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ABSTRACT
DICTATION AS A PRAGMATIC LANGUAGE TEST

Elaine J. Mains
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A dictation test was researched as a measuring device forestesting
“overall Seco;d language p'rof‘icieﬁcy and for its ability to predict per-
formance after a period of formal instruction. The dichotomy between
the discrete-point :';\ppﬂoach and the pragmatic/integrative approach to
language testing was Out]i;ﬁd and research pertaining to the reliability

Iand validity of. dictation was dlscussed The theoretical posit:ion

adopted in this research was based on the paradigm of second 1anguage
s testing posited by John Oller{ Jr. , ,
'Ih:l.rty—njne Subjects in the Advanced English Course at the Canadian
Forces Language School were tested wlth ‘a dictation test and the results

. ' were statistically compared with the Canadlan Forces Standardized
"¥ Language Proficiency Test. . The dictation test did not pm§e to be a
v " good predictor of the subjects' overall language proficiency or the

improvement the subjects made over the duration of the Advanced English

e e —r— =

Course. The porrelat‘ion of .75 betweer the Canadian Forees Standar‘dized

J
Language Proficiency Test and the Dictation was not strong en0ugh t6

conclude that the dictation and the valldating criterion were Weasuring

" the same construct Jsuch that one could supsfltute the dictation
Canadian: Forces Standardized Language Proficiency Test with confiden
The phenomena of monitoring and avoidance Mtemagting'w:tth the influence

. £
_attr'ibutable to the level of diff‘icplty of the dictated material and its.
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- administration may have been responsible for the lower than hypothé_—

sized~corwelaf:10ns with the validating criterton.

The conclusion drawn from this experiment was that the dictation

. test cannot as yet be ruled out as a reliable and valid,meas\urwe of*

second language learners' overall language proficiency ¢r as predictor

of perfonﬁance until further regearch clarifies and determines the

‘effect of these interacting variables on the subjects' performance in

a dictation.
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N INTRODUCTION ~ ~ ‘ -

Language teaching and learning like other‘-‘facets of the education

process are never static, they are subject to change.  Theories of

language, theories of how people learn languages and empirical research. |

in first and second languige learning are in a constant state of

-develéprrent . These forces not only affect methodology, but they also

\ . . 2
filter down into other areas of languagle learning, particularly that of
language testing. "

Language tests are administered for many different reasons. Some

" of the main ones are: dlagnosls, placement, determining achievement or
progress, measuring aptitude and assessing general langgage Qroficiency.
- » ¢

The be}sic purpose of any language test 1s to provide ifnfom;ation to aid
in the making of decisdions about the learmer's prSgréss and in deter-
mmning a future cou®e of action sultable for tk;é learner. while
lahguage tests, are only one way of) ebtaining such information, they can
be considered a primary and essential means for doin’g(so. A good
language test «giemorxstrates variance among the tes tees and thus glves a
rank order of the performnc;e of a group of learmers. Each testee can
be presented with the séme t‘esting material which can providela useful -

fliantitdtive msadsure,

£

Thus a good language test can glve a certain

préeision of measureent in assessing the léarner's language abilities.

A Hiiber OF factors must be copsidered when a test writer is

developing a language proficiency fest. One must begin b'y defining the

-1 -

'
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notion. of lané‘z;zage profi cilency a.t:1d by'hafng sbme idea how s’uch‘pro—
'ficiency is demonsti'ated behavlor'ally& M(?St defini tions of language ¢
pm}“iciency are purposefully vague guch that they ad;rnt to a number of
possible ways to test for that proficlency. For example, Harris (1969)
defines language proficiency as "what an individual 1is capéble of do?.ng

now" (p. ll)“. Briére (1972) defines it as "tﬁa degree of competence or

the capability in a glven language demnstrated by an indlvidual at a

kiven point in time" (p. 322), independent of the kind éf instruction,

if any, the testee has recelved in the language. Useful as tﬁgzse

definitions may be, they provide 1ittle help in determining how best to
measure - the individual's 1anguage pmficiency Brd.ere points out a ‘
further difficul ty by asking, "since language testing measures behav-{or,
where can we find a model of behaviorlwhich we can use as a guide in

ldesimng a general proficilency test?" (p. 322).

Testing techniques througuou';: the hq.story of éecond language teach-
1n,g’and testing appear to be related tc‘) trends in language theories. *
Spdlslqr. (1979) identiﬁeé three m;j or trends 1in the' history of‘( language
teaching, the pre-scilentific, the"é:syghgmetric—.stmcturali_)st, and the
integrative—sociolingtnstic trends. The pre-scientific period reflected |

the grammar-translation approach to language teaching and testiné. The

psychometpic-structuralist approach -reflected the need for g{eater
objectivity in language testing and the 1nfluenoe of structural “n
Hnguistics. It is often referred to as the discrete—point approach to
testing. The integfative-sociolinguiétic approach reflects the com- ‘
municative uses of language (pragna@iés) and the notion ofJ' an j.nte-‘

< /A .
grative or "underlying general language competence khat mght ‘be comon :
\ ~ . .
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'to all of ‘the various modalities of language use and leam:lng" (Ol).er,
1976, p. 143), The mtegr'ative-sociolingxnstic approach 1s ]inked to the
integrative ltesting -approach and more recent]y to the .pragm'atic &esting
approach begause the language elements and Qmponents are kept 1ntact

and they emphasize the cozmmicatlve function of' language in langudge

TR | t
testing : | o, "
‘\ ‘ ¢ . *

The Discrete-Point Approach

°
©

*

Language testing philosophy in second language 1earning is present],y
being influenced by two competing testing ‘approaches, the discrete—point
and the integrative appr-oach. The discxete—ooiht approach in language
testing reflects structu;alist' theories of lahgmge and t;he pSychofretric
techniques emphasizing obJectivii:y of scoring procedures that became
dominant in the 50's and 60's. As such, it predates the ihtegrative
approach. The structuralist approach to language can be described as a
purely linguistic approach. Structural 1 tics 1s based on-the

principles of s'eg.mentation"and classification ahd it pm\rided the basis
! for categorizing or classifying the elements of language. Language has
structure, 1t is systematic, aﬁx}d it can be categorized into various
skills, componer\ts of skills and aspects of skills. From the str'uctur-
alist point of view the distinct elements and skills corrposing the
language should be tested separately. The separation or division of,
language elements and skilSLs led/to the notion of the discrete test
item, Discrete-point test items are supposed to challenge-orily one
point of the ccmponents of the skills and the aspects of gkills at a
time For each skill aspect and co:rponent t\ﬁs’ isolated a separate

!

s‘ub—tes'c is devised. Within each sub—te;t aﬁhe distinot elements within

4
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that component, skill and aspect are tested through a careful selection

. H
ey

of separ'até items. Language proficlency is viewed as the sum of the’

»Scores obtained on tesfi which purport to measure the various skills and

corponents ‘andqaspects of skills, tested separatelg. ‘

Lado (1964) is often referresiftb as the original proponent of the

discrete-point testing approach. He based the construction of lm@e/ >

te§t§ c?n stritural U{xguistiq /;,heoryo and on contrastive analysis. By
camparing the native language to the target language the differe‘x:ces in
structure were highlighted. ﬁhos;e elements and components of the target
language which w@ferént from the native language were the areas of
the target larmwgé that would present the main difficulties to the
learner. By contrasting and analyzing the $hrget language with the first
language the differer;ces would be pin-pointed and thus the prob'lems that

oF

the second language learmer faced would be isolated. By testing the
L

learner's control of the problems, Lado pelieved he was testing control .

of tHe target language. Lado's views were soon suggested to be less .
N a ¥
, T .
sow}d than he originally assumed as the difficulties the learner faced
were pot necessarlly those areas of the target language that were

different in structure from the learner's first language (Upshur, 1962).

- . \ ) .
Moreover, the contrastive analysls approach was never fully. implemented

-~

in language testing for vefy practical reasons. Many 1angua§e classes
\ .
simply had too many different first languages present to enable even

the most dedlcated to teach or. test via the contrajtive analysis .
. N L

approach. Although contrastive analysis was quickly discarded’, the

basilc tenets of the discrete-point approach, with 1ts roots in structural

lingaistics established itself in language testing in such an entrenched
¥

e

t
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'way that it is part of mary’classroom and standardized language tests

today . L
.In the discrete-point approach the content of a language test can be

specifiegl in terms of a grid or framework representing the skills and

camponents of language. For example, Harrls (1969) conceptualizes the

- components needed to hssess language proficlency as illustrated in

Figure 1. °
B ,, .
LANGUAGE SKILLS
COMPONENTS ‘,Listening . Speaking . Reading - Writing
Phonology/Ortho- } .
graphy

,Sgﬁcture

Voc&bulary - ’ c

Rate \and general
fluehgy ' e

i

Figure 1. Ohart-of the Janguage skills and their components (from
\ Tedting Fngl1§h as a second language by D. D. Harris.
New Ysrk: McGraw-HiX, 1969.)

¥

Hiy“co ceptualizat:;‘on hows the four com;;onents of language, phpnology/
orthqigr' hy, structupé, vocabulary, as well as rate and general fluency,
forming t vir/-ti al a:d;s of a two-dimensional framework. The hoﬁzbn-

tal axis 1s made up of the four language skills, listening, speaking,
/// f! » . -

reading and wri/tir’fg. - ™

Cooper {1972) 1{ Figure 2 us““es %2 somewhat more complicated concept-

yalization,

l}

Jp—
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His three dimensional framework contains the four skills (listening
speaking, reading and writing) "enéthé vertical axs applied to four )
" aspects of language knowledge (phonology, syntax, semantics and total); Q\\
the iatter, a combination of the f‘irs‘s; three aspects, on the hor-izontai
axis., The dlagonal axis 1s' made up of two possible varieties of English
that the fauthor has identified. Theoretically each of the separate
Lc'ells could represent a separate sub-test. Thus Harris' J;‘rarrework could
coﬁceivably have 16 sub-tests and Coopér"s, 32. Both éuthors are ql/zick )
to Ifﬁt out however that the number of cells in egch ﬁ*amework répre-—
¥ents "loglcal possibilities only" (Coop:ér', 1972, p. 337). Froma
practical point of view, 16 or 32 sub-tests would not be f‘e‘ésible.w
Harris (1969) points out that "iﬁ testing, the structures needed in
listening and speakihg would be regarded as the same as would those of .
reading and writing" (p. 10). Consequently the number of sub-tests
needed w'ould be reduced ¢onsiderably from the number of possible cells.
Harris (1969) concludes that he would have 6 sub-tésts in a language
test: 1listening, speaking, reading, writing, structure and vqcabular'y.’/\ o
Cooper (1972) suggests that the cells to be assessed would depend ‘on the
use to which the test writer makes of the test scor"es. Thus in the
discrete-point approach'tg language proficlency testifg the frameworks

>
provide the basis for the language test content and format.

The Integrative Approach . d

2

7

The competing language-testing approach is the integrative appyogch.

