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 Bnguage ) ]
nguage testlng is one of the most pbv1ous .and ‘important areas for ac- .«

t1v1ty in applled Plngu15t1cs Wt f1t$ the general paradigm wel;. the b
" problem is clearly language relateﬁ, and thé solutlon must. come from lin- .
_ gu15t1cs and from another d1at1p11ne--psychometrlcs--as well. Each of
/;v' ‘zhe 'mdjor branches of 11ngu15t1cs—-theoren1ca1' psycholinguistic, and
pr 50c1011ngu15t1c--has its own special rolento play, and each has exerted
i .«.- its influence on' the developmentrof the fleld .The involvement of psycho-
" metrics is a necessjty as well. ‘dood language testingneeds to be based
on releyant knowledpe. from applied 11ngu1st1cs .and’ from. psychome¥r1cs
e Given this, and considering the social ;elevance of the field, it is
appropr;ate that this ‘third series of ®apers in Applied Linguistics be
. ~dedicated to ¢hronicling Advances: in Language Testing. The series. will
75 first survey the state of the art and then present thgoretical, pfactical;
and tecRnical articles that record its progréss. Each issue will have a
.“3 speeific theme; .the series as'a whale is meant to provide a means for
4 continuing communication among all - those concefned with language testing. s
\ whether as users, practlt%oners, or theorists.
‘ The first’ three® fa51clesD{9ve a special history- whlch should be men—
.;;ioned here. They include original and revised versions oi;irt1c1es
commissioned. to appear in a volume intended to be called cufYent Trends .
. in Language Testing. The original publisher'ss difficulties left the
manuscripts in limbo for some time, and the.size of the enterprise dis-
couraged \ather publishers from taking up the project. Wriften as a sur-
vey of the state of the art. they are a good star' for the present series

-

Bernard Spolsku - e - ;o .
\'Y /
i o7Aa , ﬁ% / ¢
April 1 ! {/ V. . /. \
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* trained and qualified 'in educational’ meas

Introductton.
I:mgunsts and Langyage Testers

, //6ne of the dlst;pgulshlng feaxures of West rn education in_the tWentleth
- e

ntury has beert the emphasi$ on testihg. |‘Formal QbJect1Vé~€E§t1ng has
comeé to be considered one of the most eritfical steps in the modernization
of education. In flany countrlgs the confllict between traditional, "'"'sub:
jective" examlnatlohs and the newer '"objective'" standardized tests is '
still a central issue for professional and public debate.. Concurrently
with -the growth iof testlng, there has devgloped a body of professionals
irement. These testers, whose
their basic concepts and '
in educational psychology, .in

-

field is called psychometrics, - tend to fi
technlques in psychology, in general, and

particular.. This pethaps efplaing'theircfpecial concern with the question

of how to test: ‘treated often as technigians, they tend-to assume less
responsibility for ‘deciding what to test. While this is true of testinr

+n mgst fields, 'iN the area of language testing the situation is fuhda

menta ly dlfferent'. Ianguage testers are much more 11ke1y tb be lin-
and thus subject-matter <pec1allsts than thEy are to he trained
'in ‘educational measurement. .The, tendency  is clearly illus-
" this volume, where most of the. ¢oéntributors, a of ‘them prn
fessionally involved with. language tPctth torg great exront. wonld
consider themselves inguists rathe; than psychologists. It will he the
purposr~ of this 1ntroduct19n to attempt. tn find some explanation for thie
trend, and tG'EXPIOYE the <pema?rea§onQ why App11ed linguists find.
Ianguage testing =o fruitful an activity for theiv research and practifg.
Tt is useful, though an over-generslization, to ddvide language

testing into three major trends, which T will label the prezscientifi~,
the psychometric structuralist, an-' the integrative-.soci~tingnistic. IThe
trends follow in arder 'ut overlap in !ime and approach.  The third pirks=
up many 2lements of the first, and the secend and thirl co exist and \
compete. But the crude ('l'mcnf-'ic*arionc will provide o framowork €0 Jin.
cicsion and some notion of progress in the fiedd. § ~— T

The bre ccientific pexiod (or trend, for it .ctitl holds swas in many
part<’of the world) may be charactrrized by lack wf concern for ~“tatisti
cal,matters or for such hotions as ohjactivity 1ndgrelJah1llfx. In ite

simplest form it assumes that cone vanﬁhnd must rely completely on the
Judgment ‘of an experiénced teacher, who, can tell after a few minutes’
conversation, or after reading a student’s eqsa), wha't mark” togive? In

the pre-scientific mode, oral examinations of any kind were the gxception:

language testing was asSumed.to be a matter of open-gnded written examina-

tion Depending on the 1dnguage teaching pht]oqophy,‘such examinations
wquzz‘con51st of passages for translat}onllnto pr from,the forelgn lan-

guage; .fre¢ composition in it; and selected items of grammatical, textual.
or:cultutal 1nt$¢est Durlng this period, 4@nd in this approach Janguage

tests are clear theg buslnesq of language eachers, or, in more formal

Sltuatlons. of languagt teachers promnted oT poc1arﬁy‘app01nted as exam-
lnera. "No special expertise is rcmllrvd if a persen knows how to teach.

iy -
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it is to be assumed that ‘he can judge the proficienty of his students.

. The hext period, however; sees the ‘invdaSion of e

will become apparent, is marked by the interaction (a

field by experts.

“The psychometric- -structuralist trend, though hyphenated for reasons'that

conflict) of two

sets of experts; agreeing with each other mainly in their beltief thait
.testing can be made precise, objective, reliable, and sdiensific. . The

first of ‘these groups of experts were the ‘testers, the
responsible for the development of modern theories and
educatifnal measurement. Their key concerns have been

tive' measures using various statistifcal techniques to

and certaih kinds of .validity. Their first thrust was

N unreliability of traditional examinations, and studies
. S

.mgasmres, worklng to find either technlques for making

paychologists

-tedhniques of

to ov1de "objec-
assung reliability -
to dempnstrate the

such as those of

Pilliner (1952) and others on the marking of essays showed how unreliable
.« - subjective scores can be. This done, they moved to develop.more reliable

judgments more

liable or new kinds of test items more amenable to control.
I The@petter known work of the testers was the development of short

item, multiple choice, '"objective' tests. The demands

of statistical

. measures of reliability and validity werc $een as of paramount importance:
v !"Firstly, the shape of all tests,JWhether predictive or nonw~predictive,
language or noh-language,' i's primarily determined by the need to test the
\ tests for reliability and validity. That is why, for instance, the mul-
v *§.tiple choice tegchpique of answering is so common (Ingram, 1968, p. 74)."

- - There we: two results from this emphasis. First,

tects like this:

requ1red written responsg, and so were limited to reading and_listening.
Second, the itenis en did not reflect newer ideas about language

\ téaching.and lé‘ ing. The testers and psyvchologists added "scientific’
techniques to language testing, but left a great mmber@nf deficiencies

Writing in 1952, John Carvoll quotrs wi'h apito al 'he

critigirm of ‘'a

g”age testing that Poboart T ade bigd jorot e G t e o maremeay b o

?ﬁral .thesis:

A numher oﬁ conclusions a'e reached. Thev are (1
lag exists 1“ mrasurement in Fnglish ae a foreign
that the lag is connect-d with unscierntifi  viaers
(3) that th- <ccience f landPiace “hnal! b- uaed in

to teach. . The =t dv pgijuas o vee e fe the apypl’

linguisti s 1a ¢! : T A
{{navr11 10 °)

[ ]
that a great

language, - (7"
€ langnaen

lefinin v
tati-

Carroll zonfirms Lad- ‘e judgment- cnd a'de “that a great lag e iste in

all fereign langrage mansuyement.'” The lap fia ! shown up firgt in the
stidy of foreion language tea-hing carvieod —nt by Agard anl Bnnkol 11040
the only tes'e avoilable we're ”tirrwn te tea t vocabnlary, realing, and
grammar, nd none were good dfacoying the o nd aral skil'l- rhat wrove

r‘oming to he 6‘"‘p}18<i'(’(1. . .

The <second mnjor impetus of the “scientific’” period, or dpprearch,
then, was when a new set of expertes added notinns fram the scirnce nf
language to those from the scienc~ of edicational Measurement. One
scholar whn has straddled the two ficlds for mest of his career is 'o
B. Carroll whose early (1940) and recent J{197R) work alike <how hig ¢
cern with psychologically and lindguisticfilly valid measures of verbal
abilities, whether in native or Jearned nguages ¥ECarroll's special
role in the development of lanﬁhape te~ts hiae arisen from his ability
speak as a fellow prafgssional te both linguists and psvchologists, a

hn
(![\

t"

el

his influence has been widely felt (cf. ffarroll, 196%a, 1968k, 1972V,

The importanpce of his activitics wvill be o1enn Aafter q hyird glwa-r \
| '
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lists of references in.a voluﬂﬁ such as this. . - :
~ 7 In reviews of the state of the art written in.1952 (Carroll, 1952,
~1953), Canroll drew attention®to Robert Lado's'ﬁoctoral dissertation, \
which marked most clearly the second stage of the "'scientific" period, - -
the addition of linguistic'principles to language testing. The dissgrta
tion, written by Lado at the University of Michigan under. the direction
of Charles (. Fries, was concerned with the construction of English . e

i .achievement t€sts for Latin-American stuglents. Over the next decade, Lado !
refined his notions of language testing,fand published in 1961 a beok that’ .
is a classic exposition of the structurafl -linguist's approach to testing. .
., 1t is not too much of an exaggeration tO suggest that a great proportion.
of work “in language testing sincZEtado (1961) is gfither based on it 3r is %
an attempt to ahswer or correct some of the poiptsTit makes.

