociolinguistic competence

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
I ALL .93807 .04837 .17455
I CONT .72045 .16152 ©.39950
I"DIS .90654 .10953 .23398
- T'FIU .84378 .20972 .22943
I'GRA .76120 .16728 . .09334
T'INCOM .74474 .15113 .38222
I’PRON .73095 .03046 .39340
F'SOCOM. .87389 .12819 .17067
I'vVoC .73233 .06267 .39272
T ALL .21794 .12093 .86280
T CONT .31485 .12804 .82531
T DIS .22268 .11845 .87409
T FIU .32271 17259 .79521
T GRA .16685 .24088 . .82018
TINCOM .36917 .49221 .33502
T_PRON 38565 .24616 65663
T SOCOM .41704 .38407 .51570
TVOC - .33258 17001 .81951
W ALL" .18299 o917 .03184
W CON. .28561 78377 .27079
W DIS .09690 85977 .26881
W FLU : .02865 .86566 .26218
W GRA .01422 T .T79431 .12939
W INCOM . .02145 .85609 - .24847
W SOCOM 11294 .78781 - ~.10288
W_vOC 117243 .81338 .13860
Factor Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct

1 12.48404 48.0 48.0

2 4.47094 17.2 . 65.2

3 2.45247 9.4 74.6

1) Factor 1 (Direct Oral Communication Ability) (DOCA)
The elements of this factor are comprehensibility, discourse, fluency,

sociolinguistic competence, grammar, vocabulary, interactional competence,
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pronunciation and content. We will name this factor Direct.Oral Communi-
- cation Ability. This ability deals with ~stud¢nts’ speaking ability in the face
to face context, or students’ reciprocal ability in the live context. The stu-
dents utilize these linguistic elements for communication with some strate-
gies such as eye contact or facial expressions. Therefore, students work on
non-verbal signs as well as verbal messages.
2) Factor 2 (Written Communication Ability) (WCA)

Thé'elements of this factor are comprehensibility, discourse, content,
grammar, interactional competence, fluency, vocabulary and sociolinguistic
competence. We call Factor 2 Written Communication Ability because stu-
dents could communicate with each other through the written form. Stu-
dents should take into consideration the context or the situation in which
they are supposed to express their ideas. -

Note: Although the factor loading of T—incom in Factor 3 is not as high as
the ones in Factors 1 and 2, all of them are below .50. Therefore,
there seems to be no significant difference among them.

3) Factor 3 (Semi—Direct Oral Communication Ability) (SDOCA)
The elements of this factor are discourse, content, comprehensibility,
vocabulary, grammar, fluency, pronunciation, sociolinguistic competence
- and interactional competence. Factor 3 is named Semi— Direct Oral Com-
munication Ability. This ability concerns students’ speaking ability without
being influenced by the external or the non—verbal elements. Students can/ .
should focus on the monologue type communication by expressing their own
ideas, or they can perform in English by concentrating on the in~ coming
information through their ears.
 Writing is quite different from the interview and tape testing in the
sense of a test mode. An interview and a tape test require audio dealing
ability while writing does not. An interview and a tape test are distinct be-
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-~cause some students feel nervous about speaking to a -machine just
- mechanically, while other students do not feel easy when they must talk to
©an iﬁterlocutor in the interview sgssio_n even with their teachers. Thus, the

test practice can affect the difference of the two abilities.

The reason I have used the term “communication”for these three abil-
ities is that students could communicate with each other in any of the three
ways, by using verbal ‘messages, by adopting non— verbal messages or by
taking the written form.: All are related to communication.

In the table, if there is a communication ability per se, the cumulative

- percentage of the variance suggests that 74.6% of the whole language ability

(“communication ability” )} can be explained by these three factors. The re-
maining 25.4%, which cannot be clarified by the present results, may involve
reading ability, listening ability (however, part of the listening ability is in-

-cluded in speaking ability) as weéll as strategic skills or cultural awareness

" which could be compos:te of the whole language ablhty
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3. Reéu_lts of Cluster Anaiysis |

Table 2 Result of Cluster Analysis

Note:Abbreviations are as follows:
Methods — I: interview test, T: tape test, W: writing test

Traits All: comprehensibility, Cont:content, Dis: discourse, Flue: flu-
ency, Gra: grammar, Incom: interactional competence, Pron:
pronunciation, Socom: sociolinguistic competence