N
The integrative philosophy reflects pragmatic theories of 1 in
which "language proficiency may be a more unitary abstract en’c;z /whoseJ \
camponents may function more or less similarly in any language based

~



_ dmmensely more camplicdted-than the theories of structural and trans-

task" (Stump, 1978, p. 38). Pragratics is most simply defined as a

language theory 'that até’énpts to relate sentences to the contexts of |

conmunication. It emphasizes the way in which people use language in

everyday situations. As Oller (19%5) points out, "one of the clear
-

re'sults of pragmatic investigations thus far 1s that speech acts are
' <4

' formational grammars might have led us to believe" (p. 287).”

v

.statement encapsulates the main criticism leveled against discrete-

/

point languag;e tests. The *apﬁroach is too narrowly 11ngui_s_tic because
it does not take into account the comrwucative function of language

As}ell, a proponent of the pragnatic approach would point out that

there 1s no basis for the assumption that language can be segmented into
v k 0y

separaté bits without some loss or distortion 51“ the way in which *
language is used. Oller (1979) points out that the way 1n vhich we put
languagé together -- or the organizational constr'ain'cs of language
creates an interaction between thy elements of the language. This ‘
interaction produces qualities that do motméxist in the/ séparatbe parts.
Oller (1975) also points out that the discrete-point approach falls to
take into account the element of real time. He says 'one of the
factor'; which contributes to the uniqueness and complexity of speech
events in rea}%ife is the element of time" (Oller, 1975, p. 288).
Spolsky (1975) points out that the normal redundancy of natural

languages makes }10 one linguistic item absolutely essential for effective

" comunication. He says, "it is clear that levels of knowing a language

cannot be characterized in specific linguistic terms, that is, as

mastery of a criterion percentage of iters in a gr'amnar and 1exi_con"
' \ ’ '

.
\ . .Y
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(SDOlS}Qu 1975, p. 77). Thus discrete—-point tests which are composed of N
dlscrete-point ‘1tems~may r;ot be the most_ei‘fective measure of the
learner's language pr'ofi;ciency. ]
' Language tests which keep the. language elements and camponents
intact- have bee\n_ described as integr'ati{re language fests. In the past,
integrative tests have been defined in opposition to discrete-point k
. £ests, that 6:Ls, if a test is not a discrete-point test, it must be an
integrative test. Oller refines the notion of an integrative language
test because he prefers to label tests which measure the‘ﬁative—like
uses of language as pragmatic tests. He makes the distinction that all
pragmatic tests are integrative but not all. integrative tests are always
pragmatic. The strength of pragmatic tests lies in the fact }:hat they
. reflect the najtural use of 1anguagé by keeping the language elements
intact and incorporate an element of real time. ’i‘hey requiré' the
° - testee to use language in ways which a;Sproximatg’nomal human discourse.

Oller (1979) states that a pragmatic test is "any procedufe or task that

v causes the l€arner to relate sequences of linguistic elements via prag-

‘ " matic mappings to e§tra—linguistic cont/ext" (p. 38). He proposes two
naturalness criteria that a valid prag;matic language test must have.
First the test must approximate natil/e—like communicative processes —
it must contain a time constraint wlf&ch requires the learner to compre- - . ° |
Jiend verbal sequences rapidly. Oller (1979) puts it this way, "They /

) [pragmatic tests] must cause the learner to process ... temporal
(fequences of elements in the language that conform to hormal contextual
cons aints" (p. 33). The second cr'iter'i:)n sbecifies that a valid ,

language test must incorporate extra-lin@.xistic'and linguistic context
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such that the learners démOnstrate their ability to use-language appro-
priately in normal discourse. Oller (1979) I;Uts it scmewhat more suc-
cinctly when he says "fchey require the learner to understand the prag- -
matic interrelationship of linguistic context and extra—ling(xisticg con=
text‘; (p. 33). The better lnown and most frequently used pragmatic
tests to date are the writécgn clsze,the dictation and the oral 1nt,er;
View test.: ' |

Research 'carried out by pr}ogonents of pragmatic tea;ts (O.’ﬁer, 1979;
Stump, 1978; Guwmarson, 1978) suggest that pragmatic tests, because they
test lang\;age in a more holistic manner measure an underlying language
proficiency f‘z;lctor. By keeplng the language components intact an ‘ inter-

~——

action between the camponents creates an important

essential 1anguag/e
v ‘
factor that is not present if the components are se ted into discrete

items. Thus holistic means that the inte d whole has a reality

independent of and greater than the sum of its parts.’. Scores cbtained N
on a pra,g;najc:fc langéage test are t};e outward manifestation of the

learner's 1nternaiiz§d lmg":istic éonpetence. O.lle“r (1979) views global
language proficlency aslathe "psychologically real grammar that’ the

-

learner has internalized ... an expec ancy gramar, that is, a grammat- o
ic;& system that is cap%ble of r;elating Iinguistic sequences to éxtra-
linguistic contexts" (p. 24). The individual learning a language is in

" gthe process of internalizing a system of grammar that Oller (1979) calls
a “"pragmatic expectancy grammar" (p. 34). Every natural language has '
constraints imposed upon it. There are linguistic constraints which
shape the form of words, phrases and sentences as well as extra-linguistic

A
constraints which shape the appropriate way that the linguistic aspects of

[
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a language are to be used. In other words, the extra-linguistic aspects
of an individual's intemalized grammar enables the learmer to activate ‘ »'
- his linguistic knowledge creatively and appropriately. The learner
becomes increasingly adept at anticipating what is coming( next in dis-
‘course situations and the more proficient: his expectancy grammar is,

a—

the betten able he w.i) be to perform in the language . .

.
\J

Dictation as a Pragmatic Language Test

Dictation has long been a part of second language teach.ing and ‘ g
testing. Its degree of popularity as a testing device has fluctuated o
accordlné tQ the language theories popular at any one beriod of time. ?

It 1s easy to see why dictation was considered an inadequate test of
language ability in the structuralist school. Heaton (1975) sums up
“'the general opinion of the structuralist viewpoint towards dictation
, by sta£ing, "as a testing device ... dictation measures too many

_ different language features to be effective in providing a mears of

\ assessing any one skill" (p. 186). The very reason why dictation would o
\ be rejected as a language test to a structuralist is the same reason it
‘\ would be considered to be a valid way of measuring the learner's

\ language proficiency to a pragmatist. Dictation keeps the language com- ]

"\ « ponents 1ntact and tests language proficiency in a global or wholistic
A}
'O\ ey s ' ‘

\ Dictation is now béing put forward as a pragmatic language test

1

&mcause 1t requires the testee to do the kinds ‘of things that native
eakers do when processing normal language discourse (Oller, 1979).
]

A stered in such a way as to confarm to the two naturalness

oritefia, dictation can "challenge the student's ability to protess




wihe-integrative use of a nw;xber of 1énguage skiils and components. The

" ous stream of speech sounds. He must.derive meaning fram contextually

sequences of linguistic elements under constraints of time and to relate

strings of the ianguage elements' to Fhe broadér context of experience”

(Gunnarson, 1978, p.‘215. ) . 4 -
Dictation is primarilly an auditory proceSsing task yet it requires

learner must be able tc; distinguish one word f‘r-om'another in a continu-
=
presented linguistic items and'he must do so under a time constraint.
"As Oller puts it "a non-native speaker forms an immediate and wholistic
notion of what 1is being talked about (i.e. meaning) and then analyzes *”
in a 'deliberate, axgpentive Lt’ sequential' (Neisser, 1967) fashion in
order to write down the segmented and classified sequences that he has
heard" (Oller and Streiff,’ l§75, p. 78). This type of processing is
referred to as an active "analysis—by—synthesis" (Ollerjénd Streiff,
1975, p. 77) and 1s considered a highly complex perceptual activity.
The listener actively but subconsciously compares what he hears in’ the

Stream of speech with his existing knowledge of the language. Qller

and Streiff (1975) suggest that the "comparator 1s no more or no- less

than a grammar of expectancy" (p. 77). Dictation taps and measures

this developing internalized grammar qf expectancy which Oller posits as *
the central camponent of the learmer's 1anguag:a pr;oﬁ/.ciéncy. The

greater the degree of"prof‘iciency of the expectancy grammar, the greater.
the poss:fbility that the learner wlll accurately 1nter'pret' the incaning
speech sounds. 'A dictation test,requires the testee to demonstrate his
ability to comprehend speech by writing it down verbatim. By scoring

the dictation in a specific way (see p. 14) a quaﬁtitative measure of




the learner's language proficiency 1s determined. Dictation as a prag‘—
matic language test activates the internalized expectancy grammar and as

such it provides evidence of the language proficlency of the learner.
. S

Administration of a Dictation Test

The administration of a dictation test 1s an extremely important
aspect of the dictation procedure if it is to qualify as a pragmatic
language test. The credibility of dictation as a pragmatic language
test probably rests as much-on the administration of the dictation as
" the scoring of the dictation material. It must be administered so that
it conforms to the twe naturalness criteria. Deviations from the two
naturalness  criteria would invalidate the results. Fof exanple, if a
number of unrelated sentences are dictated to students it i3 not a
dictation in the sense inplied by the two naturalness criteria. The
words, phrases and sentences of a dictation as a pragmatic language
test mist be cohesive and coherent. If the dictation is read par-
tlcularly slowly so that each word is notablél kept separate by the
tester, then it does not qualify as a pragmatic language test. 'If the
examinee can obtain a repeat of a particular word or phrase then the :
test is not a pragmatic language test, Thus when one talks ébout a
dictation tesi: as a pragmatic language test samething very specific is

meant. The presentation of the material in a dictation is crucial in
keeping the dictation withj_n the bounds <‘>'f a pragmatic language test.
It must simlate ;vhat can happen in naéural human commuilcation. A
dlctation accomplishes this by being read to the examinees in chunks
long enough to challenge the short term memory of the examinee. The

_ €xaminee must formulate a broad 'general idea of what has been sald,
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tﬁen he must determine word boundaries and glve graphemic fbm to the
sougds ﬁeard. The -entire pr'ocess, as previously discussed, is' con-
sldered a highly camlex mental process. - -1

gller (1979) makes the following suggestlons for glving the dic-
tation. It should first be read in its entirety with the students
hétening. The dictation is then read in chunks of sbout seven words: 1
or more depending on the proficlency of the 1earner,.. ‘The tester tries

to place the breaks or pauses at natural pausing points. Oller (1979)

says, "breaks should be spaced far enough apart to challenge the lmits

of the short term memory of‘ the learner and to force a deeper level of
processing than mere phoneti.c echoing (p. 273). The pauses between the
dictated phrases are madeL long enough to enable thg,- testee to w;&te
what he heard. A rough but adequate gauge 1s to spell the ;Letters‘bf

the words dictated two times through sub-vocally before proceeding.

BTk S ae %

The passage 1s then read a third time at normal oral reading speed so

o et bt

that' Students have an opportunity to make changes or check their work.
Oller (1979) says that other methods would probably work equally as

well. For example, Valette (1977) suggests that the group qfkw.érds or
chunks could be repeated once or twice. What is important, however, is
the consq_stency oi; presentation. Consistencs} will help maintain the
same‘ degree of difficulty level for different groups because difficulty .
1s directly related to the size of the chunks.’

Scoring the Dictation

Prior to the actuai scoring, conslderation must be given to what <
constitutes an error. The following scoring sys@):em 18 based on

suggestions made by Oller (1979). The -total score is the mmber of
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words in the selection.’ Errors in spelling are not counte& except those
which indicate that the testee had difficulty in the perception of dis- .
tinct sounds such as "deed" for "did" or which affected the lexical ~

identity of a word such as "their" for "there". Ptmctuat‘ion- may or may

not be counted depending on the iaulrposé’ of the dlctation test. O1ler

(1979) says "if ¢he marks are indicated cledrly in the oral procedure,

putting them in becomes a part of the overall listening comprehension .

task" *(p. 275). A\COrlSiStent error need only be counted once. One

mark is deducted for each incorrect word inserted, for an incorrect
word-order, for any missing word and for a word which is distorted
phonoiogical],y and/or morphologically. Consistency in the scoring

method is as important as the method itself.

Selection of fhe Dictation Materdal

Oller (1979) suggests that the sglection of the dictation material
can ge left up to the Judgment of the experienced teacher. He belleves
that 1if dictation meets the naturalness criteria demands, there will be
considerable flexibility about the kind of material chosen. He points
out that fairly wide ranges of difficulty levels are known to work
about equally well on a glven popylation of examinees, Other writers
of second language testing texts (Valette, 1977; Heaton, 1975) gilve no
information on how to select matoerials. It seems intuitively logical,
however, that selection of n;ateria'ls should came from natural language
sources (textbocks, fiction, newspapers, journals), if 't;he dictation is

not to become contrived. At this point in time, selection of the

material is made through the common sense Judgment of the individual

Py

writer making the test.