The point of major controversy has probably been the theory of testing

problems. Lado chose to set the contrastive analysis hypothesis as one -

" of the central assumptions of his testing work, ope#ing-himself to criti-
cism of both the general theory ‘(cf., for example, Hamp, 1968; Di Pietro}
1971) and its application to testing (Upshur, 1962). But even thié‘tn
stressés the basic importance of Lado™ spwork; for he was both insisting ;
on and demonstrating the relevance of linguistigs to language testing. ,
He accepts completely the psychometric princig#&s basic to testing, and
explains them clearly enough for language  teathers and even linguists to
understand, but he leaves. no doubt that linguists, with their understand-
ihg of the nature of language, must be the ones to set Ihe'gpecificatibns
for language tests. ° —

Therg ‘was # the time still an éasy congruence between American struc-
turalist Views of language and the psychological theories and pra<tical
needs of testers. On tHe theoret?cal sides both agreed that knowledge of

"~ language was a matter of hahits; of the practical side, testers wanted,

and structuralists knew how to deliver, tong lists of sma ems which
could he sampled and tested objectively. The structural 1i%iist's view
of language as escentially o matter of item-and-arrangement fell eacily
into the tester's notion of a set of discrete ckills to he measured. Tt

is (superficially at least) not too hard tf bnild an aliiecctin wolt ]
choice test f \ "trn'rur"l'grnmmﬁr.

The mnrvi:gg of the two fip'tde, then. procided the “ac<is for the
Elourishing of the standardizgd lanpuage test with ite special emphaaie
on what Carroll (106]) ]‘H?TTﬂd the “di crete st ructure point” item. He
noted that | "The wor! of lLade and oth-r Tanguage testing eprcinlicte has
correctly pointed te the fesdral ility of testing for very specific i'ems

‘ of language knowledge and ski11 frdici usAT campled freo the nsunlly
enormnin Iw()()] of pregible Pteom Thia malas fopn hiahl v lialile and yatid
testing (Car¥dll, 1961} " >

As a recult of Lade’ - woerk, hoth lﬁng\nlgﬂ chers and lTinguiste had
fuull access to the field of Iangiinge testing. r?ﬁﬁrp e oan impertant
degree of (medesty in his Approach, for*he accepts the teater's right to
establish kinds of tests and methods of judging validity and reliability,
even while insisting on the recsponsihility of the linguist toydecide whar
is, to he tested T‘Ee threc m:mor books ~n Manguage te<ting since then
(Valette, 1967; Harris. 1969: angd Clark, 1972) <hare a great number of
his assumptions. They vary, of conrse, ™ pmphasis} Valette applies the
principles to languages i%her than English, Harris aims to b€ concive -

and practicaly and Clark cmphasizes psychometrics, but they are all 4§§§
Iargely within the structuralist psychometric tr . 3
' Phe major gﬁhievement of this trend has probdnly been the production :
of a number of well-designed. sthndardized tests, such as those adminis *
tered by Fducationnl Testing Service. ! The Gradunte Record Fvaminatinnpe
s
& (/' i ~ %

[
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Advanced Tests in various languages the MLA Foreign Language Tests  for
. Teachers and Advanced Students, the Test of Englfsh as a”Fore1gn Language,
and the Lollege Entrance Examination Board Achievement Tests in various |,
- languages are all good-quality tests in this traditjon, widely and confi-
dently. used to measure student progress and prograﬁ'success Similar
tests a;g,ngw available in Great Britain and parts of Europe, and the

notion objective testing and thg pr1nc1p1es on which it is based have
T now spread‘%hroughout the world. Of greatest importance in this develop-
"+ + - ment has been the possibility of tests that can be -used efficiently with

large numbers of subjects ovgq:a wide geofraphical area. The Test of
English as a Foreign Language, for instance, is now given four t-_,s a
year at 112 centers in the U.S. and 260 overseas. /
The structural-psychometric trend has not, completely overcome the
objections of the traditionalists, 'who continue to feel that less specific
“measures are still of great value. They have therefore been 1nst*umental .
. in the development of more reliable methods of judging the mofe subjec-
tive.kinds of performange.~ The’first was concerned ‘with the ‘judgment of"
*written proficiency. At the same time that some scholars were showing
that 'objective writing' tests, which usually involved multiple choice
items, correlate well with other me&sures, others were pointing out the
kinds of techniques of shorter essays, scoring guides, Wad multiple
judgmepnts Xt add reliability to subjective marking. It was shown, then,

that the.trditionkl tests, with their obvious face’ valld1ty could be
improved. e second effort wemt into the problem of judging oral profi-
- . . ciency, a skill least sat1QfaLtor11y handled by the objective tests.
With all its ilportance, speech production remains the hardest to test.
"The most difficult problems arise when trying to construct tests of
“ability td"speak awanguage....Suffice it to say that although the ideal
of a test based on free conversation is very attractive, the problems of
sampling and reliable scoring are almost {nso]uble, unless a good dral
of time and many standardized expert'testefq are available (Perrén. 1968. p
' 115)." ven a'good deal of.time and expert‘te<ter% are available, <ome-
thing very good can be done, as is shown B¥ th? re1gn qefk@cé Institute
1

»

- ’ Itesting \rechnlqueq de%cr?hed by Randall .Jones Thé TP8hlem with
, thesg tests tufns gt to be . not theoretical bu thct1ca] e-say aths

* f and iNterviéw trsts gan be %hge quite reliable and ohjective. hnut 1t i<
exrensive to do so The supporters »f discrete ftemutect : coem, th o, to
hﬂ-ﬁ.eFFivinncv’as well as theory on their side. . Py

There have, however, b increasingly strong attacke on their
principles, ss<aciated wi Trwo trend- in contemporary Linenistics. The
first, which 1 will calledhe langiage competence trends is connected to
varions  ijews .of psycholinguists, t is hased on a bk€lief jn such o
thin® as overal) language proficiency. snd » feeling that knowledge of 2

7 language i< moee than just the sum of a set of discrete parts. . The
second, which I will call the commupicative competence trend, is connected
with views of modern sorlollngu1<t< it "ccepts the belicef ip rintegrative
testing, but insicsts on the need to add a °'rnng functional Adimensinn 29
language text1ng :

- The i<siie was first raised clearly by Carroll (1961). After he h
described the role of discret® structure tests, heavent on to argue that
they fail tg-meet a number of basic criteria for the measurement of 14n-
guage Rnowledge. He stresSed. ihcrefore the need for what he calledjan
Mintegrative apphoach,” where one pays attent?on pot to specific strug-
tural or Tlexical itemsw but to the 'total communidative cffect of an

s

’ utteradce.” Suchsan approach has scverat aam;gtages: an integrative
test ,is broader in its sampling and less likely to be tied to a particn]aq
course of trgining.- the difficulty of ﬁhr task 1nvolved i= more eacidy -

vile ' \
A
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. == Telated to a subjective standard and it focuses on the genéral questlag .
of ,how well a learner is functlonlng in the’ targeét language. regardless qf

his Yown language background. - . o :

, - Carroll is thus the first to argue for what call the “1ntegrat1ye-
sociolinguistic'" trend: he reférs in this 1961 aper ‘not just to inte-
grative testing, but “to ""communicative effect' ‘and "normal. comfiunicative:
situation,' and others who deal W1th the  problem -(cf. Spolsky,,1968 .
Oller, 1973a; Jhkobov!§ “1969) are-clearlx indebted to him. ,

I hgye discussed’ the.b351c principles of the Ianguaga competence‘ or
psycholxngu15t1c, tréend in some detail in other papers (Spolsky, 1972,
1973); they are also dealt with by Oller and Ingram )in this volume. ‘e
Bri&fly, the argument goes something like this. While structurad Ain- {‘
guistic theory held that knowledge of "language was a set of hab1ts, wisth .
the consequence for testing that it is possible to select a sampke of -
discrete items, contemporary llngulstlc theory emphasizes ﬂather the
crkative elemenF'of language, the infinite.nature of .the set of‘>QE§;2;e
sentegces, and the- incompleteness of grammars attempting to charact e
knowledge qf- @ lpnguage. This change of theoretical view challenges
the linguistic validity of discrete itém tests. But there is a second
relevant fact “about lahguage ' éither derived from the statistical theory
of Chmmunication or seen as part of 'a’ pragmatic grammar: this is that
knowledge of 'a Banguage necessarjly.requires the dbility to function even *’
when there is reduced redundancy,_maklng use of what Oller cal an
.expectahcy grammar.. Two major technlques are proposed to han;}:\$£1s
the cloze test [Holtzman, 1967 (and OlleT in this volume)}, or a dlfled
form of it (Darnell, - 1968), or ‘the dictation test with (Spolsky et al,, s -

1968) or without (011er,~1971) added noise. These ﬁrocedurés, it is
rgued, have the reklabllaty of other objective measures, and their

efflchﬁE; and ease of a&mlﬁLsTratlon, and, in additiom, the stronge %

validixy prbzldeﬂ by the theory behznd them. .The proppsals.are new, Kg:

w1Ll need. ¢égnsiderabte evidence-before& they are accepted; there is no i

mentlon of*the cloze procedure in Lado (1961), Valette (1967), Harrls _ JG

(1969), or even Clark _(1972); -and the first three are far from endorqzng

dictatioh. '~ But they clearly demonstrate one of- the: key elements in thy *
pregpnt trend: linguists unashamedly present{ng arguments, on r:vchﬁ»
Tinguistic gronnd< nlone, n the nature of language vests. .

. The second part of the trend-is coheerped with the need to test
commimnicative competence. This trend is, in paT', a reaction to the
failure of Chomskyar linguistic-theory to handle the full complexity of
language use any hﬂtter than the theorie« it -PpJaced Sociolinguistic
emphases are clear in Cooper (1968) and, with a.slightly different. emphn.
sis, in Jakobovits (1969); the principles are illustrated in the tests
mqed by Cooper’in the Jersey City study (Fishman et al. 1), and tha~e
described by, qpolcvy et al, (ﬁ972) and by LeVenston (]Qfﬂ) The key
arguments involved in the sociolinguistic trend are twofold, one simpli
fying and .the dther complicating the process. First is thel notion that

whatever the specific items a speaker can control, it is his overall . .

: knowing®a language involves being ahle to use it in certain circumstgnces:

N

¥

ability to perform with it that counts. A sub1ect mist be tested for
his ablllt) to communicate in a given situdation. 1In a test of Navajo-
English domlnancc, for 1nstance, we assumed -that any six-year-old who

Cb. -
B

-

‘.

could answer the traditional Navajo question, '"What is your clan'" could -

pe considered a fluent speaker of the language (Spolsky et al. 1972).
The complication is, of course, allowing for the knowledge of dlfFerenr

*"" varieties and the. ab:llty to handle tHEm in different circumstances.