Dendrogram using Single Linkage-

CASE 0 5 10 15 20 25
Label Num $ } t } ~+
I_ALL 1
1_pIs 3. - |
1_SOCOM 8 —

I_FlIU 4
~ I_INCOM 6 I—-

1_voC 9 t—-

I_CONT 2 ,

I_PRON 7

1_GRA 5

T_ALL 10

T_FIU 13 ] —

T_DIS 12 F—

T_CONT 11 -

T_VOC 18 , —
T_GRA 14

T_SOCOM 17

T_PRON 16 .
T_INCO¥ 15 |
W_ALL 19 -——-——]—

W_DIS 21

W_CON 20

V_FLU 22

W_VoC 26 —

W_INCOM 24

V_GRA 23

W_SOCOM 25 . 1
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The results of cluster analysis support the three factors obtained by
factor analysis by adding more detailed information to the degree of the con-
nection of each trait in each cluster. One of the findings is that tﬁree e\}en—
tual clusters agree with the three factors. Another is that comprehensibility
(overall impression) in each cluster is closely related with discourse and
fluency. Whether the ability is speaking or writing, discourse and fluency
are essential parts for the raters’ comprehensibility.

Investigation of Individual Traits

4, Inter-Trait Correlations within the Same Method

Since there were no irregular traits (except T—incom in Factor 3) in the
factor analysis for constructing the factors, each trait in each factor , as a whole,
was contributing to. form the reasonable factor. Also, they (the nine traité in each
factor) were relevant as components of each factor. The question whether the
traits were separable or not could be clarified through the following inter— trait
cotrelations in Table 3(Table 3—1 to Table 3—3). -



Table 3 Inter-Trait Correlations

Table 3-1 Inter-trait Correlations in Writing
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Writing
all cont dis flue gram incom socom  voc
afl
cont 0.83
dis 0.85 0.83
flue 0.78 0.76  0.81
gram 0.72 0.61 0.71 0.67 _
incom 0.77 0.72 0.74 0.74 0.65
socom 0.68 0.46 0.51 0.59 0.63 0.71
voc 0.75 0.70 0.74 0.82 0.60 0.69 0.56
Table 3-2 Inter-trait Correlations in Interview
Interview
all cont dis flue ‘gram incom pron socom VOC
all
cont 0.71
dis 0.88 0.78
flue 0.81 0.68 0.8
gam 0.68 0.56 0.64 0.69
incom 0.76 0.78 0.82 0.80 0.56
pon 0.7% 0,72 0.73 0.5 0.61  0.65
socom 0.8 0.68 0.82 075 0.66 0.64 0.77
voc 0.79  0.63 0.76 0.71 0.54 0.63 0.62 0.68 "
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Table 3-3 Inter-trait Correlations in Tape Test

Tape Test

all. cont dis flue gram incom prom socom  voC
all .
cont 0.78

ds 0.8 0.70 3

flue  0.86 0.77 0.77

gram 0.67 0.7. 0.78 0.66

incom 0.33 0.50 0.44 0.39 0.48

prom 0.62 0.68 0.68 0.60 0.63 0.60

socom 0.57 0.58 0.57 0.51  0.61 0.68 0.57

voo  0.76 0.80 0.80 0.72 0.77 0.40 0.67 0.69

In this table, as the inter— trait correlatiéns in Writing(Tablé 3;~ 1:. the
range is from .46 to .85), those in an interview test ( Table 3— 2:the range is
from .54 10.88) and those in a tape test (Table 3- 3:the range is from .33 to .86)
show, the traits are all to some degree mutually interrelated and to some degree
mutually exclusive. Therefore, it might be possible to say that they are, in part,

separable. |

5. Analysis of Same Traits in Different Methods and leferent
Traits in Different Methods

An investigation of the same— trait different—method aﬁalysis and the dif-
ferent— trait different— method analysis showé the following results. (See Table
4). The results show that correlations of the same traits across the three meth-
ods are not as high as had been expected.
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Table 4 Correlations of the same traits across the three methods

Table 4-1° Correlations of the same and different traits between Writing
and Interview ) '

Writing vs. Interview

: - Ial  Icont Idis Hue Igra Iincom ~Ipro Isocom Ivoc
Wail 0.26 0.29 0.28 0.33 0.21 0.29 0.19 0.30 0.22
Weont ~.0.42 0.35 0,41 0.48 0.25 0.45 0.33 .0.45 . 0.40
Wdis 0.21 0.34 0.25 0.30 0.15 0.35 0.21 0.29 0.19
Wilue 0.08 0.30 0.21 0.23 0.16 0.25 0.20 -0.19 0.21
Wgra  0.08 0.24 0.11 0.14 0.27 0.23 0.16 0.11 0.10
Wincom 0.09 0.19 0.15 0.30 0.21 0.27 0.10 0.18 0.20
Wsocom 0.08 0.14 0.17 0.23 0.3¢ 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.08
Wvoc 0.23° '0.42 0.29 0.35 0.25 0.24 0.19 0.30° 0.26