£
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Empirical Evidence in Support of Dictation

There are a nunber of-research studles which give empirical support
for dictation as a pragmatic language test. Vaiette (i964) correlated
the individual total‘ scores of two groups of f‘irs}; yea.r{ college studga.n;;s
learning French as a foreign language. She obtained a correlation of

.79 between the dictée and the individual total score of a discrete-
point test on one group given only three to four dictées during the
semester, that is, minimal practice. She obtained a corr;elation of .89
with a second group that had been glven a dictée at least once a week
during- the semester. Valette (19 tates tl\at‘ s 'jfor stude;nts ppssegs-
ing minimal experien¢e with dictation, the dicté'e can vadiidly be sub-
stituteéi for the traditional final exam in first year semester French"
(p .Jall). Thus Valette congluded that dictation was shown ta_be an
effective or valid-test procedure which measured the overall proficiency
of students who were Qeing taught by,an audlio-lingual method and, :vio
were not given dictationpractice during the term. Oller (19;9) states
that there is contradictory evidence regarding whether dictation résists
p’racticé -- he seems to think it does. .

Further supgort for dictation comes fram a research study conducted

by Oller in 1971. He intercorrelated data gathered fram the administra-

S tion of the ESLPE 1 at UCLA. 'Ihe ESLPE 1 1is administered to determine

the language ;;roficiency of foreign students for placement purposes at

’UCLA. It 1s made up of five sub-tests: vocabulary, grammar, camposi- ',
—tion, phonology and dlctation. The sub-test scores were-correlated with
each of the other sub-tésts and with the total score. The data revealed

"that the diqfation score and the total scores of the various sub-tests
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correlated at .86. The data also showed that the dictation Had a higher

correlation with the other parts of the ESLPE 1 than did any other part

except for the camposition sub—%e?t which correlated at .Bb.

Oller and Conrad (1971) conducted a pilot study to partially deter-

mine the discriminating pbwer of a written cloze test and its vaiidity

as a device for measuring ESL Sid1ls. The experimenters correlatéd the

scores of the cloze test with the results of the UCLA ESLPE Form 2C.

There are five parts in this test -- vocabulary, reading comprehension,
grammar, article usage and a dictation. The cloze test correlated with
dlctation at .82 whith was a higher correlation than for the other sub-

-

- tests.

-

In anothér experimental study, Oller (1972b) correlated three
cloze test scores with the part scores of the UCLA, ESLPE 2A Revised.
Onee of tHe part scores was a dictation test. It cor;elated ét .76, .84
and .85 r‘espectivﬂg, with the three separate cloze test scores -- a
higher correlati@r& than any other part score (vocabulary, reading,

grammar’ of this test.

Oller (1979) cites another study conducted by S. Johansson ih 1972.

Joharxssén's research involved Swedlish college students learming Er}glish
as a fOI‘Gi@’l language ., Johansson'é research gives further support; for
dictation. "His [Johansson' s] commbined clozefand dictation procedures
corr-elated better with & scores on Several language tests tha.n any of the
other tests correlated with each other" (Oller, 1979, p. 59) )
Oller (1972a) conducted a number > of mtercorrelation studies 'using

four different versions of the ESLPE Fog:m 2. In the four different

.Vefsiéns (Form 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D) the dictation correlated at .84, .96,

-
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- .96 and .88 respectively with the total score.
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Irwin, Atai and Oller (1974) did a correlation study involvirg a
cloze test, a dictation test and the -TOEFL. Frcm the correlations
obfa.ined they Iconcluded that the listenipg comprehension sub-test, the

cloze test and the dictation test were better predictors of the other

-

" parts (in the order given) than any other part score of the TOEFL.

In a paper written by Oller and Streiff (1975) the authors

\I

re-evaluated the data of Oller's 1971 research paper. As previously men-

fioned, the UCLA ESLPE 1 has five parts, vocabulary, grammar, composi-

‘ u ‘
- tion, phonology and dictation. In the re-analysis the adjusted dicta-

tion score correlated at .94 with the adjusted total (aXusted total

meafns that each of the sub-tests-were worth an equél n r of polnts

towards the total). Another statistical procedure used was, the inter-

correlations of part scores and total scores with self-correlations

removed and with equal weightinés of part scores. In this analysis the

dictation correlated at .85 with the total score . : <

»

3

Stump (1978) intercorrelated the scores o;‘Z cloze and dictation
! - C
test with the scores obtained in two standardized educational tests,

the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test and the Iowa Test’ of Basic Skills

o

(ITBS). Using the statistical procedure of factor ana]yéis, Stump (1978)

concluded that "all of the meaningful (non-random) variance of the two
standardized tests, as well as the cloze and dictation tasks, can be

accounted for by a single unitary ﬁ‘actor -~ global language pro-

“

ficiency ..." (p. 36).
A

”I;he consistently high correlation between totdl scores of discrete-

‘point tests and dictation scores (Valette 1964; Oller, 1971; Johansson,

»
»

o

L
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1972; Qdler, 1972a; Oller and Streif‘f, 1975) suggest that dietatiOr} is

a reliable and valid indicator of ‘the learner's l?mguage proficiency- .

At worst, it measured equally as well what:ever'1 it 1is that the dlscrete-

point tests measured — perhaps akdnd of language proficiency. The -

high correlations betwedn cloze ard dictation (Oller and Conrad, 1971;

"Oller, 1972b; Imwin, Atai and Oller, 1974; Stump, 1978) can be used as

evidence to infer that cloze and dictation, despite the different
modalities of these tests, share a factor 6r construc_t common to bot/h

dictation and cloze tests, the learner's underlying language competénce

in his”intemalized expectancy grammar. The evidence suggests that not

only is dictation as good an indicator of language proficiency as a / e
discrete-point test, but it mayain fact be more valid because it L
appears to tap an underlying competence tr}at discrete-point tests do

not get at. Dictation 1s able to measure the 1ea.mer's/ underlying

language competence or internalized e';ﬁaectancy'granmar bécause it deals

with language in context under constraints of real time. ‘

po]

Specific Problem Area of This Research

o

The results and conclusions of the research combined with the the=

oLl

oretical discussion presented in the preceding sections suggest that the

dictation test is a relilable and valid measure of the learmer's develop-

PRI URIPRR PR L SR

ing language proficiency. In order to add further support to dictation
as a reliable and valid language test, an experiment was designed to
. A%

replicate some of the research done previoudly on dictation. A second /

dictation results can be used to predict language proficiency, glven the

training which a group of language learmers received, The following

\ . | ‘ | 3
, o
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méearch hypothesés were tested: - e [
1. The correlation between the scores obtained on a d;!._ctation

test and the Canadian Forces Standardized Language Pro-
ficiency Test will be sufficiently high to suggest t;xat the

same construct is being tested by each test,

2. 'The correlation between the entry dictation scores and the
" exit Canadian Forces Standardized Language Proficiency fest
) scores will be sufficiejnt]y high to suggest that the entry ‘ | ‘\\
'dictation scores are a’strong prédictor of the sgores

cbtained on the exit Canadlan Forces Standardized Language

. LS

Proficiency Test. ) B L Vo
n Y
. 4 | -
|
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METHOD - \

Subjects

% The subjects for this research study were the 39 candidates, of all

ranks, sslected for two separate Advanced English Courses offered at the

e 55

.Canadian Forces Language School, St. Jean. The subjects (2 women, 37

men) are menbers of the Canadian Armed Forces and have French as their
first language. Candidates for the Advanced Erlgiish'CQurse are selected

on the basis of having attained a Level 3 in aural comprehension (see

Appendix A for a description of the Rating Scale). Grou;i I was composed -

of 20 candidates (1 yloman,' 19 men) whose Aciyanced Englisthourse began
in May 1979 and finished in August 1979. Group II was composed of 19
candide;tes (1 woman, 18 men) and their course ran from September to
December, 1979. The main objective of the Advanced English Course’ is
to improve the reading aﬁd writing skills of the candidates. I}t the

begi{ming ad end of each Course the candidates 'a;rie gilven a standard-

1zed English language proficiency test battery (aural comprehension,

speaking ability, reading corrprehension and writing ability) developed
and admmister'ed by the Language Standards Control Detachment. During
the Advanced English Course a r;egular' dictation was not part of the

classroom teac\ilung/_leaming 'préc‘ess, sO that there would b?\aq\ practice

effect influence on the subjects' performance. . .

The Dictation Material

. g - i |
The material selected for the-dictation was taken from an article

AR-2
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printed in the Montreal Starson June 30, 1979 (Appendix B).- The selec-

e
tion 1s best characterized as a human interest story. It is made up of ‘
" 6 sentences with a total of 143 words, wirich were divided {nto ’ -
sequences or chunks ranging from § - i3 words. Breaks ”v_vere placed at
natural pause points which accounﬁs for the rather wlde range of the iy
number of words per chunk. There was a total of 19 sequences dlvided
:Ln' the following way:
Table 1
)) ‘ “ Q . ’
The Number of Words Per Sequence in the Order Dictated L
Séquence Number - Number of Words
) 1 ,&’ v 7
2 ) 7 .
3 . 8
it 7 -
5 8
6 8 ' .
A . 5 o
8 s 6 o
e 9 . 9 |
V' 10 6
d 11. T 4
12 o 8,
13 8 .
14 , 15 ;
[ ) .
. 2 1
15 v | 3 .
16 6 J
17 7
18 6 ,
19 12

P

Summarized in another way there was:
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. Table 2 )
Tye Nurber of Sequences Containing the Same ‘/
Number of Words
A
Nunber of Sequéhces N Number of Words

1 15

1 13

1 12

1 9 a
5 8

5 7

4 ) 6

A g ’ 5

Administration and Procedure

Groups I and II wrote the dictation test on the same day they wrote
part of. the Canadian Forces Standardized Language Proficlency Test. The
test is cémpleted over a pefiod of two days. Availability constraints
allowed for Group I to be tested at the end of the Advanced English |
" Tourse, that is, on August 17, 1979. This will be referred to as Grow
I Exit Dictation. Group II was tested at the beginning of the Advanced
English Course on September 6, 1979. This test w}ll be referred to as
Group II Entry Dictation. Group II was also tested at the end of their
Advanced English Course on Decerber 18, 197\9. This test will be
referred to as Group II Exit Dictation. The xsame' dictation was

ddministered on each occasion.

'he candidates were aware that the dictitjion test was being admin-

Y

istered for research pur'pose‘Eé.’y The*ixgtructions were given orally in

English. The candidates were told that they would hear the dictation

- <
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_ three times. On the first reading, which was read at normal reading

speed, they were instructed to listen only. On the second reading they -
were told that the dictation would be read in chunks or sequences. The
candidates were then told to write the dictation as it was read to them
in these predetermined chunks and that enough time would be allowed! for
them to write ead>§equence without being rushed (see pg.ge 14), A third
reading would be glven at Fncnnal"reading speed SO that the candidates
could make any changes they deemed necessary. The candidates were also ¥
told‘ that no other repei:itions o'f the dictation would be glven other
than what had just been explalned, and that punctuation would not be
counted. The students were allowed to ask questions about the adminis-
tration in English or French and all of these questions were answered.

It was therefore assumed that all subjects understooé the dnstructions
before the d@ctation was glven. The dictation was then administered

in the manner described above by the same person (the author of ﬁqis

research paper) on each occasion.

Scoring
The total score was the total number é)f‘ words in the dictatfon,

that is, 143 possible points. Spelling and punctuation errors were not
counted and a ‘consistent error was counted only once, One mark was
deducted for a wird out of order, for any missing word, for each
Ancorrect word inserted and for a word which was distorted phono-

logically ("deed"-for '"did") or morphologically (*whole" for 'hole").

