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Abstract o

w

) o Two hypotheses proposed to explain the variance in second language
testsiare investigate:i. Hypothesis 1 (H1) cl.aim's that language skill
is separable fnto components either related to linguistically defined
categories (e.g., phonologj. syntax, and lexicon) or the traditionally
recognized skills (i.e., Mistening, speaking, reading, and writing).
Althou;gh tests of the presumed separable cpmpone;lfs are belfeved to
produce 5ubstantin‘ overlapping variancés. it:is assumed in H1 that

’ tests afmed at a certain cocrpc;nent (e.g., listening ski]l. or vocab-

' “ulary ‘knowledge) should also produce some meaningful variance that =

is unigue to that component {i.e., not overlapping with varianc;s

of tests aimed at .'.\ther components) . _ Another pos;_ibili't.y (H2) is

that second language ability may be a mc;re unitary factor such that once
the common variance on a variety of language tasks is explained,
esﬁentially no meaningful w"n*que:variance-attrib'uuble to separate
components will remain. Previous studies have provided rather con-
_vincing support for H2 though 1t seems to be the lé:‘é'o.bvious of

the ‘two alternatives. Data fFrom 159 Iranian subjects at the Unfver- -

sity of Tehran, Iran who took a cloz. test, a—&icut;on. and the
five sub;arts of the Test of English as a Foreign Language a‘<o
support H2 in this report. Howsver, when an oral interview task
-{s included, the picture is less clear. Data from 106 foreign

_ students (from mi'xe.d language backgrounds) at the Center for

' English as a 'Secopd"Language’at Southern 111inois ﬂdiversi‘ly sug-

cest the possibili'ty of unique variances associated with saparate

skills (though there s no evidence for the claim that there
must be unfque variances associated with components of grammatical

knowledge, e.g. syntax versus phonology, vocabulary, etc.).

~
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One of the empirical methods for 1nvesgiga£1ng the composition

of mental ability is to examine the pattern of intercorrelations

. between tests that purport to measure different aspects of that

mental abilfty. Factor analysis is one of the statistical tech-
niques for examining such patterns of correlation. "In essence,

it 1s a family of sut_isticn’lvproce‘duns for studying the tendency
of measuras to produce meaningful varisnces, that 1s, variances :_
which are efther ;n.tiqm to a particular test 6r are comwon to two
or more tests. All factori_ng nthods alm to"slu;lify' the Jata
avaflable ina correlation matrix--the main question Ashow many
fac;.on and what sorts are required to explain essentially all
of'\tht varfance in a qiv’h matrix? By varfance we mean the alge-
braic quantity used in statistics to characterize the dispersion
of scores about a mean score for 2 certain population of swj:cts
on a certain test or dattey of tests. By correlation we mean ]

o

similar quantity used to characterize’ the degree of overlap 1n ..

" varfance, or. the tendency for scores on separate tests to covary

proportionately about their respective means. ,
The particular question investigated here is whether there

1s any vhique varfance associated with certain language processing

tasks. For instance, s there any unique ﬁariauce assocliated with

tests tﬁgt'purport to masure vocabutary’ knowledge, for instance,
as opposed to tests that purport.to measure, say, syntactic know-
ledge? Or 1s there any unique varfance assoclated wit_h. say,

©

N



liztepiog‘_couprehe'tsi.on as opposed to s'peakinut_]» o';ility. for : ..
exa:'pie' as- judgcd by tests with those respective labels? In
short, can language skill be partitioned into meaningful. compon-
cnts vhich can be tected sﬂparately? Or, viewed tho other way
around, does variance in the performance of different language

- tasks support the cowonent"hlization of language competence? -
‘ Two mutually exclusive vhypo‘theses have been offered'. First

" there 1s what we-'will refer to as the divisible conpetenoojymé

““ ,‘ thesis. 1t has been argued by many linguists and pedagogues that
' Yanguage proficiency can be. dlvided into separate componénts and
separate skills or aspects.of them. The components usoally ]

singled out include phonoldgy. syntax, ano texicon and the skills

. Vistening, speaking. nading. and nri ting ‘Some have argued

5 'further that it is necessary to d1stinguish between reoeptive

- versus productive repertoires as uel'l as auditory/articulatory
versus yisual/ranual'upertoires (that is, 11istening/speaking
ersus rea:!ng,'writing)._ It has even begn oontendgd by Lado