The-variqus approaches to testingsthat I have been discussing are *

considered in more detail in other ghapters in this volume. My main pur- °



teaching, and in eﬁe United" States--at least in recent times--trends in
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‘poséin thlS«lntrOdUCtlon has been to show how'it is that.llnguxsts ﬁave

comé to consider that’ language~testing ;s ‘well within thplr pr001ncé
The general line of development thas bgen somethlng like ‘this. 0r1g1nally,
testing was 51mp1yca teacher's/ functiqn, ‘although many people belleyed a

‘teacher's judgment :ﬁigmatlcally improved when he changed hats -and was

identified as an ex er. Next, experts on testing moved into®he field
with their.principles. It web soon shown that psychologists alone’ could
not develop good language tests: some linguists e Ladqd showed that
the job needed to'be- shared Aand. to, depend on two of expertise.
F1na}1y, a gfoup of psycholjnguists and %ociolin s, with somewhat
imperialistic notions, are tarting to claim the field completely for
themselveés. Language testing, they seem-to be saying, is: too 1mportant
to be left to language testers.

.Even though this may be an exaggeratlon, we still need to account for
the way inwghlch lahguage testing is such a congenlal field to linguists,

hgr

whereas ot kinds of gubject matter testing is usually left to testing
experts. e answer«lies, I believe, in the fact that linguists consider

the.question of knowledge of language to be central to their concerns. ;

They are all the‘tlme,trylng to characterize in a gramman what !t ireans- *

to know a language /it is thus quite reasonable for some linguists to be
interested .in measuring knowledge of language. Upshur suggests, '"Trends
in second- language ftesting tengd to follow trends in second- language -
4
second-langyage testlng have tended to follow trends in- linguistics
(Upshur, 15972, p, 435). ‘.

. T believe onp can state the- position even more directly. As language

"

T

testing has comg¢ to be a field for linguists., it has become open to- direct

influence from developments in linguistics. BRecause lirfguists in the last
few years have been concerned with descrlblng knowledge of a language,-
and, now, knowledge of language use, language testers have been ab]efto

draw on their theories for practical implications regar how to measure
such knowledge Language testing has thus hecome one ‘the‘most fruitful
areas in which Vinguistics may be applied. More,. it has' “ecomd one of

fhe areas where "he ©elevance of lincuistic thcar ¢on he a'ickly te-tél
in practice, o' ‘he Teabed. o <t ' S T T R

‘x v’thon?'\' .
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Augn~i ja°



s
’

U .« Elisabeth Ingram

INTRODUCTION - L 8t

. v . v, . . . .

o There are a great many divers® methods in use for the assessme t of lan- .
guage command, They range from translation of literary passages, writ-

3 ing essays, dietation, etc. to choosing the torrect a ternative from a

set of multiple choice items, tq be antwered at Jhigh speed, each testing

some highly specific point of’phonology, syntax, or vocabulary.

‘ s ..+ The psychollngulstlc bases for these practices are-not at all “clear.
;Z'. It does nqt help.that the delimitation of the term "psychollngu1st1cs”
‘e " is not-very clear either. In this article I shall first attempt to deal
. with ‘some of the interpretations of the term psychollngulstlcs, and then
try to relate these to traditional and recent testlng pragtices. .
- ) PSYCHOLINGUISTICS : : v ' ’

There are 2 1nterpretat10n§'of the term psycholinguistics (in fact

there are several, but resolving into a dichotomy- of one versus all the

rest). The first is highly specific, closely linked to generative lin-

’g§§st1cs, and cowes its origin to Chomsky (1965, 1968). For some people
s is the only acceptable use of the term. For otherssy like Carroll’
- who, T believe, first used the term in print. (1953), psychol1ngu1<t1cq
*is 51mp1y a4 word used to cover My area of joint interest to psycholo-
gists and linguists, regavdless of theoretical orientation and degree of
formality.
. .I shall. d15cn<<vf1r<t the Chomskyan 1nterpretat10n As Kuhn (196A2)
. . 'has pointed out, a science (or a movement within a4 science) consistd not
only of a set of theories &nd of techniques’and methods for discovering
and describing events, but also of a set of -beliefs an& attitudes about’
the proper way of regarding the \hole ®nterprise-- bout the frue nature
Co df the object under study and the correct way to Zz
formationgl linguistics and psycholinguistics, these a pr1017 Jattitudes
- are particularly important. {qu . .

T In Chomsky's view, a -language cohsists o non-finite set of well-
formed sentences. It is the job of the linguist to describe the univer-
sals of language--the essential but abstract categories and relations
which constitute linguistic deep structure--and to relate them to the s
structure of actual sententes in a language, as they appear on thé sur-
face. But further, for Chomsky the ultimate aim of llngulstlcs is to
contribute to the study of the human mind. A grammar’must therefore not
only be descriptively adequate, it must also have explanatory adequacy:

v /it must explain the processes that underly the functioning.of the '"native
speaKer- hearer." _Thi$ obviously gives psycholinguistics a very central

.
-
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‘. Approaches to Language Testing

place. +And for C ﬁbrtlcularly gharacterises the Q’txve '
speaker is his gramm intuition ahd his language greativity. Be-
~cause he has intuition, he can d1st1ngaxsh grammati®al sentences from un-
grammatical ones, and bec\h%e he is creative, he cap understapd and pro-
duce sentences thch he has never heard efore These are not .pheorie¥
if the strict sgnse. They are deeply held COHYICthﬂS'abOUt tHe essense’
of thlngsa—conV1ct10 whi determine the areas of interest and the me-
thods of approacgh. . }l ) PR )
Chomsky also has very rong convictions about thé fozm Jthat a theory
and a desqription of language must take. Jhe theory must be generat1ve,~\
that is; it must result in .a déscrlptlon whth is explicit. This in turn
means that Y¥ must be 0f such a nature that a logtcal machine could,
glﬁhn the elements and the rules, generate only the well formed or gram-
matically-correct sentences of the language and Jlone ‘of the ill- formed
ones.

’ Through very closely argued reasoning, btattlng from these premiseb
(among others), Chomsky arrived at the conclusion that the desired axi-
omatisation can best be achieved by employing 2 sets of rules—-phras¢
structure rules to account for the deep structure and transformational
rules to lihk up the deep structure with th\§urface structure. e e
here {n the area of linguistic theory proper. There has been a gr¥at

~deal of work done within theoretical generative linguistics, and most of -
it has been devoted to exploring the possibilities of dggountlng'?or lan.

-

. guage in terms of these 2" rules

Psycholinguists within the generdtl\h tramework have dLLepted both
Ehomsky's presuppositions about the nature of language and language use
and his specific 11ngu1qt1c iteory They also accept one further char-
acterisation of native s s--that they possess a languag® faculty »
which consists of a compe ence component and a performance component.
When native speakers distinguish well- formed scntences from ill-formed
ones, they do so by virtue'of their own competence. The aim of the
lingPist is -to describe this native-speaker competence both in terms ot
certain grammatical categories and in terms of phrase structure sgules

and transformational rules. It is these categories and rules that the
native speaker must know--tacitly or intuitively--in order to function
as a native speaker. This is an extremely opaque area The native

speaker must in some way have access to this knowledge--othexwlse it
might as wal not be there--but the competence component is in no way
active. It is the performance component which- underlies the production
and recognition of actual sentences, and which is also responsibde for
the errors and shortcomings of actual langudge use. “

The acceptance of the competence/performance distinction and of the
characterisation of competence in generative terms led psycholinguists
to concentrate on 2 areas. The fipst is' sentence processing: how is it
that native sppakers can effect the conversion between the deep struc-
ture of sentences, which is where the basic meaningful syntactic rela-
tions are given, and the surface structure of the sentences of everyday

. language, where the éssential relations may be obscured in a variety of

Y ways? For instance, in a sentence such as,

u -
g ’
hd i

ﬂu The tall girl [ spoke to just now is German.

~4

w& hnow that the noun phraqe the tall girl is both the subject of the '
mathqx sentence (''the tall girl is German') and the object of the in-

Eg;g;} tn; .%ﬁ“ u S , dlé;
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7 serted crause ("...1 spoke to just now'"), but there is nothing in the
\bﬁ<:§gntence which overtly marks the ject function. ((In this particular

L )

tance it can be marked overtly by iAserting' the relative who, but

that is not the point.) ] ' . ' - .
By way of attacking [this problem, investigators concentrated on

transformationally-relat®ed sets of sentences. In some experiments they

. measured how long it took subjects to match up sentences which belounged

together in a transformational set--John liked the old woman; The old
woman was liked by John; Was the old woman liked by Hohn; The old woman

wasn't likad,by John, etc.--when such_sentences were scdttered among one
belonging to other transformational sets (Miller, 1962) . In other exper

i - ] . > " L\\\~ . . L
The P&bcholingui;tic Basis * .

s
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ments subjects were aiked tosmemorise sentences to see if tzige requiring

more transformations to generate their surface structujes w misremem-
bered as ones requiring fewer transformations. Since forgetting usually
involves simplification, this would indicate that transforfational com-

plexity indicates psychological complexity, and hence would_support the

theory of the transformational nature of competence (Mehler, 1963).

The second area- is that of child language acquisition. According to
Chomsky, children are born with an innate knowledge of lanyuage univer-
sals. The process of language acquisition is one of learning how to
match up these innafely-given universals with the surface structure of
whatever 1anguage children happen to be exposed to. So the study of
child language--before they have learnt to use the transformations which
result in adult sentences and while they are learning--duld provide em-
pirical.verification of the postulated universals. .

This specific 1nterpretdt1pn of psycholinguistics has undoubtedly
been the most dominant one in recent years, both in the scnse that a
great deal of work has been carried out within this franmework and in the
sense that it has been this approach which has made the most impact on

.the world. Though it will no doubt continue to be very influential for

me time to come, this theory, ineits pristine form, is probably not
noy held by very many .active workers in the area of p:thollngULstlgk
There are a number of reasons for this, but it is chiefly due to-the
changes that are going on within generative linguistics itselfs

Two fundamental aspects of Lhomqu»s standard theory huve been v1bor-
e

ously cthallenged by some of the young generative linguists. For in=

*stafdce, in Lhomsky s view, the central component of JQanguage is syntax,

with semantics-and .phonology as secondary, or "interpretative, " compo -
nents. McCawley (1968) and others reject this, se€eing the semantic com-
ponent as the central generative component. And if the deepest struc-
tures are semantic, then the status of a separate and distinct deep syn-
tactic level becomes questionable and, in any case, much less important.
I&a the last few years it has been the nature of semantic structures
which has engaged attention, and while sentences, of course, continue to
be studied, a great deal of both linguistic and psycholinguistic researc

h

i)

focuses on words. Linguists concentrate on the autonomous semantic struc-

ture of words, while psycholihguists--and others who do not necessarily
think of themselves as pskcholinguists in the restricted sense--scek to
account for the processes which permlt the language user to perceive
words, understand them, store them in memory, and retricve thédm when
wanted - - .