The External Validating Criterion

1

The language proficlency test battery developed by the Language
A,
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Standards Control Deltachment 1s used to measure the overall language .pro-
fictency in terms of the individual's langusge performayce. The measure-
ment instrument 1is best characterized as a norm-referenced language pro-
ficiency measure (see Appendix C for Norms ) because the test batteries
are independent of tiue type of training the candidates have received. ,
The language proficlency test is composed of four main sub—tl;ests/labelled “
aural comprehension, speaking ability, reading comprehension and writing
ability. From the raw scores obtained the candidate 1s given a numerical
rating, ranging from 0-5 in each of the four skills test‘s. The numerical
rating is based, in principle, ‘on ‘the‘ ratiﬁg scale devised by the Foreign
Services Institute 'of‘ the U;uited States State Departr,nent: Q,_Each of the

six rating levels 313 based on a functional definition of language pro-
ficlency in eacl;l of the four skilis (see Appendix A for a descr'iptilon of .

each level).

The 1listening comprehensions test i3 divided into three sub-tests

and contalns a total of 60 items. The questions are of the multiple
cholce format. .'I'he testee h;ears a stimlus on the tape and he then L
hears the four possible respénses «L)r cholces. The t;astee is also'able to
read the four cholices. In Part 1 the testee heafs an incornpletg sentinc.e
and he 1s asked to ch<oose a regsponse which best completes the sentencé.
In Part 2 the testee hears a s‘;lor": dlalogue and must choose the best
fc;llgwingv response out of four possible choices. In Part 3 the testee
1'{eaJ':'s a st';aterrent and he must choose from one of the four possible
cholces, the response that means the same as the glven statement. 'I'Aere~
is a time constraint of 45 minutes for the aural c&rpreheqsion test.

The r'aw' score 1s.:then converted to a numerical rating ranging from 0-5,

Lo
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The speaking ability test is administered to each candidate

/ individually. The stimilus is tape recorded and the ‘testee responds to
‘I .

‘ questions asked on the tape. As well, thed tape recording is accarpanied
by a visual stimulus (a picture or written stimulus). The teacher makes
an on-the-spot assessment using a standard fomat scoring sheet. The
test takes approximately 25 minutes to administer and is divided into
five sections, Part Y contains 10 separate plctures. The testee hears
a response (which is really an answer) and he is expected to glve the
question that would have to be asked to eliclt the response, In Part 2
the testee sees another 10 pictures and 'he is asked three questions
about each picture. He is %stmcted to answer in complete sentences
and to answer in the time allotted. (There is enough time to give an
appropriate reply twice, at normal speed.) Part 3 and 4 involve a
series of six pictures, The testee is asked to explain each frame,
using a complete sentenc'e for each frame, Part 5 1Avolves a subjective

evaluation of Part 3“and U based on the response in two areas, sy}ltax

and pronunciation. The testee can score up to 100 points on the oral

* test, The raw score is then converted-to a numerical proficiency level

ranging frorﬁ 0-5.

The reading comprehension test is made up of 60 multiple cholce

questions divided into four parts. There 1s a time'allottment of 40

minutes, 1In Part 1 the testee sees a total of five different pictures.

For each picture he must choose out of a possible four, the statement

which best corresponds to the picture. In Part 2 the student reads a

statement then he must pick out of a possible five cholces, the one

statement which has the same meaning as the statement given, In Part 3 .

{
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the testee must read three different passages. Each passage is followed
by four multiple choice comprehension questions. The festee must choose

the best answer from the four choices glven. Part § is described by the

ey r———

test writers as a test of global comprehension, It is a multiple choice.

cloze test. There are 12 words deleted in this, section for a possible

12 points. Once again the raw score is‘ converted to a numerical rating

based on a range of 0-5,

The writing ability test is ecomposed of 70 items divided into three

parts. Once again the multiple choice format is used. This test has a
time allottment of 40 minutes, Part 1 is composed of incomplete sen~
tences, that is, one ;Jord 1s deleted in each sentence. The ,testee must
complete each sentence by selecting one choice out of" four possible
cholces. Part 2 is made up of 22 complete sentences. Four words in
each sentence are underlined with the letters "a", "b", "¢" and "a"
placed under each underlined word respectively. A fifth choice, "e"

(pas d'erreur) is glven at the end of each sentence. Out of the five

possible choices. the testee must find the error if there is ore and

place the approprilate letter indicating the\‘ error in the space provided.

Part 3 is made up of complete sentences, some of which may contain an

, error. The testee must find the error, if there 1s ¢ne, and then write

the corrected word in the space provided. The scores obtained are then

converted to a numerical rating ranging from 0-5,

Rationale For the Study and Techniques

If an acceptable definition of language proficiency could be
estabiished which coyld unequivocally account for the numerous vardlables

involved in determining that proficiency, then a valid and reliable

.
kA
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exist, Elizabeth Ingram (1978) states that "language tests are not
based on any coherent or explicit psycholinguistic theory" (p. 7). A
lénguage test's validity and reliability partlally rests on the fact
that over a period of time 1t is found to vork, that is "one can make
better decisions on the basis of the information thgt they provide than
one would without the information" (Ingram, 1978, p. 7). One way to. »
establish the reliability and validity of a new test is to compare the
scores obtained on the new test to those obtalned on a standardized
language test which has beer\\ used successfully over a period of time as
a measure of the learner's ianguage proficiency.

This brings up a possible problem regarding the kind of inter-
relationship that éhould exist between a pragmatlic language profilciency
test and a discrete-point language bmﬁciency test. An assunmption
underlying the discr'ete-pc;in‘c approach to"cesting is that each of the ‘
caorponents and skills of lmlguage is distinet. It follows then that the\
assessment of the different components and skills should use different
tests that include approp‘r.:Late techniques. The differences between the
gamponents and skills of language has led to the accepted notion that a
sub-test such as a vocabulary test would not-necessarily be highly
correlated with any other sub-test such as a grammar test. If a high
correlation did result, the construct validity of one or both of the

sub~-tests would be seriously questioned because different sub-tests

supposedly measured different constructs. Furthermore, a suw-test on

$
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\ measures" (Upshur, p. 168). By so doing, Upshur was able to show a high
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a discrete~point test wh{ch purported to measure a particular skill or

comporent should correlate highly with the sub—test of the same skill on / ’
a different language test. Oller (1976) cites éevera’l studles (Darmell,
1968; Oller & Conrad, 1971; Pike, 1973) that cast doubt on the construct
validity of several discréte-point standardized tests, namely, ’I(SEFL,
Form TEFY, UCLA ESLPE Form 2C. ,For example, in the study done by
Darnell, a cloze test _correlated more highly with the 1i'stening conpre-

‘hension section of the TOEFL than with the reading comprehension section.

> }In the Oller and Conrad study (1971) the cloze test corr-elai:ed nore

highly with the dictation test than with the read:fng test scores.
In answer to these criticisms Upshur (1576) offered an interpreta-
tion which gave strong su;;port 1;0 the discrete-point approach in
language testing, Oller (1976) hap[ cited the Pike study to prove that
the construct validitf( betweenn the reading compr'ehensign sSection and )

. . o s
listening comprehension section was not sustained. Pike's (1973) study

PP S

_used the TOEFL (Form TEFU) as well as three experimental measures, a
cloze test, an estay énd an oral 1nterv';5w. Upshur (1976) took issue
with the statistical procedure used by Oller. He said, “"the dafa admit 3
of another interpretation, however, if one considers, not obtained /

. N .Z
correlations, but correlations !corrected!- for unreliability of the : :
\

correlation between cloze and reading comprehension, "Just what one

would expect 1f listening and reading are distinet dimensions of foreign \

language competence" (p. 169). Upshur (1976) also stated "it is not,

therefore, true that the psychometricsstructuralist proponent (discrete-
' w

point approach) would consider that he had found or made a highly valid
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structure test because 1t had a low correlation with a vocabulary test"

(p. 170). He added, "tests which purport to measure the contents of a

P
single cell should exhibit even higher correlations with each other than

//t'hé high carrelations they should exhibit with tests which purport to

test the contents of a different cell" (Upshur, p. 170), (see page 6 & 7
for description of a cell). The controversy Be@veen what kinds of
correlations are expected in language tests dissipates if Upshur's views
on the kindsl of correlations betweenq,su’b-tests on a discrefe—poin(t test
aré consider,ed’correct. It seems that the gurmnt opinign of“ testi‘ng‘
speclalists in the field of ESL is that both approacheé to languaée
“tests do not differ as fax as the kinds of correlations they are looking
for, that is, langua\gevtests which are valid shoixld correlate highly
regardless, of the mode, skill, component, reception or production aspect
being emphasized in any particular test. As well, those tests which are
Judged as similar or the sg.me\ééA far as mde, skill; component , recep-—
tion or production aspect should cormlab\e even ‘i)igher with each other
than with other language tests. , ' . !

The initial step in examining dictation as a valid measure of over-
all language proficiency was to use the statistical procedure of com-
puting the meaﬁ, the standard deviation, the range and the frequency
distribution. These statistics gave an indication of the dlscriminat-
ing powér of the dict'ation, that 1s, the way 1in whicg \dictation spreads
ot the individual scores and creates a rank order. Secondly, an
independent validating criterion was establlshed. For the purposes 6f '
th;s stucly'thje scores on the czictatd.on were compared with the scores

attalned on the standardized language proficlency test battery

A,
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administered by the LSCD for the Department of National Defense (DN{J).' ’
The Canaclian Forces Language Proficlency test is described in more ’
detdil on pages '214-27 What should be noted at this point, however, is
that the vahdating criterion is not a discr-ete-point test in terms of
the ¢lassical definition of discrete—point test items In fact, the -
LSCD language proficiency battery contalns some highly integrative sub-
sections. For example, in the speaking test ég; 3 and 4 can be con-
sidered a free speech portion which would meet the two naturalness .
eriteria establisheo by Oller (1979). .Part 2 of the aural camprehension

test could also be considered integrative .' A testee hears a short

dialogue and must choose the best response (writ’cen)w out of a posslble

~ .

four'choices. Part 4 of the reading conprehension test 1s a imltiple
choice cloze described as glving a measure of global conprehension
Thus what is being used as a validating critericn is a battery of four
tests whose various parts I‘al;L on a continuum ranging fér'om d15crete—
point to pragnatlc—integrative in nature.

In order to be able to inf‘er that dlctation is a valid and reliable
measur-e of language proficiency the scores obtalned om the dictation
test must exlﬁbit a high degree of correlation ‘with the validating
criterion, 'Ihus a Pearson product-moment? correlation was camputed

between the Exit Dictation scores and the part and total scores of the

Exit Canadlan Forces Standardized Language Proficiency Test. A multiple

 regression analysis using the Exdt Dictation score for Group I and II

and the exit test. score of the Canadlan Forces Standardized Language
Proficiency Test for .Group I and II was also computed in order to reveal

statistically the interrelationship between the two tests, Those ; Lo
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- statieti‘cal results pfbvided evidence for on against hypothesis I‘:
P | ’ The correlation between the scores obtained on a dictation test
) and; the Canadian Forces Standa:rdized Language Pr-of‘:;Lciency Test \
will be sufficiently high to suggest that the same construct is
being tested by eachl test. .
- Hypothesis II restated here reads:
| The correlation’'between the entry dictation scores and the Exit
Canadian Forces .Standardized Language Proficlendy Test sceres
" will be sufficiently high to suggest that the entry dlctation
SCores. are a strong predictor of the scores obtained on the
- Exit Canadian For-ces Standardized Language Proficiency Test. “
i Hypothesis I1 was tested by correlating (Pearson product-moment formula)

the Entry Dictaglion scores for Group II with the exit scores on the

Cana%ian Forces Standa.rdizefi‘Language Proficieecy Test. The Entry
Dictation scor'e“s were als’o correlated with the improvement score the
- subjects made on the kanadian'Forc"es Standardized Language Proficiency
+ Test. ‘The improverpent score, called an X écofe, was derived in the
. following way: . \ . ;
‘ ) Exit Score - Entry Score = X Score ‘

JEOPRTCLTA L AP

- (\\1 the validating criterion) S Ly
. This analysis provided statistical evidence on the degree to which dic—
tation is able to predict the overall ability to learn and the ability

to learm 1n any of the four skills, given the training the subjects

£ et i esmel®
i

received at the La.nguage School. The raw scores wer'e converted to Z~

scores for chese statlstical procedures and the .05 level of probability, 7~

O was utilized. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie,

)Hull Jenkins, Steinbrenner, Bent, 1975), was used for processing all

data.
I

b i
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‘~ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

. T . i ¢
' Descriptive Statlistical Procedures

¢

Prior to testing the hypotheses a number of descriptive statistlcal

procedures were carried out in order to summarize, in a very general way,’
the overall character of the data, Table 3 sows the frequency distri-

) bution of the three dictation ﬁests.