(1961), that the grammatical ccmponents posited for one skill or -
_ modality may be di fferent from fhose functional “in a different '
’ skHl or modality. In a similar vein, Clark (1972) spe. . of

o

o . separate ‘grarmars’ for speaking and 1istening. T N

e -

A second major hypothesis is ‘that language proficiency may.

be funftionally rather unitary. The components of language com-

pefence. whatever they may be, may 'function more or less similarly
in-any language hased task, If this were.the case, high

3 . -
- .
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correlations. would be exp'e_cted between valid language tests of
all sorts. Seemin) contradicu_:ry fahct.s,‘ such as the fact that
- #1istening cosprehénsion usually exceeds speaking proficiency i‘n
) " efther first or second language spcakers, would__ have to be '
explained on some basis other than the postulation of sepa?at.g
.qumrs or components of coq)etence.u Yor instance, cne ﬂzht
appeal to the load on attention _and short term memory that 1s
exerted by’diffennt language processing tasks. It may require
rore nental energy to speak Lhan to listen, or to write_ than to
read, and s0 forth. '
If the variancc associated with language usts which are
aime? at separate components or skﬂls uem substantially over- .
lapping (that 1s. if the tests vere strongly corrclated). the

’ unitag ﬁtence hggthe'is would be sustained. 1If unique vari-

‘ances cou‘ld be assocfated with tests aimed at separau sxills and/

. or separafs ‘corponents some version of the divisible competence
v h:egthesis would be sustained. .
The m_unv_mmﬂ;g_muhm;_ is reminiscent of Spearman's

- generil factor of intelligence. In fact, Spearman-(1904) invented
. factor analytic techniques explicitly for the purpose of testing '

for Just such & general factor of intelligence. 0ddly, though
’ wne construct of inteYligence re_mqips very péorly understood 72
,.-eari later, Speérman's gencral factor, according to a’prominent
& - EErlv.e]ey theoristi stands ‘like a Rock of Gu\)r__al tar in -

t
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psychometrics, defying any attempt to construct a test of
gonplex problem-solving which excludes ft' {Jensen, 1972, 135, S
Our understinding of the . ture of lahguagc_c'o_upetence has

_advanced more substantially than have theories of intelligence.

We know much more. explicitly what we mean by 'langugé proficiency’

than we know about the meaning of ‘intelligence.' Indeed, it {s

"hardly questioned (though it has been espirically demonstrated)

that: varfince in language proficiency 1s probably the main p&rt!on
of varfance in tests of 'intelligence.' ’
Because Spearman's argi;aqnt for a general factor of intel~ .
liqenie is simflar ¢t the iminry hngynga competence hypothesis,
it is possible to apply to the languaﬁe}ues..tioh a sutistiul‘
metﬁod devised as a test for a 'general factor of intelligence.
Nunnally (1967) shows that if a gencral factor exists and 1s
common to a variety of tests, the products of factor loadings on
that generc) factor gust predict ‘the simple zero order correla-
tions between the tests. That is, 1f a general (or un.iur'yA)"'
factor e'xis_t; the product of the loadings of any two tests on

' factcr G (the general factor) will equal the raw correlation

betueen those same tests.” This follow: from the general fact
that fou-%any factor matrix, the sum of products of loadings of
any variables A and B on the respective factors must equal the

correlation between A and B at l.east to the extent that the factor

matrix exhdusts the covarfances, in the original correlation matrix.



Therefore, the goodness l;f fit of the unitary hypothesis can‘he
tested directly by factoring a varicty of Yanguage tests to a
prlnclpal couponents solution and then testing for a general .
fact.or by using the loadings on the first principal component
to predict the onlginal cormlatim matrix, .
In this study, the above mentioned statistical test was . ,
" applied to three sets of data. “The first sample of data was .fm
. a population of 159 lrmiins who took the five subparts of the

Test of English as a Foreign Language,{ETS) olus a cloze test. :

and a dictation. Subjects were students at the University of -
‘Tohrcn fn Iran. °Al1 of ﬂn usts were administered with tbe
help of the university and tiie Americun Field Service in 1972 and

1973. Results are presented in Tables ]-3.~ ————

Insert-Tables 1-3 about here

Table 1 gives the wadings on a general factor as well as the
» squares of those loadings. The ioadings. of vourse, may be inter-
/ preted as siwle product'mnt correlations botween the various
teit scores and the ‘hypbthetical varfable which may be taken as an
. ‘empirical estinate of a unitary Tanguage proficiency factor. It _
§s in fact a linear comi:atiqn of the original variables. The
‘squared - 10adings’ indicate the proportion of variance overiab between

the hypothetical factor defined by the principal compurents analysis

v
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the TOEFL. . .