The other basic view which is helng challenged is that language as a
w‘ole should be regarded as a self-contained system, to be described and

.explained without reference to .any of the vagaries of actual language us

.. 2
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2 or to diversity among language users. According to this view, the mean-
ing ‘'of sentgnces is fully detergined by reference to language relations-
and language elements exclusively. , The critics of this view argue that

the full interprefation of sentences o
"knowledge of the world,' that is, on thedir knowledge of extra-linguis-
tic facts. For instance, when a British dogtor says, “I'm sorry, | can-
not help you; you must go to your own doctos," &his can be propeﬂly un-
derstood only if one know‘hthat there is n'medlcal rule in the United
Kingdom that € doctor can treat only®those patients who are reglbtered
with him or who have been sent to him by the doctor with whum they are
registered.

Nobody denies that '"knowledge of the world" guters into the undert -

standing of language. The point at issyeis whether it is so impdrtant
that it must B@ indprporated into’'linguistic theory. The crities claim
that it must be. d if i® is, then, of course, lahguage can no 'longer
be treated as a self-contained system. ‘/‘ : -

This issue has not been resolved, and the ramifi€ations it produces
extend ihto the psycholinguisticsgof the understa diﬂg of words. There
is a fairly commonly-held view tHit the semantic str

n depends on ghe listeners' N

cture of words 1is
. to he accounted for in terms of a partially h1erax§§1tally -ordefed set \\sf’_

of featyres. For instance, the word woman containggthe features ani- |
mate, human, adult, - female, neutral with respect to status, etc. If one
holds the view that”language is an autonomous system, words have absog-

lute meanings which are the sum of their features. And to understand
words and to distinguish the meaning of one word from all the others, N

the language user must in some way call up the whole bundle of features
which characterises each word. This again amounts ta implanting the
description of the linguist into the head of the speaker.
‘Another commonly-held, and differing, view (for instance, for wordy
designating objects) is that semantic features are a subset ot percep-
tual features, and that the number of semantic features that neced to be
invoked is variable; dépending on the ‘setting and on the intentiaon of
the speaker. Thus, a white, round block dl}l be designated the white oneé
1f'1t is among round blocks of other colours, and the round one if it is
among whjte blocks of other shapes (Olson, 1972). And when the listener
tries to 1dent1fy the object which the speaker designates, he has to call
up only those features which, in a given situation, are sufficient to iden-
tify the object, not the whole'bundle. Olson goes on to argue g that the
meanings of words are built up slowly in the native speaker, through an
accumulation of experiences in which the various perceptually-distinct
features in turn become distinguishing. (The implication is that words
have partlally different meanings for dxfferent people, which will® not
surprise any non- llngu1st )
The intellectual energy which for\some years converged on thé develop-
ment of a single set of presuppositions has now become difffised into a
umber of distinct, though related, approaches within the generative
ramework. At the same time, other approaclies--some new, some¢ tempo-
rarily submerged--are beginning to be heard agd1q quite genecrally.
These approaches are very diverse . 'but in non® is language treated as a
self«gontained system and in a]l meaning is regarded as the base com-
ponent. Some of thesé& treatments are more or less directly derived from
" general psychological theory. For instance, Skinner's (1957) account of
verbal behaviour is a straight extension of his genera‘.theory of Nearn-
1ng His approach is uncompromisingly communicative: _the categoriga-

\ 2
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tion utterapces ks in termy of what th peaker 1s seeking tu achieve.
Osgood's (1957a) psycholinguistic app:&:Eh is similarly rooted in
straight psxcholog1cai thes
haviouristic' médiation theo

y, being a sophisticated version of ''neo-be-
nlike Skinner, who arouses a pe-
culiarly emotional opposition ny psychol}nguists, Osgood has had
a considerabiq influence .both in theowetical and practical cgpcles. Ris
semanty@ differential technique and ha spz}ific version of a semantic
featurs\;gi}ys1s has been w1déiy used in research on b111ngua11sm (see
Jakobowi 1970). And his ‘Tognitively- based communications modet

(Odgood, 1957a) was adopted as the theoretical basis of a widely-used
dxagnost1c test of the processes underlying children's ability to use

- Cogn¥ive pskchologists have alwdys been concerned with language be
cause of its close connectiun to cognitive dcvelopment and vognitive
structures. the reéurgence of interest in cognitive psychology 1in
the last 15 ta 20 years, the influence of men like Piaget and Brungr has
been enonmous. On the whole, however COgnitive psych010gist> hdve tend-

thOught processe: rather than as a ObJeLt of study in
their own ri1 , SO0 the xnfluenCe of these psychol sts has tended* to be
ic. But in recent years there has been a
very interesting convergence between some generatively-oriented psycho.
linguists and others who are Piaget. vriented;, Studies have appeared in
which the child's comprehension and use of language has been directly re
lated to his ability to carry out certain opgrations, e.g. the ability

to recognise when something is more or less t something P (Donald
son and Wales, 1970), or to recognise certain® logical relations, like

the agent/recipient relation (Sinclair-de-Zwaart and Flavell, 15069).

Chomsky's ideas and theories have made a great impact alsu within
main-1ine' psychdlogy. He has helped to reawaken the interest of psycheo
logists Yin language function, and all undergrdduatg curricula in psycho-
logy now have a psycholinguistic cemponent. But tﬁere has not becen a
revolution--in Kuhn's sense of the term--in psSychology as there mani-
festly has been in linguistics. There are severalsreasons for this.

One .is’ that there are too many psychologists in e world, pursuing too
many different aims. Another and more directly, ‘relevant one is thas
CHomskyan psycholinguistics has no learning théory If one accepts the
idea of innate knowledge one is ‘etfectively, Absolved from studying the
processes of learning and from trying to acgount for them.

In sociolinguistic circles the main dissatisfaction is with the con-
cept of the '"idealised native speaker-hearer.'" Hymes (1971), Labov
(1969), and others do not accept as adequate the notion of the native
speaker as a sentence-producing and senternce-judging machine, chugging
away regardless of circumstances. They argue strongly that, in Addition
to accounting for how people construct sentences, it is also cessary to
account for‘how they learn when and how to use them. . .

i $
*I include Skinner in this survey because, whg&e in lingldistic and ap-
plied linguistic circles there is a general impression that he was
killed off some time ago, there is, in fact, a very busy and lively
group of people working away on operant conditioning and verbal learn-
“ing, quite undeterred by fashions infg;her circles. And there are
quite considerable spin-offs in the elds of clinical and social
work. '
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Another recent develophent, specitically relevant to language fest-
\gﬂ\ ing, is the rediscovery of the virtues of pragmatics. This is a general
- trend (following natulally from a preoccuUpation with formal systems),

-

but An testing its chief advocate is; John W. Oller Pr. (see pp. 39-57
r of this volume for a discussion of ig views). There is_no point in

setwing down the argumgnts in favour of the pragmatic view twice, but 1t

i y be'usefdl to examine briefly the relation betweeh pragmatics and the
ggfious interpretatjons of psycholinguistics, -

‘L In the strict sense of the tegg, pragmatics derivey from the study
of ﬁprmal systems. In such systems, syntax deils with the structure of
expgizzigﬁs, semantics deals with the meaning of éxpressions {without
refe Co- to anyghing outwide the systémd, and pragmatics’is concerned o
with the relationships between expressions in the formal system and any-
th¥ng else outside of it. ,When Qller (1970¢) states that “pragmatic facces
of language are those having to do with the relutions between linguistic

1kunits, speakers and extralinguistic facts (p. 99)," he is using the term
more or less in its original sense. According to this definition, prag -
matics is a superordinate term, covering any kinds of interdisciplinary
aqeivities in which linguistics 18 jinvolved--psycholinguistics, sOciQi\
linguisties, speech and cogfunication.studies, etc. But Ollér goes N
furthgr; he asserts that lffguage cannot usefully be studied as a self-

+ contajned system, that pragmatic tfacts must be built into the linguistic
accout itself. This makes claims about what lingjistics should be about
and oMjously r@ns into a fair amount of oppositiod.

pragmatic facts Oller is particularly concerned with arc the pio
cessdS of comprehension. For him, comprehension is not a matter of com
puting compatible interpretations of sentences in a vacumm; what is im-
portant is the expectations of the listener. lL.anguage in-use is a\ways}

concerned with something; listeners expect that what they hear will make
sense, so they match up the incoming signals with what they know about
grammar and discourse and the world. . In a very informal way, this is in
line with current cognitive trends in psychology, where perception’ and
comprehension and recall is thought of as an active process where the in
dividual matches his existing structures with the outside signals he is
recéiving (Neisser, 1967).
It i1s important to note that Olier's ¢oncern is with the comprehen-
sion of passages rather “han with the interpretation of si 218 scntences.
This is the continuous concern in educational circles, since this is what
a reader has to do in real life. The original competence/péyformance
distinction was formulated in terms of well-formed sentences,\ considered .
one at a time, and the utterances that matched, or did ndt match, such
entences, with no built-in provisipn for knowledge of the -world or the
Ententions of speake®s or the expectations of listeners. To the extent
that we do concern ourselves with discourse rather than with sentences,
and admit the felevanqe of extra-linguistic factors, the applicability
of the.competence/performance concept, as formulated by Chomsky, becomes
doubt ful, if not irrelevant, . :
The problem of relating surface structurc to deep structure remains.
The difficulty is’ that nobody is very sure what deep structure is any
more. It seems intuitively more satisfying to suppose that cognitive
and relational notions such as agents-and actions, asscnt and denial,
and locatjon in space and time are at the base of language, rathér than
nodall elated noun phrases and verb phrases, but we are a very loi
way from any kind of, explicit model, or.even one that is moderatel
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rrent d ncern comprehen>1on relates to the viow that lap |
guage is tH be reg arded as a means of com jcation; poth in mothe. to;z

gue aug econd language teaching. (This is impdértant from the stand-
poynt o educatlonal needs, ys well.) One apprfach_to the problem of
Loabrehen51on is to try to analyse the component skiills. <arnroll (19/éu3
ev 1uat1ng research-tarrled out on a high school popg®lation, suggests'
thatgthe components may be lexical knowledge, grammdtical knowledge, rthe
abll‘%y to locate '"facts® in paragraphs (which presumably involves kfiow-
ledge of the rules of discourse),.and the ability to make inferencvey, j
i.e. to go beyond the #ata given. He Buggests further that? the fir 3(Q
may be analysed in terms of ‘the actual language used, while the fourth
ould be some sort of general cognitive ability. Many would consider
hat, this sort df approach is not psycholinguistics. It depecnds on once's
finition of.the term. It psycholinguistics must have its roots in

theoretical linguistics and/or theoretical psychology, then it isn't Y.