/ Table 3
7

F‘ret;uen&:y—Distribdtion of Test’ Scores For
the Three Dictation Tests .

Class Interval - ExiyDictation  Entry Dictation . Exit Dictation

1-5 “oup I Group II Group IT
— V137 - 141 6 3 4 L
/ 132 - 136 6 1 3
127 - 131 4 . 1 y
122 - 126 /3 g 0 : ‘
117 - 121 0~ 2 2 _ )
‘112 - 116 0 1 0 1 -.&
. . 107 - 111 : o 3 '
B \ - 102 - 106 2 7 17
°% - .97 -101 1 1
| 92 - 96 ‘ .7 2
87 - 91 . | 1 )
- 82 - 86 T 0
/ 77 - 81 ’ o .
72 - 76 o
67 - 71 1
Total - 19 19

D 33 -
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The entry dictation for Group II, that is, the dictation’ adminis-
tered at the beginning of the Advanced English éourse creéted a much
wider distribution of scores than the Exit Dictatlon for the same group.
The Exit Dictation scores -for Group II tepded to cluster in the upper
range of possible scores. These results Znitiétlly suggested that the
dictation test may‘b\e assumed to be sensitive to the 'inprovement in the
learners!' overall language proficiency, wgich in turn was reiated to the
effectiveness of the instruction. The scores obtained from Group I, who
wrote the Eﬁt Dictation only, also tendéd to cluster in the upper range
of possible scores but to an even greater extent than Gr:)ug 1., Only
one sub;‘]ect, in Group I scored below 122 points out of a possible 143
poj;r.xts. ‘ ‘ )

Teble L gives the standard deviation\, the mean and the range for

\

4
the three separate administrations of the dictation test.

Table 4

.The Mean, Standard Deviation and Range ».
For the.Three Dictation Tests

Mean Standard Deviation Range

-

Entry Dictation Group II 115 19 70

n - 19 | (69 - 139)
/ S

Exit Dictation Group II 124 13.8 43
n-19 - o , (98 - 141)

Exit Dictation Group I 130 12.09 ‘56

n- 20 ‘ (85 - 141)
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The findings of these statlstical procedures concur with the results
shovm in Table 3. The difference between the means of the Entry Dicta-
tion (X ~ 115) and the Exit.Dictation (X - 12U) suggests that the dicta-

tion is sensitlve to the students' improvements in the target language.

" The results o‘f,a T-Test on the means provides statistical support for

/

A

‘that the dictation test was reliable. , -

th%s notion (p - .003). The decrease in the sta}ldard deviation from .
13,08 - 12.09 is another i/vay of showing that the scores were less spread
out on the second administration of theldictat;ion than the first. The
one low score of 85 in Group I tended to distort the range as well as
lower the mean toward the extreme score. The results shown in Table 3
and 4 suggest that the dictation may not have provided an .adequate
means for' diseriminating among the lea.mgrs, particularly on the Exit
Dictation Test. 'It is also possible that a ceiling effect was operat-

ing even though no one achieved a perfect score. ' P

e

Reliability Testing .

’

The main-evidence for dictation as a reliable test comes from the
empirical research of Vale‘cte (19614) Oller (1971), Johansson (1972)
(Oller (1972a), and Oller and Streif‘f ( 1975) These researchers obtained}\/) /
correlations between dictation and the total score of various discrete- /°
point tests that ranged from .79 (Valette, 1964) to .96 (Oéler, }9’/‘2a).
The researchez;s concluded from the correlations that the dictation test
was valid and fram the consistency of these findiﬁgs they also assumed
To add further support to the rellability of the dictation test hd
used in this study, a split-half géliability o’n the resulteof the three

yamnistrations of the-dictation test was carried out. The selected

N
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material was divided in half so that there was a total ff 71 words or
points in the first half and 72 words or points in the second half.
Scores were calculated for each half and then correlated (Pearson

product-moment ). Reliability was imputed using the following formula:
2r

"R = —~=— (Crocker, 1969, p. 38). Table 5 shod$ the results of the

reliability test.

Table 5

Reliability Coefficients For the Three :
Dictation Tests

_ Reliabllity Coefficient | ‘
(using split-half method)

Entry Dictation Group II .90
. n~19
Exit Dictation Group IT . .94 ;
n-19 / '
Exit Dictation Group I .87
n-20

3
_The reliability coefficlents of an,y language test must be high if
ther’test can be justifiably used in testing language proficiency.
Crocker (1969) points out that any test with a correlation coefficlent
of reliability less than 0.9 is suspect, .According to this standard the
rel.‘;agil,it;y ;Ls confirmed in two out of three ?f the dictation tests,

The .87 rqliability coefficient, while reasonably high, 1s somewhat

below the suggested standard. However, questions can be ralsed about

the way in which the reliability coefficlency was derived. Using the‘ '

split-hglf reliability method i'g is assumed that each word is of,,equal

. {
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value and that each word conveys as much information or meaning essential
to the overall un&erstanding of thuj dlctation as every other word. It 1s
~also éssumed that each half tests a subject's language proficiency
equally as well as the other half. At this point in time there is little
evidence to confir'n; or Qeny thig. Furthermore, there 1s some controversy
, as to whether each error is as sevére as every other error/ in such tasés
as dictation. It has been suggested that a learner's errors ih\ould be '

Judged according to the degree to which they mterfe}'enwith connmR:U;a—

tion (Bacheller, 1979). If the split-half method carried out in the

current study is considered valid then the reliability of this dictation ~

is generally confirmed with same minor doubts being caused.by the one
reliability coaff}cient of .87. These results adso support the research ,
mentioned earlier,bthat infer the reliability of dictation from the
correlations obtained between dictatlon and total scores of discrete-
point tests. % the degree of severity of an error is taken into con-
siderafion then reliability must be reconfirmed based on the scores

obtained using a scoring system which is sensitive to error severity.

Scattergram Analysis

The strength and direction of the relationship between the Exit
Dictation and the exit scores of the validating criterion was initia¥ly
demon.str'atédg by obtaining scattergrams between the Exit Dictation and
the part and total sco\réﬂ of the Canadian F@r)ces‘ Standardized Language
Proficiency Test. The Ex:l}!t Dictation scores ‘defined the vertical axis
while the part scores (spegking, listening, reading and writing) and the
total score giefined the ho;i;ontal axis. The scattergram for the E;cit

\

Dictation and the exit total sgore of the validating criterion is

illustrated in Table 6.

b=
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. A strong positive linear rela‘iionship was obtained between the Exit
Dictation and the exit total score. Each of the other varlables also
demonstrated a positi‘}e, though somewhat weaker, linear relationship
with the Exit Dictation.\ These results suggest that as the learners
1r;creased their scores in dictation there tended to be a concomitant
v 1 increase in their e3‘cit total écqre on the validating criteriqn. This
Ltrend ’was also evident between the Exit D_:Lcta’éion and the part scofes, )
%o a leiser degr'ee. "Other statistical tests will help det;eminé

-Just how strong this relationship is.
. T-Test Analysis

The final prelifinary statistical procedure carried out was a
T-Test to determine if the means of the Exit Dictation test pbtained
from Group T and IT were statistically alike so that the Exit Dictation
scores from Group I and II could be combined to form a single sample
for the testing of Hypothesis I. The results of the T-Test, p = .16,
indicated that there was no significant difference between the two
means. This allows® us to conclude that the groups represented sample°3

~ belonging to the same population. The data from Group I and IT were

therefore combined for the testing of Hypothesis I.

Hypothesis I .
Table 7 shows 'the correlation between the Exit Dictatioﬁ and the

part and total scores of the Exit Canadian Forces Proficiency Test.
The highest correlation of .75 occurred between the dictation and the
total score of the proficiency test. This finding was consistent with

\
the empirical research reported earlier, that 1is, dictation has

1
%

h tj
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. Table 7

Pearson Correlation Between the Exit Dictation Test and the Exit
Canadian Forces Standardized Language Proficlency Test §n=3g)

AN
/

Speaking Listening Reading Writing Total

Exit Dictation .66 .59 .13 .63 .15

p - .001 ,

consistently correlated more highly with the total scores of the various
discrete-point tests than any other part score (Valette, 1964; Oller, 1971}
Johansson, 1972; Oller, 1972a; Oller and Sfreiff, 1975). An analysis of
the correlatlon between the dictation and parggscores show that the dic-
tation correlated better wifh the reading test than any of‘the other
part scores. This finding was also consistent wlth research dlscussed
earliefi Dictation has consistently shown a high correlation with cloze
tests (Oller and Conrad, 1971; Oller, 1972b; Irwin, Atal and Ol}er, 1974;
Stump, 1978) and clOze‘testS, in turm have been closely related to the
skill of reading comprehension. *But, the results suggest that the dic-
tation measures an integrative language proficiency factor bettér than

i

ahy one of the separate skills of the validating criterion. The corre-

lation coefficient of .75 between the dictation and the total score is o

high enough to infer that there is a distinct element of commonality

between the two tests.

The results of a multiple regression analysis are shown in Table 8.

’
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Table 8

Multiple Regression Analysis Bbtween Exit Dictation
and the Four Sub-tests of the Canadian Forces
Language Proficiency Test (n-39)

a

Dependent Variable R Square

_(Exit Dictation) (step-wise procedure)

Reading ' . T .53

Speaking . ' | 57

Writing , .58 o -
Listening 159

The reading test exhibited the strongest relationshiplwi’ch the dic-
tation and accounted for .53 of the varig'nce. The comblned contributlon
of the remaining three parts (speaking, liéteni;g and writing) ef‘fécted
a change in the variance to .59. If these remaining three parts were ,
not mainly contributing to the measurement of a common construct they
would have made a much greater contribution to the total amount of thé
variance. Therefcre the results of the multiple regression anzlysis
provides further support to the findings of Table 7. Adopting €ller's
interpretation of variance the overlapping variance of .59 indicates the
degree to which the dictation and the proficlency test measure a common
construct. It also appears to beﬁthe case that the reading test pro-
vides almost as much information about the measurement of the construct
common t0 both tests as the combination of the four parts of the

*

validating criterton. Put another way, 53% of the differences among the

L
. subjects in terms of the dictation test scores are predictable on the

&
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basis of the differences in their reading test scores and 59% of the
differences of the dictat;ion are predictable on the basis of the differ-
ences in the total scores, r |

It was stated in the hypotheses that a "sufficiently high" corre-
1at1oMmyss-cormtrbetugen the dictation and the Canadian Forces
Standardized Language’ Prgﬁciency Test in order to provide support for
the hypotheses. A measure was needed “to quantitétively characterize .the
term "sufficlently high". It was determined in the folloning way. The
correlationicoefficient of reliability was used to determine the system-
atic variance of a test. It was assumed that the systematic variance 1s
related to the construct being assessed. If the dictation test ’was
measuring the same construct as the validating criterion the rellability
would be approximately equal to the cor'r'eiation between the two measures
(Olier, ‘1978, p. 69). The lowest reliability coefficlent (.87) of the
three dictation tests was taken as the standard to quantitatively ’
characterize the term "sufficiently high". Therefore, the dictation
test had to correlate at_.87 or better with the validating criterion
before the hypotheses. could be supported. It was felt that such a
rigorous standard must be set to establi;h the reliability and valldity
of dictation and before dictation could convincingly be used as an
alternate measuring device of a learner's globaﬁ language proficiency.
Although tﬁe correlation between the dictation and the Canadian Forces