and auay‘.p;:;t.iful‘ar test variable. For instance, the Listening- °
Comprehension suhtest of the TOEFL correlates at _.87 with the
hypothetical G factor thus accounting for .76 {or 76%) of the
varia'ncc in G; or al l'.-matiyely. we may say that G accounts -for R

76X cof the lotal varfance in the Listening Comprehensioi, section of

The next step is to determine how well the general factor or .
unitary coepttence hypothesis 'accounﬁ for the observed correla-
tions between the various subtests used in the study. In other )
werds, once the variance that can be attributed to G is partilled
out, how mich variance will remain? Will 1t be necessary to pcsit
other factors in addition to G, or vill the G factor suffice to
exploin essent1 ANy a1l of the non-error variance?

Table 2 presents in the upper half, correlations bébnen test
scores, and in the lower half the pndicte& eoﬁ"e'lations based on '

the respec’ive oroducts of 10adings on G. Table 3 then presents

‘the residuals--that 1s, what is l_elft over after the products of

loadings on G are subtracted (that is, bart'ia]ed out). For instance,
the product of ]oaiﬂngs of Listening Comprehension and Eﬁgljsh

Structure on the G factor 1s .71, while the actual correlation

* between the Listening Comprehension test and the-English Structure

test i3 .69. This leaves 2 residual of -.02. Proceeding in similar
fasafon for all variables, 1t soon becomes appnnn( from Table 3
tnat once the G factor.is partialed out practically no variance

whatsoever remains to be exp]ained.
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Allouing for even 2 small percentage of error viriance attri-
butablc to the unreliability and less than perfect velidit.y of
each of the verious -nsurus. there is essentially no variance
left once G is re-eved, This s nouworthy for several reasons,
ln spite of the fact that there are. two tasks that require lisuning
to sequences of, elements in English plus some tndicetion of coupre-
hension--nuly. the Dictation and the Listening Colprehension

’ sudsection of the TOEFL--no separate listening factor uerges
§inihrly. i~ spite of thc fact that there are several tests that
require. reading coq:rehension vocabulary, and structure. no unique
fictors are needed to sccount for the variance in° t.hose tests. and
neither do they produa any unique variances that can be associat.ad

. with anytbing di"emt trom what is mersured by the i{oze test ..
or the Dictltion

k74 .

A second set of data comes from foreign students at Southern
[tinots Gniversity. Ho task that Included the formulation of
verbal sequences. orally was included in the imediauly foregoing
study nor in the earlier work with the- UCLA Est Placenent Exam
{0Nler, 1976). Hinofotis (1976), however, collected dat.a from 106
subjec'ts at SIU using i.ne FSI Oral Interview with its five sub-
s::les along with a cloze test, and the three subparts of the

Phce‘nent Examination used there b/ the Ceni.cr for English as a

i <econd Language Results parallel Lo the ones given in Tables 1.3

: -e*ov- are presented in Tables 4-6 for this latter group of subjects

‘end for the respecti/e set of tests. "

w'
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Insert Tables 4-6.about here

[}
.

. The flrst of two factors fn the prlnclpal oolponenu unlysls

-accounts for 87% of the total varfance in the factor mitrix and

recaives no loadings los; than A9% from any slnglo tast. The res{d-
uals in rabla 6 are never as chigh as ‘.20 and are alnys sull in
proportlon tn the observod comhtlm uod tm nsuctln products

7

of factor loadlngs. : o

-

The existence ofca substa;mu gemrai'factor seems to be dexon-

"strated, though the possibility ;!nlns that thers 1s some mlqm'

varianca that. ls _associated with the FSI Oral Intarview which fs not
also assoclatcd with tbe otber tests used. A b:o factor -mlanatlon
15 supported by a varimax rotated orthogonal solutlon derived from
the prlnclpal .components analysls. The orthogonal Solutlul is.
dlsplqyod in Table 7. The heaviest loadlngs on. Factor 1 ln Table 7

are fron the Subscalas “Gf the FSI Oral Interview while the heeviest
. gy

loadings on Factor 2 are from the cloze, and CESL placement sub-
tests. An obliqie two factor solutfon (not dliplmd). however, =~ 7

revealed 4 .71 coprelation between two Similarly differentiated
factoi—s.’ Hénce the'evldence for clearly distinct varianca asso-