Bgt if psychélinguistics is a general term covering studies 1nto the
human proce551ng of language Shen it is.

. |
PSYCHOL}NGUISTICS AND TES{INU /

_ 1

The essential truth about nearly all hingls of tests 1s thaufthe only
theory they ar aged on is test constriction theory, whiglf is o kind ot
appliegl statistics’ Current intelligence tests are not baSed on any .o-
herent or explicit Lo5n1t1ve theory; languagé€ tests are ngt based on
any coherent or exp11c1t psycholinguistic theory. Their sble justif
cation is that they work, i.e. one can make better decisions on the buasis

,0f the information that they provide than one could without-that intor.

mation. - - )

Practices in fanguagc testing are Influcnced by 2 things: by pre -
theoretical views about the nature of languape and\language use¢ aad, a.
Upshyr (1972), has pointed out, by trends in teaching\practices. Lan
guage teaching practices are in turn influenced by a humbé€r of tactors.
by economic circumstances (for instance, during the d&pression in the

.United States, only reading skill was aimed at’ because\ the plaaners could
"hot assume that students would be able to receive more \than 2 years of

language learning in school); by general ecducationdAl trknds; occasiovnally
by linguistic, psychological, and sociological theory; byt, again, per-
haps most of all by convictions about the nature of lapguage.

From time to time linguists have had great influence on language
teaching. In the early part of the century, Jespersen provided a scho |
larly grammar of English Whgig was also admirably suited for, pedagogical
purposes. Moreover, becaus f his views about language and about life,
he was a vigorous and influential advocate of what wquld npow be called
the situational approach. «

The structural linguists of the 1940's and 50's werk again highly in-
fluential, both in terms of getting across their views on the nature of

. language and “in terms of linguistic description. The view that spoken

language is primary led to a considerable increase .in emphasis on spoken
skills, which in turn led to the construction of tests for spoken lan-
guage. T&zge quarters of Lado's (1961) pioneering workh-on language test-
ing is devbted to the description of testing formats which deal with
spoken language in some way. Curricula were drawn up in terms of lists
of .specific syntactic structures, selected and arranged according to the

3 .18 .
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prevailing grammatical descriptions. This fits ingadmirvably with multi

plezéhoice test¥ng techniques of_fie somt that ar:\now Sometimes referred

to, as disgrete-point testing. It was under these influences that lan-

guage testing,became a fldourishing business and an important part of lan-

guage téaching technology. . “. _

‘When it comes to generative linguistics and generative psycholin
guistics, the impact on classroom teaching trends has been minimal. - ''. . .
an examinati®n of r&cent Second language textbooks shows huw little of
any consequence has been contributed by the theory of transformational
grammar itself to the development of'teachfﬁg matevial -(Lamendella, 1969,
p. 270) "' This no doubt sounds paradoxical in view of the tremendous
amount of debate and discussion and persuasion that has becn going on.
What has happened is that.teachers, as usual, have been selective. Somec
of Chomsky's termine®logy and some of his views about the nature of lan-
-guage have been enthusiastically adopted. The notion of ''creativity",
Jhas been accepted as central. y The concept tends to be used in a gencral
liberating sense, referring to e martellous complexity of language and
the untrammelled capacity of the native speaker to exploit its resources
It is not, in general, thought of as having any particular or vestricting

psycholinguistic or pedagogical implications. "The intuition of the na-
tive speaker'" is a handy phrase for replacing theggwkward "Sprachge-
fihl." ‘'"Competence!' is popularly proclaimed to be the aim of languayge

teaching, but it is difficult to see what practical consequences this re
formulation has had. The idea of a separate and distinct '"faculté de
langage,"” not subject to the same principles of development and learning
as other human capacities, has, however, caused much confusion «nd un-
certainty (cf. Carroll, 1971). What is a teacher to do in the face of
this mysterious faculty, particularly when 'the essential categories and
relations of language are said to be innate anyway?

We are back to the absence of a psycholinguistic theury ot lecarning
In oversimplified presedtations, ratit has become a dirty word, but no-
thing workable has been put in its place. Appeals have been made tu
rule-based oY cognitive learning, but this, in Cariroll's phrase, is
merely "a kind of verbal overlay”" which tends to add to the confusion,
since it is in contradiction to the ideayof the separatcness of the
"faculté de langage."

At t level of theory, as distinct from pre theoretical considera.
tions,  the preoccupation with transformationul rules has had only limited
effects, and none in the classroom. Jacoboyits (1970) was brave enough
to offer a specific suggestion. Though he thought there was no theore-
tical basis for imitation and repetitions, he suggested tRat 1f exercises
are to be given, they should provide practice in carrying
mational conversions between different, but transformational
sentences: . ;

’
r
~

From a theoretical point of view the development of grgﬁmatical
competence should be fatilitated by getting the learnér to per-
form a set of transformations on families of sentences (e.g.: -
I cannot.pay my rent because 1 am broke; if I weren't broke I
could pé my rent; given the fact that I have no.money, I can-
not pay my rent; how do you think I could possibly paﬁ'my rent
if I am broke; since I am broke the rent cannot be paid; to

- Ppay the rent is impossible given .the fact that I have no money

(p. 106).
18
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»This and other similar >uggest1ou: have talled tu be convin ing

The reason why generative ljnguistic fhéory and generative psy.l..
linguistic thgory has had so \little lmpact -on i gU¢ge teaching prac-
tices is that teachers haye, rightly or.wrongly failed to discover_auy
relevance in g to eir work. There have been no empirical Lonbequengg,
that are of any great practical value.  Thege have been attempts to teach

languages through some sort of - transfozﬁdtlonal approach™(e.!gs Rutherford,
1968), but they have met with no great success; teachers and theoxethldns
disli&p them equally. There is, however, one field in language teaching
where transformational grammar cuuld become 1mpoftant It dhpeuda on
whether the teptative return to beipg wllllng to give some grammatical
explanatlon in the classroom will in ground. An -‘eclectic. pedagogical
grammar would be certain to contain\transformational accounts of selecsted
grammatical. areas (see Allen and Widdéwson, 1975).

Though no transformational influences have reached language tcodluy
via the teachipg situation, _there . haye been theory-motivated a‘lemptb t.
try out transfbpmational—type tests directly. When Pimsleur ‘Started as-
sembling his I{anguage Aptitudg Battery (1966),#he tried out ua subtest re
quiring skill I'm embedding sentences then referred to as double-based
transformations. The students wére sented with pairs of sentences
which they had to transform on th§,11 es of the model.:
John (laims 1t . :
mdanefoe— JO L Clatmwsihe 1S a1ghl.

John 15 right
The subtest fulled Lo show an) curfedat ton WILL savy Eau a4 4ty 1
eign languages and was eliminated very early.

Similar attempts to derive tests directly fi0om tian.tuimativial theos,
have not proved workable. Briere (1972) incoiporated a transformat.onal
subfest 1n the series of tests which were developed to test the proti-
ciency of American Indian children. ‘The children were given a simple Jdo
clarative sentence and were dbkbd tu transform it into a neguative, an
imperative, or a question, Neltﬁbr the Indian childreu nor the contr.d
group of native knglish-speakingichildren had much success with it. And

in the administration of another subtest, consisting of having (hildren

repeat simple sentences, the 1n§éat1gdtar> found no relationship between
the transformational complegxity of the various sentence patterns and the
children's ability tou repeht correctly.

) In contrast, the lllinois Test of Psycholinguiptic Abilities (K1irk
et al., 190&), which is explicj iy based on Osgood's communications mo
del and empigically reScarchedjﬁ. the usual psychometric way, 1s widely
used as a diagnostic tool with/cHildren showing various kinds of lan-
guage or developmental deficiencies This presumably is because peoplec
who have to make practical decisions about individual children have found
that it has practical value. The test has also been used with normal
children, and various subtests hdve been found to correlate with reading
skill (Newcomer et al., 1975) and with language dominance in bilingual
children (Zirkle et al., 1974). Although it is claimed that the test is
theory- based when one examines the various, subtests, they seem to be
based on very hroadly-conceived notions of human functioning, rather
than on any very specific model.  This may have something 'to do with its
usefulness in dealing with complem skills (The subtests are concerued
with memory for auditory and visual signals, the ability to check truth

Q
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« Vvalue of spoken and written stdtemonts, with reference to knowledge pf
the world and to pictures; the ability 10 supply ssing words-in ana- ,
logical framés, to describe pictures, and to show owledge of vocabu-

+ lary items; as well as the ability to deal with more formal aspects .
languagesr spe_}ing simple words; supplying missing letters in words;
. >upp1x1ng the conrert inflections of nouns and verbgs and choosing ap- .
propriate comparatbr> preposfilonb and anaphoric pronouns.) : -
Oller's pragmatics ungderlies his very active and succegsful advo
cacy of the use of cloze tests for testing. foreign languagé proficiency,
as well as of the use of dictation. Both techniques r@resent very in-
teresting and promising new departurecs in teéting. This might apfear
to contradict the opening statement in this sectlon that tests are not
based on theory, but [ regard Oller's pragmatics not as a theory in the
>tr1Lt Scn%é& uL a% conviction about the nature of language and lan-

R e

ghage use--a such Lonv1gt10n> do influence testing.
The emergence cloze tests and dictution tests arc 2 of th mealn L -