Table 4-2 - Correlations of the same and different traits between Writing
~ and Tape-Test -

Tape vs. Writing -

-Wall Wcont Wdis Wilue Wgra Wincom Wsocom Wvoc
Tall 0.20 0.38 0.35 0.3 0.22 0.27  0.05 0.32
Teont  0.21 0.44 0.40 0.37 0.17 0.35  0.05 0.24
Tdis 0.17 0.37 0.28 0.33. 026 0.30 010 0.27
Tue 027 0.48 0.41 0.38 0,24 0.31 -=0.02 0.45
Tera 0.22 0.42 0.39 0.39 0.3 0.46  0.18  0.27
Tincom 0.48 0.55 0.54 0.51 0.27 0.46  0.45  0.42
Tpro  0.33 0.52 0.51 0.3 0.30° 0.28 0.14 0.25
Tsocom 0.42 0.45 0.42 0.43 0.27 0.47  0.45  0.40
Tvoc  0.25 0.42 039 030 031 037 014 0.27
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Table 4-3 Correlations of the same and dlfferent traits between
' Interview and Tape Test

Tape vs. Interview

Ial Icont Idis Iflue Igra Jincom Ipro Isocom Ivoc
Tall 0.37 0.50 0.41 0.40 0.35 0.48 0.53 0.34 0.48
Teont  0.47 0.48 0.50 0.47 0.28 0.52 0.58 0.49 0.62
Tdis 0.36 0.54 0.41 0.45 0.26 0.56 0.48 0.32 0.55
Tflue 0.48 0.58 0.49 0.48 0.383 0.50 0.55 0.47 0.58
Tgra 0.24 "0.56 0.40 0.41 0.30 0.55 0.46 0.26 0.40
Tincom 0.42 0.39 0.44 0.56 0.42 0.39 0.35- 0.38 0.39
Tpro 0.53 0.40 0.49 0.48 0.37 0.52 0.58 0.54 0.53
Tsocom ‘0.42 0.57 0.57 0.63 0.50 0.49 0.37 - 0.45 0.51
Tvoc 0.48 0.61 0.50 0.49 0.36 0.61 -0.54 0.49 0.54

One possible reason for this fact is that traits in each method are intemaﬂy
mfluenced by the nature of the factor and eventually presented the low correla-
tion against the other traits in the other methods even though they have the
same naming. Another possible reason is that the original deﬁnition of each trait
mlght not be clear. St111 another possible reason is that the trait in each method
was basically different. In other words, there is a great possibility that grammat-
ical ability in spoken form is different from grammatical ability in written form.

Comparison among an Interview Test a Tape Test, ACTFL
and TSE

Let us take a look at the components of the four tests before we compare them.
Components of an Interview Test
pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, discourse, content, compre-
hensibility, interactional— competence, sociolin@stic—- competence |

Components of a Tape Test
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pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, discourse, content, compre-
hensibility, interactional— competence, sociolinguistic— ompetence
Components of ACTFL '
pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, fluency, pragmatic competence ( =
confident use of various conversation management devices ),
sociolinguistic competeﬁce ('appropriate use of the major registers)

N.B. The idea of pragmatic competence is similar to that of interactional
competence in the present research, and the idea of sociolinguistic
competence resembles that of sociolinguistic competence in the pres-
ent research. " -

Components of TSE
former version (before 1995)

pronunciation, grammar, fluency, overall comprehensibility
revised version(after 1995)

communicative language ability (communicative effectivéness)

—— comprehensibility

—— linguistic accuracy (pronunciation, grammar, fluency, vocabulary)

—— coherence and use of cohesive devices |

—— appropriateness of response to audience/situation

—_ addreséing thé communicative task

Judging from the results of this research, an interview test and a tape test
are measuring the whole communication ability from different modes. They
might cover some common linguistic areas while there are some distinct areas
that the counter part cannot compensate for. This might be true for the situation
between ACTFL and TSE. ACTFL through an interview test and TSE through
a tape test seem to play a similar role as the interview test and the tape test do in
the present research for measuring the whole communication ability. -

Since, through this research, we were able to find the indispensable role
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played by both the direct and the semi— direct speaking tests, it is not as difficult
to presume that ACTFL and TSE will function in the same way because of the

similar components of these speaking tests.