c:aCed wit‘\ a sceaking factor is not conpletely convlncfng. but -

ne‘t'xer can it be ruled out. By coqurlng the efgen value associated
' with the two factor solution fn Table 7 with the efgen value asso-

ciated witit the one factor solution in Table 4, l.t lsvpossibl'e to

5
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fom an, hpresslon of the - advantage qninea by the ‘two factor

solution over tbe one factcr--ahout 13% of the total available , .-

'

vnrhnce 1s not accounted for by the € factor. . .
A tMrd and fine) set of data comes from SI of the above )
wentioned subjects who also took the TOEFL. The data from tbc“

L .
subjects with the five TOEFL subtests included.are given in"

Tetles 8-10. 1In this casé, the G factor accownts for only .65

_of the togai vartance ‘i.n the prindpal components matrix, wM_lo ,

two additional factors are required to account for the remaining
3. The absoluu nui of the residuals 1s .155 and has a range

uf .36 which fs considerably larger. than for either of the two pre-
.vious populations. -Howaver, there’ is\considerably ‘less varfance
’ 'in the latter popuhtion'on all tests. .This 1s because the pro-

ccdure for se‘lw the swjects “to, uke the TOEFL eli-inatcd
roumly the bottom hnlf of the dtstribution--i e., no subject who

‘ placed below the -Mdle of the distrtbution also took the TOEFL.
Hence, the’ comlotioos in Tablo 9 fpr tbé 51 subjects are’ depr!ssed

as compared uith the comlations in Table 5 for the full 106
subjects For 1nstmceg whorns in Table 5 hardly any of the

correlations are below .5, 1n Table 8 many are bélow 3

over the 14 tests indiuting three: urthoqonal flctors which -ny
tenntivelybe labelled rnding/grapMc (Factorl with 39 of

the varhnce). oral interview' (Factor 2, with .38 of the vu%{ce).

Y

- ¢

.

Tablo n gim 2 variux rotated solution for the 51 subjects

o
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and- “listening” (Factor 3, with'.23'of tho’var.iance). The tota)
eigen valuc for these three factors is 3.29 as compa"red with 5.94
in Table 8. Hencey the three factor, solution accounts for 351
rore variance than the single factor solution. '

The resolts of this last analysis suggest the existence of a

. substantial G factor but st the possibility of unique variances

associated with subtests aimd at separate skills (though not at
separate coaponants of skills) Further research wil} be necessary
to deumine whether factor 1 'in Table 7 and 2 in Tabie N indeed ’
constitute’ 2 speaking fac& in the most general sense--1 .e..
"whether such factors will' hangtariances in common with other

-tests atmed at speaking ability (e.g., oral cloze, reading aloud,

sentence repetition, etc.) but not also in common with' tysks
R

relying on other skills. Similarly, further research ;ill be
ot Nt - .
“ required to see if other tests. that re'izuire listening comprehen-

sion will load oma factor such as 3 "n Table n which i€ actually

distinct from the possible speaking and graphic factors.

ihsert Tables 8-11 about here .

C

.

- 'Consi:ierina the res’ults of all three sets of data, the 'notion

of separate conponents of struc “ure, vocabulary. and phonology,

finds no support. There is substantial evidence that the five

subscales on the FSI Oral Iaterview, for instance, are equivalent'. )

R4
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The .cholcg between the unitary corpetence hypothesis and the
possfb!iity of separdte(skills is less clear. There is some
eviderice to suggest that (excluding the oral interview dota) :f
the data represenc the whole range gf subject variability, the
unitary competerice hypothesis may be the best explanation, but if
the varfabiiity ic somewhat less, a moderate version of a sepa'rati'e
e skills hypothesis would be preferred, Regardiné‘the oral interview
data, there seems to be some unique varfanceé associated either
with a separate speiking factor or with a judgeﬂentai }actor
related to the Judggs tendency to rate subjegts consissently (a
halo effect). Certainly there {s substantial evidence‘that a
v _ gengral factor exists which accounts for .65 or ;ore of thé total

varfance in the several batteries of tests investigated.