© new features of la guage testing They xepreScnt not only pragmatics,

but also the new interést in ”glubul“ or ""integrative’ teghnlques of

testing, as distinct from discrete-point testing. This again derives

from convictions about the nature of language: if language lcarnlng is

to be regarded not as the mastering of a series of grammatigal struc

tures or transformational sets, but as lLearning how to communicate ef-

fectively, then perhaps testing should elicit '"language behaviour"

rather than '"language-like behaviour."
Discrete-point testing hds been strongly criticlsed 1a some of the
recent testing literature. “There have even been suggestions that such
tests should be done away with altogether. In order to discuss the con
troversy, It is necessary to return briefly to a consideration of test
theo i\, . ' '
Tests arc ‘lnlc.x:.st,lng_ only when they woirkh, that 1>, when they ac g
vurately measure the Lhardctdr]btgLa we wish them to measure That
brings us to the knotty problem of validity and criterion measures. low
do we Kknow that a test works” I'he standard answers are: because wc get

high correlations with total.sciores on test batteries made up of a num-
ber of different subtests or Bécause we pet high correlations between
test scores and external estimates of the characteristic we are inte-
)' rested in. (Stiictly speaking, this only pushes the proLlem one step
further bach, i.e. how do we know that thc test battery or the external
) criterion is itself valid? But that is not my concern in this article.)
By way of illustrating the problem, let us consider 3 tests: (a) a
sound discrimination test (Ingram, 1968); (L) a dictation test {(Oller),
with revised figures given by Rand (1972); and (c) a test of oral com-
munication (Palmer, 1972): All 3 tests involve spoken languyge, but are
“otherwise very different. For the sound discrimination testi\;iégéhts
have to match a single word recorded on tape with one of 3 wri n words,
and this is neither integrative nor language-like. The dictation test
is derived from a familiar classroom device, and is integrative but not
exactly reflective of language behaviour. The test of oral comminica-
tion is an extremely interesting (and recent) development foreshadowed
by Upshur's (1972) discussion of the need for such tests. The examginer
and the student look at strips of 4 or 5 pictures. In one version the
student asks questions until he identifies the picture the examiner has
in mind. In andther version the student has to describe.the picture he
has selected until the examiner can identify it. The scoring is either

Q
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time-needed- for 1dan1f1cat10n oy tiMe plus error count. This !esg is ¥
both kﬁtegratlﬁe and elicits language behaviour. , ~

# ‘lhe first requirement of 4 new test is and always has been that it
must correlate highly with the total score on ##battery of\a:sembled sub
tests. Most bagteries contain a mixture discyete-point a ntegra-
tive subtestsy /for instance, grammar tests are 3bually iscrete-point and
comprehension t¥®st> are integrati"®. Sample co relat'ions’ for the 3 tests\
\ cited above, with their respecwive test-battery totals, are: ~

-~

¢ i -

N Gux‘}\cgat._io:x _Best/tocal
Suvuand dl:;xlmlﬂdthh . 320 .85 '
Dictatipn 81 .84

Oral communicatlion (piou-test) ) 33 .79 ¢

™ All L#e totals 1nclude 4 grammar and a comPgehension Subtest, apait Lo
other typeS’gf subtests, so in all both intefrefive und discrete-point
elements are piesent.
The consequence 158 that the only new, tests which survive, whelher
" discrete or integrative, arc thouse which work 1n the same direction as
the cumulativ tal of both integrative and discrete-point results. Ir
there really is a Xxlear-cut Jdistinction between integrative technigucs
and discrete-polInt Ygchniques, then by ovur procedures we deliberafely
fuz4 the distinctio
A new .test should atlso qu}cluLc-wluh avme caterital critertion C
cause of {he need to place overseas students appropriately in universi-
ties and g lleges, grade puint Qverages (GPA) are often tahen as such a
criteripn. The correlations ob ed between any subtest or test-tulal,
whether integrative or discrete-point, with GPAs are extremely low. This
is obviously because factors other than command of the language which is
the medium of instruction enter into academic success. So GPA 1s not a
good criterion for estimating how goud a test is as a measure of lan-
guage command. A better criterion is to be found in the judgement of
experienced teachers. Ranking lists produced by teachers who hnew thei.
classes well probably constitute the mpst valid criterion available,
according to.Vernon (1960) (provided fﬁe ranking includes only ovne group ¥
or class at a time). Part of the validation of the English Language
Battery (lngram, 1970) consisted of correlations between subtest and
- total scores and teachers' rankings. The teachers were asked to rank
for all-over comma of English.g In the table below some of these cor
relations are set out for 2 disclete -point tests and 2 integrative tests.
Because of the vagaries of figures relating to small numbers, 1| have,
quoted results for 3 groups, all of wh'ich were made up of young adult
students. (The ranks were counverted to z-scores before they were cor-
related by the product-moment formula.)

Subtest Ty pe Correlations
- Group 1 Grodp 2 Group 3
N=37 N=37 N=42
/I -
Sound discrimination discrete-point .00 L d .71
Listening comprehension integrative .68 .04 .71
. Grammar =~ discrete-point . .68 .38 .78
" Reading -comprehension “ integrative .43 , .70 * .05

Q
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- There is nothﬁng in these figures to Suggq§t that there is any in-
trinsic’difference between discretf-point tests and integrative tests as

. regards the amdunt of. agreement obthained between test scores and the es-

‘* timates of teachers. It jis, of goursy, true—that these subtests and
their isems_were ones whfig survived deveral stages of item analysis and
correlations with totals, .bu® that is true of any properly-researched '
test. It is, in any case, guite unnecessary to suppose that one has to
make an either/or choice, tHatd ne approves of -integrative tests, one™
should therefore disapprove of discpéte-point ones. This "gisjqnctive )
fallacy,' as Carroll calls it, stess, it/seems to me, from misunderstand-

~

if®s about the nature+Qf language- and. . .
. Firstly, a test seeks to measuke accurately a given, characteristic
in an individual dPawn from a given population. - Theé most obvious way of

finding out how good a person is at doing something:is to take a job
sample: if you want to know how good somebody is a@y@;@ting an essay,
set him to write an essay. \ But as is well-known,®d ?$O’a number of
operative factors, the resJXis may well vary: peoplg' Write better essays
at some times than they do at others. and, just as impq%t?nt, judges judge
better at some times than they do at others. Job samples are inherently
valid, but tend to be unreliable becafise of this véiﬁability, thus lower-,
ing their validity. This is why multiple choice testing came into exis-
tence: multiple choice tests are‘pighly reliable when properly con-
structed. But they .do not necessarily passess inherent validity; in
language testing they may, for ,instance{’elicit language-like behaviour
rather than language behaviour/ So the ' vé1idity, or lack of vafidit?}\
of such tests has tp be empirically demonstrated by compparision with &
criterion. This, in my opinion, also holds true fo job-sample.gests. -~
Once the validity has been demonsifated, however, it is immaterial what
type of test we are dealing with. If a test works for the purpose it
was intended to, then that is all that matters.

. Secondlf} though we have no great understanding of the nature of lan -
guage processes, we at least knowkihat they are very coumplex. It is
therefore highly unlikely that any single type of test will reflect all
the facets of that very intricate human faculty: languuage command. Fov
any full assessment, as distinct from quick screening jobs, a number of
different types of subtests are more likely to give an accurate picture
than any single measqre,'and, within limits, the more diffic™® the sub
tests are, the greater the chances of sampling language behaviour ade-
quately. ) :

-

- A PEDAGOG!CAL APPROACH

Testing is an educational method. For a very small minerity it is a o
subject of study and research in 4#s own right, but ikﬁbﬁgtwider context
it is a practical tool, ancillary to teaching. Most teachers are prac-
tical people--they have to be--and on the whole they do not find highly~
abstract theoretical models very useful. —Th order to be useful, an ana-
lysis of learning--a description of lang§age--must relate fairly straight-
forwardly to actual situations, to direcgﬂy observable and recognisabte,.
dimensions. There is no implied criticidm here of either teglhers or
theory-makers; I am merely stating a truism about their different preoc-
cupations and purposes. : i

If testing is anc?llary to teachiqg; then it must be accolnted for
.+, on the same: basis as teaching, that ig, in terms of a hot too” abstractly-

( . v . .
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formulated model of learniifg. y views it is not necessary or useful
to set up a model for languagé }ea;:i g which presupposes that language
learning is essentially different o 11, other ;;nds of learning. But

it is essential to look for an account ch-p ises that there are
distinct, though interdependent, learning T Believe this to
be true at any level of abstractness, but certagnly, at’a practical le-
vel, it is the only way of making sense of the many highly diverse teach-

% /ing and testing practices which actually occur, and whigh actually work,

when appropriately employed. The most useful account of this sort that
I know of is Gagné's (1965) analysis of the conditions of learning, .
which is specifically aimed at educational contexts. I have elsewhére
attempted to show its relevance to the segond language learning and
teaching situation (Ingram, 1975). I shall not repeat the arguments
here, but, by definition, if the account is relevant to.learning pro-
cesses, it must also” be relevant to testing practices (insofar as they
work). -

' Gagné recognises a number of types of learning, all hierarchically -
velated. The least complex and most basic type.,is a very simple form of
perceptual learning--learning to recognise and distinguish recurring ob-
jects_and events. This.underlies all other forms of learning and is
generally difficult to exemplify in a pure form, because most of it
happens in ear¥ childhood, and other and more complex forms of learning
supervene almost immediately. But the process is very clear in second

" language learning. For instance, in order to differentiate,
entendre; attendre [3tadr]; [atadr]
" one must &istinguish nasalised from non-nasalised vowels, and in order to

differentiate,

- .
3.

cent vents; cent vins Lsa val;, |»a ve|

one must be able to tell one nasalised vowel from another.
Gagné makes it quite clear that there is no disjunction between this
kind of very basic leaYning and the more complex forms, such as concept

"learning. Concept learning is essentially a matter of learning how to

categorise partially different objects or events under one heading be-
cause they possess certain criterial charactev&stlcs, e.g. Alsatians .and
terriers and dachshunds are all dogs, or because they are funct1ona11y
equivalent iq‘ﬁome‘way, e.g. guns and knives and arrows are all weapons,
There can be no concept learning of this sort unless perceptual learning
is secure, 'i.e. unless we have learned to identify and distinguish ob-
jects and events in the first place. blm11ar1y, the ability to use
words appropriately depends.on a series of conceptualisations: catego-
risations of non-linguistic objects and events must be learned; semantic
categories and syntactic classes must be respected. The objects that are
categorised may be more or less abstract, but ultimately all concepts
that have empirical reference relate back to the perceptual world and
perceptual dearning. ~

Two other forms of learnlng wh1ch Gagné recogn1ses are chaining and
problem-solving. Chaining is that form of learning which enables us to’
produce as a smooth sequence .an activity which has several compghent
parts For instance, verbal thaining enables us to produce and recog-
nise a plrase or an utterance as a unit, to operate rules of agreement
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and concord without computing each®elemept  separately, té get word-order

right, to produce,the more sgygereotyped utterances of social exchangts, g&'
_and to fit_everything into appropriate‘in!onation¥§;&.stress contopurs.