Proficiency Test was reasonable strong and positive (.75) it did not

meet the sufficlently high standard of .87. Thus Hypothesis I is not

‘supported by the experiment. . Ky

"
i
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e . e

I




g - . - - O I R S I e e v s e

) " - 13 - o

Hypothesis II

<

Hypothesié IT was cdesigned to test the ability of the dictat'ion .to
l , predict a leamer's scores on a subsequent and alter;naté ianguagelpro—
| ficlency test, given thé‘training the learners received. Ta§1e19'sh<$ws ,
the results of the correlation between the En‘tr'y Dictation ar;d “the Exit
Canadian Forces Proficiency Test for Group II. The correlation of .76

between the Entry Dictation and the total score indicates that there is !

e g s o

a strong positive relati‘onghip between the two tests. The relationship
_— : Between the dictation test and the part scores shows that dictation
correlated better with the listening test at .77 than any other part
score. This result is somewhat perplexing as the relationship between
the exit listening test and the Exit Dictation test was .59, the lowest
i relationship obtained between the dictation and any‘ other part score on ’
. _the exit tests. The data at this point seem to suggest that the dic-
tation may show 1éss stability in measurement with the individual skills.
tests than with the total score. What may also be occurring here 1s
that the Entry Dictation; because the learmers' language profilclency
before instruction is lower, was able to discriminate better among the-
learners whereas in the Exit Dictation the buﬁching or clustering of
scores tends to suggest that the dictatlon may not have provided the
same discriminating power and this accoun‘cs(for the results. Because ' :

> . these results ralsed more questlons than they answered other gtatis-

Slash ol o - T

tical analyses were carx'ieq out to reveal more clearly Just how
accurately .the dictation could predict final results, Virst, a Y-score

e
was derived for Group II by subtracting the entry scores from the exit’

scores of the Canadian Forces Proficiency Test. The Y-scores

T
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Table 9
Pearson Correlation Betwéen the Entry Dictation Test and

the Part Scores and Total Score of the Exit Canadlan )
Forces Standardized Language Proficiency Test (n-19) -~

Spealcing Listening Reading” Writing Total

k)

Entry Dictation ' .67 7 .68 .69 .76

p - .001 ’

represented the improvement a learmer made in the four skills test and

the total score, The Y-score was then correlated (Pearson product- )
moment formula) with the Entry Dictation test and the results are seen

in Table 10.

Table 10 . ‘

Pearson Corrélation Betweeh the Entry Dictation Test and A
the Improvement Scores (Y) on the Canadian Forces
Standardized Language Proficiency Jest (n-19) “

B! Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5
Speaking Listening Reading Writing Total

1

i Entry Dictation -.29 21, . =50 .10 -.21 ,

c '

D - .001 .

Clearly, the Entry Dictation test failed to show a strong relation-

ship with the Y or improvement scores and we can state that the dicta-

tion was not a good predictor of the improvement the learners made in
the part and total exit tests, glven the training they received, With

these results lmown it was decided to correlate the Y-score with the

‘
' L]
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_total scores of the validatin}cri#;gmon. »Although the inprovement

(29 1

@

“ . .
. .
N 1%
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> improvement the students made between the fiprst and second administra- - -

tion of the dictation test. An 'X—score rjepresentedr the improvement

the learners made in the dictation.  The correlation between the X and

L} s e

Y scores is shown in Table 11. s,
L 4 . \
y ‘ Table 11 )
N N \,_...; *
Pearson Correlation Between the Dictation Improvement ‘Score {X) ¢

and the Improvement Score (Y) on the Canadlan Forces
Standardized Language Profliciency Test (n-19)
+ I

Y1 Y2 Y3 .. X4 Y5 -
Speqking Listening~ Reading Writing Total

4

X scores .06 -.29 .55 42 .29 S’

R - .001 ;

The improvement made in the dictation test.correlated weaicly at .29 ‘
with the- total improvement made in the valldating criterion and it
related most strongly with the improvement the learners made in reading
\ .

comprehension at .55, This finding i1s not surprising when the findings
M ) .

of Table 7 are reviewed. Dictation related more strongly to the read-

ing t;s&ghm to any other part score. The results shown in Table 9

AL i RS e, w0t om e oo £ s ot T

suggest that while there was a positive correlation between the Entry
Dictation and the Exit total score of the valldating cr:iterion the
relationship was not sufficiently hiéh to suppc;rt' Hyﬁothesis II. And
the results in Teble 10 show that the Entry dictation test could not

be used t6 predict th@iﬁ(’vemnt in the final ozit;come of the part or f

made on the dictation tests cannot be used as a predictor of outcome

F
-
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on the validating criterion it .'se‘r'ves to suppor;t the findings of Table
10. There'was a weak relationship with the total score and a moderately
positive relationship with reading. Tﬁf statistical evidence for
Hypothesis IT suggests that a dictation teSt in this experiment was not
a good pr-edictor of the part or total scor'es of the validating eriterion.
Thus I—Lypothesis IT is not supported. N
Dictation has been put forth as a global language measure which w
yields substantial information about the learners' overall language pro-
ficiency. The total score of the va,lidatmg'criterion is \8.180 assumed -
to glve a measure of the overall 1ang_uage proficiency of the learmers. .
. One would therefore have expected a higher correlation between trie two
\\ measures. The most obvious explanation as to‘ why this did not occur ‘
cames’ from Oller (1979) who posits that pragmatic tests such as dic-
tation tap an underlying proficiency factor that traditional discrete-
‘point tests cannot get at. As was discussed earlier in tr}is research,

.
the validating criterion is both gisarete—point in the traditional

sense and pragmatic a; described by Oller, leaning heavily toward the
latter kind of test than the former. This fact, that thege were =
dscrete-point elements, may partially accoount for the lower than f
expec{:éd correlation but an examination of the dictation rr‘\ater'ial, its

i . ¢
administration and scoring reveal a more practical and tangible

) exglanatinn. : ' e 74
oy I/t‘ is g)’ossible that the dictation tests, particul the Exit
Dictations did not' sufficiently challenge the ledrners' current language
proficiency or what ‘Oller calls, the learners' developlng expectancy

" grammar. The clustering of the scores within a narrow upper range
d .

“%
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-“equally well in a given population of examinees" (p. 89). However, this

size of the dictated passage been longer and had the dictation been

P
-y -

—-50

seems to support this notion. Oller (1979) states that fairly wide

ranges of difficulty levels [in dictation] are known to work about

research seems to show that the selected material may have been too easy.
More careful consideration may be needed when selecting the dictation .
material in terms of syntactic complexity. l‘ ‘Tt is also possible that the
way in which the dictation wés administered affecte& 'the results.‘ The

discriminating ability of the dictation might have been better had the -

read once or perhaps twice, but probably not three times particularly for
" ;

advanced legrmers. * . e

The scoring procedure used on the dictation test can also b'e ques-i/
%ioned.\ ’I'hére are some doubts about the importance of certain kinds of
errors made in tests such as dictation. The dictation is usuall& scored ’
by glving one point for every correct word in the correct order. A
missing word, an incorrect word, an incorrect ordgr-‘ing of a word is ~
d?emed to be as severe an error as a rﬁssing past t:;nse rrior'pheme, or a

N

missing third persdn plural morpheme. The redundancy that is present at

the higher-order--level in a dictation is such that a missing “ed" or "s"

morpheme 1s not essential to c¢onvey the correct meaning. On the other

v

. LI
hand, a missing word, a wrong word or a word out of order may distort
the intended meaning, and consequently such errors may be a better

indication of the learner's ability to demonstrate hid overall language

.

proficiency than a missing morpheme. The d;screte-point marking system
does not seem to reflect the intended nature of the task which 1s to -

assess language globally. Also, thé discrete-point system seems to be %
. -~ .’ ‘ ‘ ¥
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less sensitive to assessing the extent to which the meaning intended by

" the message was received correctly. It seems to be more. concerned with
the ﬁedium itself than with the message. - Noting t}'xe inadequacles of this
scoring procedure, perhaps consilderation should bé given to an alternate

method of scoring ‘the dictation. Bacheller ( 1,980)1 pfoposes a scale of
commnicative effectiveness (SCE) which grades the :s,éverity of the error
in the dictgated phrases on a five pbint scale. Such ‘a scale is "intended
" to be a measure in rendering surface forms of segments of text dictated .

between pauses'. (Bacheller, 1980, p. 68). A gr'ading‘ system likc;
QBachéller's might provide a better measure of éhe’ learners' overall

t

language proficiency .than the crete-point marking systen;. ]rlhile
this possibility was not adapdssed 1n the present st\:dy 1t could be the
sub,ject of future research ‘ g )

/.f-(n alternate way of explainjng the resulting corr'elation in this
research 1s foup>§ in Krashen's theoretical model of adult second
language learning Krashen (1978) posits that adults have two separate
systems for the development of the learnkers' language pr‘oficiency. <
Adults can "acquire" language as does a child learning his first
language, and the adult can ";earn'; the target language which can Be
eduated with conscious '1j'u1e Jdearning that characterizes second languaga
classrooms. Acquisition is viewed as the central component of language
performance and as the initiator of all utterances. According to
Krashen's conceptualiza‘tion of language performance, the lvearner,,under
certain con;iitions is able to monitor, .using the learned system, the °
oﬁtput of the acquired system, Monitoring can occur when there is

sufficient time to apply the consciously learned rules and when the

2
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learmer is focusing his attentlon on grammatical form and structure.
What 1s being suggested here is that the dictation test provided the
opportunity for the learners to monitor their ox;tput ‘to thelr satisfac~
tion. The subjects were given a third reading of the dictation (that

is, the time) to go back over thelr work as well as belng told to check

“their work (that is, to attend to grammatical form and structure).

Such was not always the case in the validating criterion. Monitoring 7
time was avallable in differing degrees in the Canadian Forces Pro-‘ - '
ficiency Test. In the reading and writing tésg subjedts would have had

T~
time to review, check ard change thelr answers. On the listening test

ot s o

and even more so on the speaking test little if any time was avallable .
for monitoring. The differences 1n total performance between the
dictation test and the validating criterion can partially be explained
by the use of monitoring. The dictation test was measuring a language

\ .
proficiency factor which was generated by the acquired system and

monitored by the learned system; the validating criterlon was mainly )

measuring the acquired system in the listening and speaking tests -but

the acquired and pessibly the léarned system in the reading and writing
test. Thus the learners were ‘able to monitor their performance only‘
part of the time on the Canadlian Forces Proficliency Test and thig in
turn would effect and explain some of the differences in qorrelations
between the dictation and the part and total scores of the validating
criterion. ' ‘ , -
Another possible factor that can be used to explain the mlétion—
ship that obtained between the 'dictation and the validating criterion

is thé phenomenon of avoidance. Richards (1973) ivointé out that in -

4
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communicative sifuations learners are able to exert a fair degree of 7con—
trol over their output to suit thelr intentions. They may use less com-
plex sentence structures and vocabulary in order to find a simpler way of
expressing an idea they cannot express in a more; idlomatic way. In the
speaking test 1t is possible that the lear'fxers are able to avold c‘er"cain
stmctufes in which they feel an error is more likely 1;0 occur and to

use those'structures and words of wPich they are more certain. In the a
dictation test the subjects must demonstrate their language abllity By
writing verbatim what they believe they hear. As pointed out by Oller =
(1979) the errors made in a dici:ation test reveal that analyzing and
synthesizing the incoming stream of speech is a highly complex task. In
a dictation test the léarners carmot.avgid using certain structures and
words as they must replicate, in the written form, what they\\héar' in the
spoken form, The avoidance phenomencn (Schacter, 1974) ié possibly a
contributary factor which can be used to explain the lower than expected

relationship that obtained between the dictation and the validating

criterion,

b}
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CONC ’ (
) One of the major goals of the thesls was to determine if a dicta-~

tlon test was a good predictor of .a learner's future language proficlency
after having received instruction. The ‘results.?‘f the experiment demon-
strated that dictation proved to be a moderate but not a sufficiently
high predictor of overall langusge proficlency to be uéed with confid-
ence in es_timating the learner("s subsequent performance., Moreover,
dictation was not a good predictor of the improvement a 1eamer’v.:ould

make over the duration of the course of instruction as measured by the

[P

valldating criterion. The tests results may have been confounded

{
because of the celling effect in the dictation and before unequivocal
statements regarding the predictive abillities of dictation are made,

other‘ research would be needed to substantiate or negate the results of

N e IR 1. Mot Srr !t mch

this research.
Another major goal of the thesls was to provide empirical evidence ;
in support of dictation as a reliable and valid global language pro-

flclency test. Positive support would imply that a dictation test

’ pou]‘d be used in place of a longer and more difficult ,to prepare dlscrete-
point test. Even though some degree ;f support was obtained for ‘the
dictation test the findings do not lead to the concl\usion that the -
dictation test would be an adequate substitute for the validating
criterion used in this research.  However, two oObservatidns resuitine;
from this research suggest that certaln factars need to be taken into