14
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Notes

1A version of ‘this peper was presented at the winter meeting
of the Linguistic Society of America in Philadelphia, Decesbor 30,
1976, . N ' '
_ zcl!e_r is pmsenfly on lezve from the University of
" New Mexico where he holds a position in Linguistics and Educe-.
tiona) Foundztions. ) '
_ Smnof;tis. formerly an instructor in English at ‘Southern -
Mlinois University, has assumed a _visiting appointment at UCLA
in The Teaching of‘ English as-a Second Language. ‘
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Table 1
Principal Components Solutfon {with 1tcrations).f6r the Five
Subtests of the Test of English as ;l Foreign Language, a Cloze
Test, and a Oictation {N=159 Iranian subjects).

Tests ’ K Loadings on G Factor* h? .
Listening Comprehension - © .87 .38
English Structurf - . .8 .67
Yocabulary _ — . .67 . .45
) " Reading Ability B g3 . .53
Writing AbTMty ._ 8 . .8
Cloze (any- appropriate word Scéring} o ._.87 .76
‘Dictation | “ L .76 .58

E.igen vaiue ; 4,36

-

- *Accounts for 1305 of the total varfance in the factor matrix. -

[N

O
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: jof
Correlation Matrix (above the diagonal) and Pr¢dicte

o

Table 2

d Correlations

Derived from Respactive Products of Loadings u{ G (below the diagonal).’

1. 2 3 4 s s
1 Listening Comp 69 56 .64 | .68 .76 .69
2 English Struct .70 64 .57 | .65 .68 .63 '
3 Vocabulary .58 .55 49 T80 51 .47
4-Reading Mbility .64 .60 - .49. 1.58 .65 .53
S Writing Ability .68 .64 .52 .57 .61 .82
6 Cloze .76 ..MM .58 .64 / .68 W75
7 Dictation 66 627 .51 .55 59 .66
- ’?I ‘(
hd . .
,& R -
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. i 16 - m
~ 0 . v . -
RSN © . Table 3 S
Residual Matrix with-G Loadings Partfaled Out (wean of absolute .
values = .026, range = .08): Observed r minus Praduct of Loadings
. on 6. .o s T .
B . te
1 2 3 & s & 1 T
1 Listening Comp =02 -.02° J00. .00 .00 .03
2 English Struct 087 .03 .00 -.03 .01
3 Vocabu)gry' o - .00 .07 -.01 -.04
4 Readfng Ab11ity o ~ 0 0 .
Y5 uriting mility , Y " A o
6 Cloze . L -ee ) =
7Dlctatton . .
v
& I\ "
<
‘ i9 R
. QE——— —- '0'\ .
‘ ity
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Tabi_e 4 : .
Principa’l Components Solution (with itérations) for the F-SI Oral -
Interview Scales, the SIU CESL Piacenent Subtests, and-a Cloze . .
Test (M=106 subjects from m.xed ’Ial.vguaée-b'ackgmunds. at SfU).

Tests ‘ ‘ b '. . = ' L;adihgs on C'Factb_r' [
Cloze . - e 66
< FSI Accent S I 82
. Pl Gramer  © B I
FSI Vocabulary ) L .87 .76
T Esl Fueney | - S A S
~ FSI Comprehension . : 86 '_.74 ) _
© . TTeo_coSL Ltitentng Comprebenston .8 . b
. sl structure S e 48
" CESL Reading ‘\_\\?\'-.‘;_ N L8 L 58
) _ . . T . < Efgen valee  5.90 \
' '.Accm;nﬁ for 87% of th?_ total varfance, = .\\\'\"'\~\'
.
| '\ 20
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Table §

Correlation Matrix (above diagonal) and Predicted Corrélations

d . De_rived'from .Respective Products of Loadings on 6 (helow diagonal).
) 1. 2.3 & 5.6 7 89
1 Cloze .51 .62 .5 .58 .58 . .4 .69 .80
| ZAccent .58 - .67 .65 .66 .68 .48 .55 .48
3'Grammar .72 .64 .87, .85 .82 .64 .59 .53 _
4Vocab .70 .63 .77 85, .84 .60 .48 .55 L
S Fluency .70 .63 .77..76 , .83 .63 .48 .51
6 Comp i0 .62 71 .15 TS .58 .49 .53° R
FCESLLC . .70 .5 .69 .68 .68 -67 - .61 .4
8 CESL'Str. .55 .50 .61 .60 .60 .59 .54 .63
9 CESL'Rdy - .62 .54 .68 .66 .66 .65 .59 .52
< -
BT
I }_.:A
. .
v . » 7/:1.
.\\ o . - . r - e
. \\ ., S v.—‘k

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. .