In problem-solving learners-have to structhre a. fask so that
they can make decisions about relevant concepts and prggac#¥reés.  When-
cver lqarners are asked:to induce a given grammaticalPREslé™® they .aré
inyvited.'to produgce problem-solylng behawiour. ~ Probldgcan be difficult~

]
.

ir'2'ways, either ause tie nmecessary conceptual ptriucture is complud -
or, quite often, because the relevaht concept just does nét occur toy'
people. It .s, for dinstance, fairly difficultasfor native speakers of

Eermanic languag

[ L]

Sive son. and sa ip French: the fact that it is thg concept of grammati’-

cal gehder yhich is relevant, apd, the gender G the word functidning as

obje at "that, sé%ms initially very strange to such speakeérs. - .
¢ "have mentioned 4 of Gagné's forms of learning--perceptual identi-

fication, chaining, concept learning, and problem-so ving--and -in the

barest possiblg way indicated the -link's with certain{language learning

‘phenomena. Now consider them in relation to language testing formats.

Perceptual learning provides a direct rationale for tests of sound dis-
crimination, Such as the one described on p. 10. Cha?hing tvdan be seen

to underlie those test formats which test the learney?s ability to oper-
ate the obligatory rules of language, for instance, thdse concerning ¢
morphology and those concerning the sequencing of elements, and also
those formats which test the learner's casy ‘recognition of predictable
patterns and conversational sequences. Concept learning is obviously »
relevant to all aspects of lanpuage use. 1In testing it is directly re-
quired by items which ask the -lehArner to choose the propriate form in ~
light of a given context: theJlearner must categorise\the.occasion 1n-
dicated by the context as beinf ah instance of a class Jof occasjons which
call the .selection of one language form rather than another/, for in
stanCe, the use of the present pgrfeqt rather than any other tense form
Finally, problem, solving is an ipdispensable clement in tests of compry-
hension. The learner must assenble his:knowledge of grammar and yoca--

‘bulary, hisyknowledge of theé.world and of the rules of discourse, to

enable him to identify the facts
tions of the passages he is asked

This approach is not as elegan
Skinner's, for that matter). But i
teaching/testing context, is what mat

-

nd the conclusions and the implica-
o interpret. '

ly simple as Chomsky's model (or
is serviceables and that, in a

N
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es to induce unaided the rule for the use of the pqgsésﬁ”'
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In the. language testing context, the term ""psychomegfrics' can be most
usefully defined as any and all utilizations of numdrical data and re-.
lated logical operations in the service of developin}, using, and in-
terpreting the results of measurement activities cartied out upon lan- .
guage learners or potential learners. In any -given measurement activity, ‘(/
theé psychometric procedures involted are properly dependent. on the pur- ;
‘Pos& which the measurement activity itself is intended to serve,. and
their appropriateness and adequacy are judged by the extent .to which they .

contribute to the accomplishment of the intended purpose. .
. It is uséful, in this regard, to define three broad categories of
"purpose within the language testing area. The first is prognosis, brief- .

4y described as the prediction of an individual's futuré achievements in
language l&arning on.the basis of currently available measures of a lin-
guistic or jother nature. A second measurement purpose is the evaluation
‘- of ‘achievembnt, in which the intent™is to determine the extemt to which
Eﬁe student |has learned ("alquired,' '"mastered," etc.) elements of lin- _
uistic content formally presented in a course or other controlled leatn- \_
ing situation. A third broad ‘drea of measurement purpose is the evalua-
tion of proficiency, that is to say, the determination of the extent to -
which the student is able to utilize the tested langudge for suth real-
l1ifé receptive or communicativg purposes as reading magazines or novels,

conversing with friends on topics of general interxest, and so forth. B
In proficiency testing, the manner in which the measured proficiency, bl
has been.acquired is pot at issue: igdeed, the testing process and‘test .

ing history. £

In viédw of the extremely close relationship between the intended
purpose of a given measurement instrument and the psychometric concepts:
and procedures appropriate to it, the discussions in the following pages
have been seiFioned according to the three categories of testing pur-
pose identified. Within each section, the major concern will be to iden-
tify those aspects of psychometric practice most sujted to the develop-
ment, use, and interpretation of the test instruments in question, and-
to relate ‘these to the format, content, and pragmatic purposes which the
tests themselves are intended to serve. : - y

% content should be completely independent of the student's language lePrn- :
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text is to use-currently available information about a student to predict
the level of accomplishment which he or she is likely to attain at some
future time, after having followed a partlcular'language learning program

‘or activity. ,The ‘degree to which scores on a given test or other quanti-
fiable measure, ' such as rank in class or course grades, can accomplish
thistpredictive Purpos€ depends- on the extent to which these data corre-
late, in a statistical sense, with achievement test scores or other
quantifiable criteria of '"'success' used at the completion of the learning
program, The correlational relationship is usually expressed by means of
the Pearson product moment correlation coefficient, which ranges from zero,
1nd1cat1ng a complete absence of relationship between scores on the pre-
dictor and criterion measures, 2o 1.0, indicating a perfectly consistent
relationship.l' The higher the correlation, the more accurate the predic-
tion, in the sense that there is a .decreased statistical probability that.
a given pregliction will be inaccurate.

The development of effective prognostic techniques is thus, in large
part, an attempt to find tests or other measures which correlate:highly
with appropriate indlces of (later) language success. Grade averages,

. rank in class, tests of general intelligence, and other measures generally
available in student records have for many years served in the prediction
of language learning success; these efforts have been reviewed by Henmon
et al. (1929), Salomon (1954), and Pimsleur et al. (1962). Predictive
value has also been sought through more specialized techniques, including
tests of musical ability (Blickenstaff, 1963), measures of articulatory
precision (E. Pike, 1959), and psychological profiles (Morgan, 195%3).

\
-

Aptitude Test  Development f

An Intensive search for effective predictors of language learning abil-
ity that could be readily and uniformly administer to prospective lan-
guage students was carried out by John B. Carroll, during the early 1950's

in the context of the intensive foveign language gburses conducted at the
Army Language Scheol in California and at other vernment training centers
(Carroll, 1962). The vesearch techmiq'e used was to administer test bat-

teries ronsisting of a lavrge number of ~xprrimental tasks to students enter-
ing the language learnirg programs, and to <elect, through facter nnalytic
techniques. a mucrh ~mal'er number §f ta ks which rreserved most of the
preﬂ1crive power of the original larger ba teries. The major ~utcome of
the C'arroll studics was the publication of th~ Modern Language Aptitude
Test (Carroll-and Sapon, 1950), c~ necisting of S5 separat s btests entitled
Number lLearning, Thoneti- Seript, Spelling Clurs, Words in Sentences, and
Paired Associates. Fa-h of the e subtest- was intended to tap a competenre
related to the ability to l1-~arn a foreigrn langnage vithout renuiring the
<tudent to be famfAliar with any language other than Fnglish.? ’

Carroll's search for higher predictor criterion correlations (and hence,
more effective prognosis) was relatively successful. In the frest manual
for the MLAT, Carroll was ahle to reprort correlations as high as .71 between
MLAT <scores apd high school langvage -~ours~ grades, compared to correla-
tions of .: tn &2 for the Otjs T N tect and nther measures of general
intelligence o L

Althou such results did represent an appreciable improvement in pre-
dictive power, it should be noted that a correlation of .71 accounts for
only slightly more than half of the statistjcal variance present in the

criterion scores. The remaining "unpredicfed” variance reflects influences
\‘l‘ -
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carroll Model of thdol'Learning

not accounted for by student scores onfthe prognostic test; these may
be¢ hypothesized to include differing llevels of student motivation
(which, in somé instances, coyld lcounfer-balance a lower degree of
intrinsic-language learning ability),( tutoring or other special s tudy
opportunities during. the course of instruction, and various other

factors.. .
X

A,conceptuél framework within which thé“gature and<¥influence of
these '"other-than-aptitude" variables might be empirically" analyzed
was suggested by Carroll a number of yeays agd in his '"model of school

".learning" (Carroll, 1963)L According t¢/ this model, a student's suc-

’

cess in agcomplishing;a given learning/task can be represented as a
mathematical function consisting of e following elements: the stu-
dent's "aptitude'" for the task in question; "ability to understand
instruction,'" as determined by measures of overall intelligence and'
verbal ability; extent of '"perseverance,'" as indicated by the amount
of time the student is willing to spend in active study and presumed
to reflect the level of motivation; the 'time available for learning";
and the '“quality of instruction' provided.

A powerful implication of such a model is the notion that students
with a low level of measured aptitude for language study can, nonethe-
less, reach an acceptable level of accomplishment if other variables
in the equation are suitably adjusted--for example, if more formal
learning time is provided or if more carefully developed instructional
materials are made available. These concepts may appear commonsensical
to the practicing language teacher; nonetheless, their integration into
the formal mode] proposed by Carroll is significant in that it clearly
postulates the contribution to be made by each variable toward a
criterion of measured achievement.

In order to validate the Carroll model and render it useful for
instructional planning and prediction, it would he necessary to quantify
each of the component variables for experimental study. Detailed pro-

cedurés for gauging students' motivation for, and attitude toward, lan-

guage study have been developed by Wallace lambert and his associates
(Gardner and Lambert, 1972; fLambert et al., 1968), and several of the

'scales and questionnaires used in the Lambert studies have been incor-

porated in the Foreign ranguage Attitude Questionnaire prepared by Leecn
Jakobovits on behalf of the Northeast Conference on Foreign Language
Teaching (Tursi, 1970). Measures of this< type could be expected to
serve as indicators of ''perseverance' in the Carroll model. Measures

of 'ability to understand instruction'" are available in tests of genern)

quantified in programmed instruction context and, notwithstanding
current .difficdlties in accurately measuring "learning time" in the
usual classroom and homework situation (Packard, 1972), effective quan -
tification in these settings is basically a matter of improved observa-
tional and recording techniques.