\ /
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consideration if the dictation 1s to be used as a reliable and valid
test of global language proficiency. First, theé effect of‘ the adninis-
tration and the selected materdial on the learner's performance appeai-
to be critical in determining the reliability and valldity of the dic-
tation test. Careful consigeration of these two factors implies know-
ledge of the learners who are to be teste;l by a dictation so tha}t the
dictation can sufficiently challenge those to be tested. The person
most likely to decide the most sultable material and how best to
administer the ’dictati‘on is probably the classroam teacher. Thus
dictation could find its most useful function as part of the classroom
learning/teaching situation. Second, the effects of such phencnena as
avoidanée and monitoring may neegl to be considered and controlled for
when administering a dictation, particularly if the dictation is to be
compared with another language test. Further researéh that pays par-
ticular attention-to level of difficulty of the dictation and the
administration as yell ‘as the effect of monitoring and a::'r\‘oidance is

needed before the final cor@lusion can be made on the dictation as a

test of overall larzguage proficiency.
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207. LEVEL ONE (Elementag prof1c1ency)

PROFICIENCY LEVELS
SECTION I - GENERAL

* 201. INTRODUCTION \ ©

o

1. LSCD has varied froms of language tests in each applicable skill.

Tests vary: in duration, number of questions and degree of difficulty. e
In order to report and record test results in a meaningful and descrip-

tive format, scores are converted into levels of proficiency. Levels

are graded from 0 which means no significant proficiency to 5 which

means excellent proficiency.

t

(202 to 205 inclusive: not allocated)

SECTION 2. - AURAL COMPREHENSION .

|
- .

206. LEVEL ZERO (No significant proficiency)

1. General. No ability to recognize words or phrases beyond a few .
courtesy. forms such as: "Hello, how are you'", or “Bonjour", "mevci" and
isolated vocabulary items. A level 0 is unable to grasp the meaning

of a sentence when that meaning is.not suggested by his immediate
situation.

i
i
3
b
i

2. Linguistic criteria: 2
ey

a. Vocabulary. Isolated common words or phrases only.
b. Grammar. No appreciation of sentences or tenses.

¢. Speed of comprehension. Not applicable.

S

~

1. General. Comprehension ranges from courtesy forms to s1mp1e sen-
tences, directions and basic dialogue re'latmg “to age, time, ‘weather,
health, .colour, prices, etc. - '

°
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2. Llinguistic criteria: ) v
a. Vocabulary. Usual. nouns, verbs and adjectives associated L
' with above topics. Simple ar frequently-used numbers. ,
Should recognizgtsome cognates and,high frequency vocabulary. L <

b. Grammar. Understands Eimple affirmative, negative and inter-
. * rogative utterances using simple tenses. ! .

c.' Speed of Comp?ehénsion. Needs slower than normal delivery
and/or repetition. ’ .

. N °

208. LEVEL TWO (Fair proficiency) ® ‘

1. General. Comprehension is adequate for senténces and questions ]
dealing with topics such, as hotel accommodations, shopping, ordering .
meals, introductions, casual and routine conversations. His compre- -
hension of news reports ranges from isolated ideas, words and sen-—.
tences to a general grasp of news .items, although he may still miss
many specific points. He would usually have difficulty dealing with
telephone calls or following a conversation between two native
speakers. His comprehension is seriously affected by any noise or

"« interference.

0 2

2. Linguistic criteria: . ' . "
o o * «

a.'VQcabulary. Understands most common words dealing with ébove
topics although often handicapped by low frequency vocabulary.

b, Grammar. Has fair cbmprehension of sihp]e tenses (present,,
past, futyre* and progressive). He understands common modals

° such as "Can, would", "pouvoir, vouloir". Has some undexstand-

! ing of more complex high frequency structures.

c. Speed of Comprehension. Should understand short uncomplicated
.utterances at normal speed but will need slower than normal
delivery or repetition of more complex or longer statements.

.
- v

209: LEVEL THREE (Good profigiency)

“1.. General. Ability to understand the language with sufficient ac- -
. curacy to satisfy, most normal requirements but may need time to adapt

to specialized occupational terminology. Can understand most general
conversation. He should be able to understand news reports, although
he may miss some vocabulary and idioms. Normally has little difficul-
ty with telephone conversations. Rarely experiences difficulty.in
grasping nuances in meaning, overtones and insiruations. He can usu-
ally infer the meaning of unfamiliar comnications from the gereral
context. . ' ‘ -
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2, ‘Linguistic criteria:
a. Vocabu1éry. Good understanding of most everyday vocabulary
which is adequate for a]] practical and»soc1a1 conversations.

b. Grammar. Full comprehens1on of pas1c structures and good
’ understand1ng of the more comp]ex structures

c. Speed of Comprehension. His comprehension of speech at a
" normal rate is good Rarely needs repetition in general con-
versation.

210. LEVEL FOUR (Very Good proficiency) 7

i‘\ ‘ .
1. General, Has full understanding of general conv%gsation and has
a grasp of subleties and nuances in meaning, overtones and insinua-
tions. Normally has good understanding of linguistically based jokes
andshas no difficulty with telephone conversations or news reports.
»
2. . Linguisyic criteria:
& o ’

a. Vocabulary. Comprehensive and precise understanding of gene-
ral vocabulary appropriate to the s1tuat19n as well as qoad
understanding ofeidiomatic.expressions and low frequency
words.

b. Grammar. Understands most of the-complex structures.

¢. Speed of Comprehension. May fino rapid rate of delivery dif-
ficult to follow and may experience difficulty with colloquial
and/or regiofal dialects.

?

‘i211. LEVEL FIVE (Excellent proficiency) °

1. General. Full understanding of idiomatic language for all ‘general
purposes. Normally grasps subtleties and nuances in meaning as

well as linguistically based jokes. Comprehension is as full and as
versatile as that of an educated native speaker.

2.” This level of proficiency can.only be atta1ned after many years
of constant usage in the appropriate environment. .

¢ .
SECTION 3 - ORAL EXPRESSION

212. LEVEL ZERO (No significant'proficiency)

1. General. Displays little knowledge beyond a few memorized words
and phraSes such as: “Bonjour, merci, oui, non, ¢a va", "Thank you,
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good morning, fine, thanks", and other isolated terms. He generally
communicates only as a resu]t of questions in stimulus-response
s1tuat1ons
2. Linguistics criteria:
a. ' Vocabulary. » fsolated common words and phtases only.
b.. Grammar. No ability to produce sentences and tensei;/, .
c. FTuency. Nil.
213. LEVEL ONE (EPementary proficiency) ‘ ‘

1. General. Can handle minimum courtesy requirements with some

- degree of consistency. He can cope with limited communication dealing

with such topics as weather, health, colour, age, prices, time, etc.
but errors are frequent.

} X . - ”
2. Linguistic criteria: * ’

a. gVocabulary. Limited to above elementary topics. Consists
mostly of simple nouns, coynates, a few common adjectives and
verbs. Frequently needs to revert to mother tongue.

b. Grammar. Can produce but may not be able t0 manipulate
. simple, basic structures such as "subject - verb - comple-
. ment". Has limited use of infinitive or present tense of few
simple verbs. .Uses appropriate question words in "who, what,
" where, when, how" structures. O0ften has problems with wong
grder. s

c. Prbnun%catioﬁ. Meaning of utterances should be generally
intelligible to a native speaker, although misunderstanding |
may occur and repetitiqn may be required.

d. Fluency., Communication broken by many pauses for reflection.
Isolated ideas given ;in te]egraph1c style. &

-

214, LEVEL TWO (Fair proficiency)

1. General. Can cope with socidl demands such ay giving directions,
requesting hotel accommodation, shopp1ng, ordering meals and intro-
ductions. Can carry on limited casual conversations about current
events, family and other familiar topics. A strong level 2 can handle
most routine requirements although his Timited proficiency and some
interference from his mother tongue will at txmes impede communi-
cation. . A v



2. Linguistic criteria:

a. Vocabulary. Only sufficient to handle above suﬁﬁects.‘ The
average level 2 will often stop in mid-sentqnce to rephrase
or to grope for words. His 1imited vocabulaxy will interfere
with communication and will sometimes cause misunderstanding.

b. Grammar. Generally a level 2 will use mainly the present
tense but will normally also have a 1imited control of past
and- future tenses. He should have some control of simple
modals such as: "can, may, would", "vouloir, devoir, pou-
voir", Attempts to use more complex "high frequency" struc-
tures. Should be able to ask questions reasonably well
although not always correctly.

'¢. Pronunciation. Pronunciation may interfere with communi-
cation but despite strange accent he will usually be under-
standable to a native speaker.

» .

d. Fluency. Ranging fromWéfchange of basic sentences to more
continuous expression o® ideas, descriptions and explana-
tions. Some hesitation caused by 1imited vocabulary and/or
structural control. . Speaking rate slower and more halting
than that of a native speaker.

215. LEVEL THREE (Good proficiency)

. ’ , .
1. General. This level is considered to be the "fuﬁct1ona]" or o
"working knowledge" level. His knowledge of the 1anguage enables -

him to handle most conversational topics of a general nature. He can
discuss everyday routine matters such as socidl events, hobbies, family
but will run into difficulty when arguing on fine distinctions or when
expressing abstract ideas. Flow of speech is fairly regular on fami-

liar topics and errors seldom interfere with understanding. . g

2. A level 3 may be awarded to individuals who do not meet all the
Tinguistic criteria méntioned below but who conmensate with a high de-
gree of fluency and ease of communication. 3

3. Linguistic criteria: v

©a. Vocabulary. Sufficient to- handle a11 topics in normal con-

‘ versational situations. Can go into more detailed explana-

tions of familiar subJects and can rephrase to cover lack of
specific vocabulary.

ATl W bt bl s A AR et e T e

b. Grammar. Contro] of basic grammatical structures is good.
Should be able 'to use which reasonable accuracy more complex
. structures such as connectives and subordinate clauses, etc.
although there may still be some interference from mother
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tongue. Structural mistakes do occur but they do not inter-
fere with communication.

c. Pronunciation. A level 3 still has difficulty in mastering
typical phonemes which do not exisfy in his own language but
this rarely causes misunderstandin%; .

c. Fluency. Can speak with ease om everyday topics with some
circumlocution, but may grope for words when discussing less
familiar subjects.

216. LEVEL FOUR (Very good proficiency)

1. General. Able to use language accurately, confidently, and
fluently for all.requirements but would rarely be taken for a native
speaker. He uses more sophisticated language and is more aware of
nuances, distinctions, etc. He can communicate in discussions at

any level but could experience difficulty in conveying subtleties
and shades of meaning. .