19

'_'I"able 6

Residua) Matrix with € Loadings: Partialed Out (mean of absoiute

valves = 091, range = .i7): Gbserved r minus Product of Loadings

‘V.V o" G. .
1 2 3 4 5 6 7-8 9
© 1Cloze 07 510 -5 -2 a2 .4 a3 8
. . ‘ : : \
2 Accent .03 .02 .05 .04 -.08 -.05 -.06
FGrammar : 32 .08 .04 .05 -Q2 .16
* 4 Yocab -0 -.16 -.08 -.12 -.N
5 Fluency T, - .08 -.05 -.12 - 1§
- 6 Comp .09 -0 -2
- 7 CESLLE ) 07 .15
© geESLStr T ) L
9 CESL Rdg ’ ; :
/.(.
-
. ) 22
: E * ) 2 - ’ Pl
". N

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. ’ K
= [y
. @
o Table 7 -
'\ Varilnax Rntated Factor Solution (with 1t¢ntions) for a Cloze
est. the Five Subscn’les of the FSI Oral Interview, lnd the Three
Subtests of t.he CESL Placement Examination (N=106 subjects at SIY).
- “ " e - o
T Tests - o ] " Factor 1* '--Factor.zﬁ ¥
1 Cloze . . . v; R T .83
2 FSI Accent T
3PS Grammar ) o 40 ar
4 FSI Vocabulary o 86 3 s
ls Fst Fluency L~ 86 . .M .86
6 FSI Comprehension . TR
7’&51; Listening Comprehension 2 .68
8 CESL Structun . M 67 .57
/19 cest Reading .28 B .19
o T Eige value 6.82
N/Il | . - T
/" #Accoints for 56% of the total varfance in the factor matrix. -
// ’ :v;'rAccomts for-ui of the tatal varfance in the factor matrix.
AN
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FSI.Flincy , & LA
FS1 ng)rphensifsﬂ, ) 5 42 /;I'.’°
" CESL Listening Corprehension 88
CESL Structure . . 20 -
| GESU Reading Comprebension . .58 3
TOEFL Listening Comprehension 67 .5 :
~ TOEFL English Structure - . 73 .53
TOEFL- Vocabulary | 57 2
TOEFL. Reading Ab111LY. . 78 e
TOEFL Writing Ab111ty SRR 68 ¢ 46 ,
L - L . Eigen value 5.98 . 7:-.“‘
*Accounts for 65% of the total'variancg in the factor matrix. '
P ? ) - ) . - " ’
AU 24
. ‘\ SN t .\‘ . p

o
. » Table 8
Principal ¢ ts Solutfon (with 1terations)

for a Clpze Test, . .
‘the Five Subscales on the FSI Oral Interview, the Three Subtests of

the SIU CESL Placement Test, and the Five-Subtests of the TOEFL -

(Me51 subjects from 'I1Axred native language backgrounds).

Tests . - . Loadings on 6 Factors K2
Cloze 5 e 80 .64

FSI Acomt , .29’ 08
FST' Grammr ’ 68, . a6t
FSI Yocabylary e
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Correlation Hatrx (sbove dfagonal) and Predictad Com'lations derived fron Respactive Products
* of Loadings on 6 (below dlagoma)),
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a‘-

of the TOEFL (n-sl) o )
Tests Factor 1% Factor .2""'Fac_tor e 2
——— ————— —.
16loze . gL - e
2RI Accent © 4 .03 6. -5 43
‘3 FSI Grammar b. I N
* & FSI Vocabulary d .8 J .
§ Fsl F’Iucnc.w%m% ' e M 8.
's FSI Comprehension. R b I NEN
T <L, Ustening Co-prshension o a2t m
- 8cesl Structure-. T .59 .07 02 K3
9.CESL Riading . . .56 -.01 L2 .
mmmummﬂmMmmnﬂ 519 .68
1 WER Engllsh Structurs .61 a7 45 60
urwanany e a2 RN
13" TOEFL Reading A1ty T | R P
CTOERL Girfting by .62 .07 4 M. ST
o . Etgen value 9,20
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Table 11
Varim Rntat.ed Solution (with iteratlons) for a Cloze Test,” .
the Fiva Subscales of the FSI Oral lnterviu. the. 'lhm Subtests

- of the SIU CesL Placeuent Exmlnaﬂon. and the Five SubLuts

'Accounts for 39% of the total variance In the ntrlx

: "Accmmts for 38% of the total varum:a An the natrlx. ]

"'Accounts for 232 of the total variance in the utri:'..