-Conclusions |

Three factors obtairied from the factor analyms corresponds Wlth three
methods designed for measuring the ability. These three factors were named Di-
rect Oral Communication Abﬂxty, Semi— Direct Oral Communication Ability and -
Written Communication Ability individuatly according to the nature of each abil-
ity. N | _

As far as speaking ability is concerned, the two modes mentioned above are
rather distinct judging from the factor analysis. However, both are measuring a
common area of communication ability to some extent.

Nine traits in Direct Oral Communication Ability (Interview test) contrib-
ute to become the fundamental elements of the factor while they still maintain
their own characteristics which cannot be replaced by other traits. This idiosyn-
crasy was made clear through the inter— trait correlation coefficients. The same
is true for the nine traits in Semi— Direct Oral Communication Ability. The nine
traits function as factor construct elements but they still have their distinctive-
ness. ' o _ |
, The traits in each factor, even though they have the same naming (gram-
mar, vocabulary, discourse etc.), are working separately in the three methods.
One possible reason for this phenomenon is that the trait, influenced by the oth-
er traits internally within the factor, produced a new phase of the trait. Another
possible reason is that the trait in one factor is basically different from the other
two traifs in the other factors, even though they have the same name. In other
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words, it would be possible to coin terms such as“grammar in face to face situ-
ations,”and“grammar in the tape test situation.” The solution to this problem is
left to the results of future étu_d&. - | |
" One way t'dl look at the diéﬁncﬁons of the methods can be éxbléine_d as fol-
lows: The lower or intermediate—lower level students do not necéssarily dem-
onstrate their competence in all language abilities. Some are poor at writing,
some are goqd at interview tests and others are skillful in speaking without an in-
terlocutor. It is said that unlike these lower or intermediate lower level students,
advanced or high intermediate 'levél students ‘show their constantly high lan-
guage competence in various language skills. This fact might be one of the
causes of the distinctions of the three factors with the subject in the study.
Interview tests could measure part of the whole communication ability, and
tape tests could measure another part of the whole communication ability. The
traits in each method can be a 'good composite of the ability the method is mea-
suring. . |
One interesting finding is that tape tests and interview tests have individ-
ual purposes and neither of which can be replaced by the other. Therefore, in ad-
dition to the distinction between the multiple choice test and performance test,
the difference between a tape test and an interview test even in the performance
test should be noted, and each test should be used to play a éomplementary role
i other tests.
| We were able to find some similarities between the present interview test
and ACTFL interview test, and between the present tape medigted test and TSE.
Further research into concurrent validity will hopefully enforce the relationship
among these tests. '
Finally, the fonowing points should be taken into account for future study.
1) The number of testees should be increased to get more generalizable results.
2) A much higher inter— rater reliability within each method should be obtained.
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3)More exhaustive study of traits and methods should be undertaken.

Note: A version of this paper was presented at the 30th TESQL Annual Con-
vention, Chicago, March 26~ 30, 1996 and at the 11th World Congress of
Applied Linguistics, Jyvaskyla Finland, August 4—9, 1996. This research
was funded by the Ministry of Education (A Research Grant of the Min-
istry of Education: Grant No. 07610487).
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Appendix A (for Writing)
1) Please write a story in English based on the picture narrative.
2) Please write a conversation in English based on the picture narrative.
Appéndix B (for a Tape Test)
1) Speech Test |
Please choose one topic you want totalk about among the eight topics given
- below and give a two— minute speech about it. (my friends; my family, part—
time work, my hdbbies, ﬁaveﬁng fashion telephohe conversations, college
life) |
2) Interactional Competence Test |
Please give»a quick and appropriate response in English to each sentence or
queéﬁon which will be heard through your headphones.
—— Nice to meet you.
—— What is your name? B
—— Could you spell it please?
— How are you? .
~—— What do you do?
. —— Can you'tell me the time?
——— What is the date today?
. —— What is the weather like today?
—— What do.you usually do on Sundays? -
— How do you come to school? |
3) Sociolinguistic Competence Test
_ Please give ani appropriate response in English in each context.
—— Context 1(Apologizing and making an excuse)
~— Context-2{Complaining and requesting)
_..—— Context .3{Asking for repetition)
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—— Context 4(Interrupting)
— Context 5(Telephoning: taking a message)