2. Level 4 normally indicates extensiye usage of the target language

in an environment where it is the primary means of communication.
/

/

3. Linguistic criteria:

a. Vocabulary. Comprehensive and precise control of general voca-
bulary and idiomatic express1ons appropriate to the situation.
Shows more versatility in choice of vocabulary but occas1ona11y
misuses more abstract or specialized terminology.-

b. Grammar. Errors are rare. Normally uses complex structures
accurately and links ideas in an organized, logical fashion

using low frequency cgnnectives. Occasional interference
from mother tongue. .

c. Pronunciation. Pronunciation does not interfere with commu-
nication although individual will not normally be taken for a
native speaker. ‘

'd. Fluency. Normal rate of speech in dealing with all general

requirements, but still may be hesitant under stress situa-
tions,

}

217. LEVEL FIVE (Exce]]ent proficiency)

1. General. The individual's command of the target 1anguage equals °
that of an educated native speaker. His performance is native-like in
all situations, including debates, speeches and conferences. He can

use the subtleties of language to express moods, attitudes, and other
abstract concepts.
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2. This level of prof1c1ency can only be attained after many years .
of constanik\fage in the appropriate env1ronment

SECTION 4 - REA%ING ' ;
218. LEVEL ZERO (No significant proficiency)

1. General. Candidate's proficiency ranges from no abitity to un-
derstand the printed work to minimal ability to comprehend jsolated
words or phrases in the simplest of texts.

2. Linguistic criteria:
a. Vocabulary. Isolated common words or phréses.

b. Grammar. No significant comprehension of structures.

13

219. LEVEL ONE (Elementary proficiency)

1. General. The candidate is able to understand reading material of
a very bas1c nature such as very simple stor1es, second language be-
ginners' textw, etc.

2. Linguistic criteria: Y

-

a. fVocabulary. Can understand high frequency words and cognates.

b. 'Grammar. Can understand basic “subject - verb - complement"”
-structures, simple interrogatives, negations, prepositional
. structures, and simple verb forms.

+220, LEVEL TWO (Fair proficiency) 3
1. General. Can understand reading material more complex than
simple subject - verb - complement structures. Compreherision jn some
detail of simple memos, menués, labels, short texts and stories, but
-will require the extensive use of a dictionary and/or translation.

4

2. Linguistic criteria: -

a. Vocabulary. ﬁégﬁgnfies and understands cognates and middle
to high frequency range vocabulary within the redim of his
experience and interests.

'b. Grammar. Structural elements of an intermediate level of .

I ) I\ .
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’ difficulty including an adequate differentiation of past,’

present and- future tenses p]us common modals and simple
conditionals.

221. LEVEL THREE (Good proficiency)

1. General. This level identifies the functional reader who is able

to understand most texts of a general nature. He may still experience
some degree of difficulty with specific vocabulary, false cognates and
areas of linguistic contrast between native and target language, The

candidate has a good understanding of material directed to the general
. reader. -Moderate use of dictionary may be required.

2. Linguistic criteria:

a. Vocabulary. Should be able to understand all vocabulary -
within the realm of his experience and interests. Will still *

experience difficulty with abstract concepts, specialized
terminology and low frequency lexical items.

b. Grammar. Should understand most grammatical structures in-
cluding long sentences with various connectives, subordinate - “
clauses, interjections, etc. Mother tongue interference may
still cause some misunderstanding.

222. LEVEL FOUR (Very good proficiency) ]

1. General. The candidate fu11y understands standard reading ma-

terial normally found in magazines, newspapers and textbooks. He can
read technical material of a general nature and abstract prose with a ‘
minimum of difficulty. At this level, the individual has considerable 1
flexibility in understanding the different styles of writing although
he may miss some subtleties. His ability to infer meaning from con-
text is well developed.

-
-~

2. Linguistic criteria:

a. Vocabulary. Recognizes and understands mast words, even
those taken out of their normal context. Recognizes. diffe-
rences in shades of meaning but may not recognize low fre- ¢

quency words and expressions.

b. Grammar. Readily recognizes and understands practically all
grammatical forms but may occasionally encounter difficulty
with the most complex structural elements.

/1
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223. LEVEL FIVE (Excellent proficieq;y) . '

1. General. The candidate's comprehension equals that of an edu-
cated native speaker. He can understand many different styles of
writing, even extremely difficult and abstract prose, with full com-
prehension of the subtleties and nuances.

SECTION 5 - WRITING

-224. LEVEL ZERO (No significant proficiency)

1. General. May be able to write isolated words or phrases correct- -.

1y, but has no.practical control of target language grammatical
patterns and lexical items.

225. LEVEL ONE (Elem®ntary proficiency)

1. General. Limited lexical and structural control restricts pro?
duction to single ideas contained in short, simple phrases and senten-
ces. Attempts at more complicated structures are usually the result
of translation and often confuse rather than clarify the idea being
communicated. Errors are.numerous and he is able to express only the
most basic ideas.

2. Lingujstic criteria:

a. Vocabulary. Limited to high frequency words. and cé@nates,

b. Grammar. Grammatical control 1imited to the most basic
forms; often translates literally; in general, usage of pre-
sent tense and infinitives predominates. 1

c. Mechanics (spelling, punctuat1on and capitalization) and or-

ganization. Skills in these areas are practically non-
existent.

226. LEVEL TWO (Fair proficiency)

1. General. Has limited control of simple structural forms and can

.often incorporate more than a single idea within a sentence. Still

dependent on translation, part1cu1ar1y for more-comp]ex structural

. forms and Tow frequency express1ons Ideas Jare fairly comprehensible-

despite many errors. Can fill in routine, orms, write short, simpie
notes ard memoranda but normally requirey the use of a dictionary

~and/or the assistance of a more proficient writer. Interference from

native 1anguage still obv1ous

>
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2. Linguistic criteria: ,
a. Vocabulary. Able to use most high frequency words and.cogna-
tes. Attempts to use lower frequencywlexical items with re-
ference to a dictionary.

b. Grammar. Has a fair control of the basic structura] elements
including the present, past and future tenses. Can also use
high frequency modals, connectives and modifiers. Errors
will still persist. Some attempts at lower frequency struc-
tural patlterns are evident.

c. Mechanics and organization. Still highly dependent on dic-

~ tionary for spelling and on native language usage for punc-

tuation and capitalization. Shows progress towards logical
organization of ideas.

227. LEVEL THREE (Good proficiency)

1. General. Can write language with sufficient structural accuracy
nd vocabulary to communicate ideas and opinions on most general to-
pics. Grammatical errors may discourage attempts to correspond offi-
cially with target language public. Influence of native language is

still noticeable.

2. Linguistic criteria:

a. Vocabulary. Sufficient to meet routine and general require-
ments.

b. “Grammar. Control of basic grammatical structures is good.
Should be able to use, with reasonable accuracy, more complex
structures such as connective and subordinate clauses.
Structural mistakes do occur but they do not interfere with
communication. ‘ .

c. Mechanics and organization. Errors are less evident and me-
chanics are adequate for day to day communication. Ideas dre
normally presented in a logical and easily readable fashion.

? o

228. LEVEL FOUR (Very good proficiency)

1. General. Can express ideas and opinions accurately and with ease
for all requirements. Can use more sophisticated lexical and structu-
ral language elements. Errors are rare although would rarely be taken
for a native writer. Can produce memoranda, letters, reports, etc.,
but material may require editing if to be used for official purposes.
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2. Liﬁguistip criteria:
a. Vocabulary. Broad range and precision of vocabu]ary inclus
ding abstract and specialized terms. Although able- to ex-

press most nuances, he may occasionally choose a term 9r ex-

pression 1nappropr1ate to a particular context.

\

\

J

b. Grammar. Errors are few but may occur in areas such as se-
quence of tenses, gender and choice of articles, prepositions
and pronouns.

c. Mechanics and organization. Errors in mechanics are rare but
those that occur are indicative of mother tongue influence.
Smooth and logical flow of ideas indicate that the individual
is "thinking in the target Tanguage" and is developing a per-
sonal style. .

-

229. LEVEL FIVE (Excellent proficiency)®

1. General. The individual's command of the target language equals
that of an educated native writer. Can write on any topic in a va-
riety of styles depending on the purpose of communication. Familiar
with conventional formalities of different gypes of written communica-
tion. Can recognize and manipulate subtle distinctions in use of
vocabulary and structures. Can produce any written documents expected
of his level of education and experience, to be used as such for any
official purposes required.
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»  Drunk Gets Orange Stresk -

A dovmtown drunk who dropped his trousers in front/ of a lady
‘house-painter/ is sporting an orar;ge stripe for his efforts./ Carol
Car;l sald she was ﬁoﬁching up/ the exterior of a downtown hotel this
‘week/ when an elderly mar:staggered up to her/ and pulled down his
pants/ in the middle of the street./ "The only weapon I haci was my
paint-roller/ so I painted‘him bright orange/ from the top of his
bald head/ down to, well, you know where," she said./ . "The man
pulled up his pants in haste/ and wandeped down the street, wiping

the streak of paint off his face as he went,"-she sald./ A city

poh@?conﬁrmed her story./ "The man wasn't too hard to spot./

There sre lots of drunks there/ but only one of them was sporting a )

bright orange paint job."/

\
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APPENDIX C
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The Normed Data for the Canadian Forces
Standardized Language Proficlency Test
H
. \ \ -
’ ) -
N
\ A}
s -, .
P
e g v it a2 e e tetg s . e

&

#o




(2L a

- 70 -

ONH U3TM) : S
— L6° 96° <9* -— 06°9T 0T H€ (8L T Q oNH)
: ALTTIEY
- ONT.LTHM
(2L o *
ONH U3TM) .
6° " G6* 26" LS - — 96°£T O0E°wE (8L T O oNE)
NOTSNTH
. i T =HHdWNCO
ALTTIEY
ONIAVaH
. (1L g
DNA U3 TM) g
- 66" - L& €9 e _R'C 8°82 - 4108 (SLT € HNA)
- ) XLTIT9V
. DONITMVIIS
. (2l v
DN Y3 TM)
g96* 16° S6° 96" AN Tt ~ geET €0 1€ (84T v oNH)
i NOISN=H
~HHdHOD
TYHNY
VINWHOS YHINT  INZWEHNSYEN '
NOILVINAOd ~ WALI NOSTHVHOIM NOLLYNIWIHO JO HOWMH NOLIVIAHQ )
ITIds IT1ds T-MEGM ¥ NOSMEd- -SIA EDVHHEAY QUVANVIS  QUVANYIS \‘ NV

‘T dnoap 03 pazejsTUTUPE ‘383 ASUSTOTIOIJ s8endue] (OS] 8U3 J0J BIED DSULION

-~

(3831, AousTotyoag o8en3ue] 3TXH) 6L6T ‘LT 3sneny uo

<l stqQey

v




- B + ™ ) , ) i
& L 1a. . . S
: . ONH UITM) ) v o
- . - 96" L6 hG* N G9° 91T 6° 9E (2L a oNm)
» : : . ‘ : . ’ ‘. DNTITHM
’ ! (8L T2 , - L
.. e - DNH yamm) \ . ‘ , L -
£6°  16° H6"® - 26 : 05* o ; 9EET - oL°TE (2. 0 oNm)
L . . » NOISN=H -7
-~ ‘ \ . S TE s, -
- co A , . ALTTISY . .
N - ONIQVE -
: (Sl tg / ) .
~ Ozm ﬁhﬁgv N ' -~ . »
o — - 86 - gE2 5¢'82~  Lh'0S - (8L g 5Nm)
P , - , " N.HH,.O_.Hmdn -
PR AR . o - ONIMVEdS
) (el v o ® ) .
o ONT U3 ) -
96" 16" 6" . .96 . 26" = T'€  .gEgr £0°HE  (BL T v-onm) .
) . . - . . _ NOISNHH &
, - ) eI 100
, ) S ; YNy . N
NOIIYINJOd W3LT NCSQUYHOTH NOLLYNIWIHO J0 H NOLLVIA®Q . ot
LI1dS JIT138 THHID 4 NOSWEd -SIA HOvdEAY . (HVANVLS  QUVANVIS NV .
, \ (3saL, AduatoToy sFenBueT Lxyug) 6161 €1 Jaquajgdag uo \.\« - N . \
‘II dnoap .03 psds3sTUTUDE, asey, foustotjorg sFenBue momq 843 J0J ®B3EP DPALION S
, o €T otaer, - e . |
\ . . o .\v N - A ~ ) . t
- ' e "t . v - - .
. . . o ,. - ‘L . —
, ( /.
4 - . - X e «. .