The most elusive variable in the Carroll model is without doubt
that of ''quality of instruction.' However, the use of interaction
analysis procedures for classroom teaching (Moskowitz, 1970) and more
precise formulations of effective teacher behaviors as judged by panels
of experienced teachers (Hayes-et al., 1967) provide encouraging s gns

intelligence.‘é"Time available for learning’” could bhe quite easily

N
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reasonably satisfactory measures of this c¢mponent may be avai&able
N within the not Xoo distant future.. Multiple regression techniques and
other statistical procedures a¥e available for use with the ‘Carroll model
soon as the necessary measures have been defined and data obtained for
resentative students and course combinations.. The considerable praecti-
cal lue of a predictive system based on this model would bg to permit

a high individualized prescription of the types of courses and lengths
of study “that students having various combinations of language aptitude,
intelligen and motivation would require in oraer‘to reach defined
learning goals.

Selection of Criterion Measures
>

EP far in the déscussion, interest has been focused on the predictor

easures as such, whether a single predictor--as represented by grade
average, 1.Q. score, or MLAT score--or the multiple predictors implied
by the Carroll school learning model. The magnitude of any predictor-
criterion correlation is also highly depefjdent on the nature of the cri-
terion measure itself. It is unfortunately often the'case that séme
readily available measure--such as th® final course examination or a
standardized test that happens to be on hand--will be adopted as the
criterion measure for a predictive study, with little consideration of
the extent to which it accurately represents the specific achievements
which the prognostic meastire was originally intended to predict. For
example, a c in prognostic test that is intrinsically a highly accu-
raté predictor oK listening comprehension and speaking ability might show
only moderate or low correlation with an end-of-course examination con
sisting predomlnantly of reading comprehension questions and writing
exercises. .

The proper selection of critrerion measures is of special importance
in large-scale research studies aimed at the experimental identification
\df promising predictor measures. Since the statistical prrcedures u<ed
in these studies coperate *o maximize the prediction of the criterion with
out regard to its natnre, it is crucial that the criterien représ-nt the

most valid measure of the desir~d achievement avatlable. ITn this re~rer:
further advances in the area of rrognostic m gsurement rust rel:, a’
least in part, on corre’ pnnd g ‘nc oegaces in the sophis icatior an’ p
cision of the rxir- i o T e e T N ™) L w
are validar ad

FVATUATTION OF ACHTFVEMFEMT

Tests used in rhe,yLaI ation Af achievement are frcused on measuring

the student’'s acquieit$ of course content--rhat is to sSay, those aspert-
of phonology, lexicon, and structure to which the =student has been for
mally exposed in textbhooks, classroom sessions, or throungh other instruc
tional means. Within the achievement testing ares, two subclassificatinns
are possible, based on the degree of detail which the test results are
intended to reflect. Tests which undertake to determine the student's
acquisition, or*lack of acquisition, nf discrete elements of course con-:
tent (for example, mastery of each of the vocabulary items introduced in

a textbook unit) can be referved to as dJagnostlc"ach1evement tests.
General achievement tests, on the other hand, aqp directed at measuring
the student's ability to combine several different aspects of course,

RIC N 29



o
—

Psychometric considerations iq‘Language Testing ' ) 19
. 5 .- . ’\

content in situatibns which more closely approximate ordinary language
%@. Even though the content of a general achievement test may be more
global and more ''realistic' than that of a diagnostic achievement test,

~ it continues to share the primary ‘characteristic-of all achievement tests
“in that it is properly based on only those combinations and recombina-
txons of language elements that have previously flgu:ed in the formal
instruction. ,' ? .

It should be emphasiz that the procedures followed in developlng-
an achievement test are uniformly applicable t6 any type of course or
course sequence. Regardless of the theoretical or pragmatic guidelines
used in the initial specification of course content (f example, .con- -
trastive analysis, functional 1load, situational utilit or simply the
informed judgment of practicing teachers),3 the achlevement measurement
question is always that of adequately representing--within the content
of the test 1tse1f1—the content of the instructional syllabus on wh1ch
it is based.

With the pessible exception of an achievement test on the first les-
son of a beginning course, it would be impossible to include in any test
instrument of administerable length all of the linguistic elements to
which the student is exposed in the instructional setting. The specifi-
cation of test content, in virtually every instance, must involve
sampling, from among an‘extremely large number of potentially testable
elements, those which can be considered to stand in for a wide number
of similar elements ndtl formally tested. Unfortunately, the identifica-
tion of meaningful domains of 'similar' élements is am. extremely complex
matter, and the more highly diagnnstic the test, the more evident are the

. problems involved.

K
‘

-~
=

Probjlems in Diagnrstirc Testing

Some of these difficulties have been previously cited (Clark, 1972b),

u51ng As Aan example fhﬂ dlagnos$1c testing of ""the written forms of the
French rassé composé. Within this grneral area, the proper achievement
testing strategy would be to ‘dentify various ~ontent domairs which coul
be considéred homopen or's for testing purroser in th: senss that studen:

success or failure on a given item within the Jdamain conld he taken a-
indicati'e of <imilar pe: formance on the other items in 'hot domain. A
proprsed 'omain wmicht bhe the different persenal f rms of + <single ~pe-
fied verb (e suiec alléd +tu es a)1é&, il est allé, et .1. Studen's

answering a "'t es alld ques'ion’” corr-ctly would bhe e pected to perform
correctly »n a ""je cuis =115 qrestion’” or on any ‘ther component of this

particular poraligm and 'hese faitine th: tested item wonl' b e pected
to miss earh of the otligy « Tement - aonf tha omain . we v e thien tes e te ¢ od
nn them, <

It is obvious that the way in which the domains are specifird i~ of
crucial importance to the extrapolation of the te<sting resnlfs, and that
the student! .S, language learning history must al<o be taken into account

in Formulatlng these domains. Tor example, the je suis all?, ti1 es allé..
domain might be appropriate for students who have, in their course work,
been intreduced to all personal forms of thi< verb. The same domain

would not, however, bhe ‘usabhle for classes in which only the "tu'" feorm had
been introduced at the time of tésting.

For a given course of instrnction, it might be feasihle, although
"certainly arduous. to specify a numher of testing demains hased on rare

‘ -
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ful analysis of the content and sequencing of the -teaching matéglafé, and -
then to include each and every elemgpt of these domains in a lengthy
validation test. Domains for which student testlng results were not uni-
form across elements would be reformulated ‘and retested; for any domains
showing homogenecus results, individual elements could subsequently be
dra on a statistically random sbasis for inclusion.in a smaller, opera-
tiowa test form - : .

. Within th usual classroom situatio the prospects for such detailed
test preparation activities would not é%ZE\BQE;uraging. However, educa-
tional publishers developing new textbook programs 'and aecompanying test
materials might find this a reasonable procedﬁre. It should also be
noted that such an approach would permit the essentially simultaneous
development of several alternate test forms, each hav1ng hlghly comparable
content and measurement character1st1cs.i -

A second fundamental*difficulty in diagnostic achievement measurement
. 1s that of designing testing formats and. individual test items which
accurately and unambigudbusly measure the specific behaViors in question.
It is unfortunate that multiple choice procedures, although admirable -~*
from the viewpoints of scering speed and objectivity, do not lend them-
selves well to the diagnostic testing of discrete linguistic accomplish-
ments. One drawback im this regard is the probability of correct response
by chance. This probability is at the highest level for 2-option or
"true-false'" items, for which the student has a S0% chance of answering
the item correctly in the absencs. of an knowledge of eHe llngunsrnc
element tested. Th&wl}kellhood of suc¥essful chance response can be
reduced somewhat by increasing the number of answer options per item (in
4- or 5-choice items, the chance success probability.is .25 and .20,
respectively), but béyqu a total of 4 or S options per item, the item
writing task hecomes extrgmely difficult and time consuming.S
A second means of reducing the chance success factor is to incrrporar
into the test more than one item tased on the <sime content element and
to require the student to respond <orrectly to each of these items b-for

mastery of the element i< ~ssimed The stati~tical probahility of a «rn
dent's answering each’ of a serie~ of multiple choice jtem~ by chagrn
becomes ery low with jﬁw' a few item- (for ~xample, 008 for a drquen
of thvee 5 choice items}). Rlatchford (1971) has mode wise of 'hic tect
nique in developing » diagnostic 11y oriented t st of Chirrse y3mm::
However , despite the statistical apreal nf this prncedure. the time
required for test administration is appreciably increa-ed when ~ v wore
items mus=t e presented f~y cach ~f the elements to bhe testel. A furthe:
drawbac! to this approasch i7 that alert <tidents mayv bhe abl< to n'e
certain formal similarities ameng 'he vari-us items 'ealing with o inel
~lement and dedice the appropriat- answer's solely on this 'asis,

In addition to the problem of - hance response ‘n using multiple

choice items feor highly diagnostic purposes is the diffici'ty of design
ing item stems and response opticns =o as to elTminate the possihility
that the student will be able to use infrrmation unrelated Ln the elemer:
tested in arriving at a correct re~ponse. For examrle, in ' chojre
vocabulary item presumably testing a-single lexical item (the keyed
answer), the student mlght be able to rule out the other proposed answer-
as inappropriate without actually nwnderstanding the meaning of thé
intended word.

The possibility that the qtudonr may, in many ¢nses, l'e ahle t~ find
the correct rvesponse hy following a linguiaetiec path othey than the anea

Q

ERIC ' : 31

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - -



Wt ) *
-
.
s

Psychometric Considerations in Language Tesﬂéng _ "21

B
-~ . -

- L] - * ‘.
intended, toge;her‘with,the unavoidable statistidal probability of
correct response on a purely fortuitous basis, render multiple choice
techniques of .-dubious validity in te§ting situations which attempt to
certify the student's'acquisition of discrete, highly specific elements
of course centent. More appropriate formats for diagnostic testing pur-
poses would include the great number of fill-in or other ""constructed
regponse" techniques presented and discussed in Lado (1961), Clark (1972a,
1975a), and Valette (1977).

If it- can be assumed that the3stuaent's“requnse to a diagnostic test -

item’ is an accurate indication of hits mastery (or lack of it) of the
linguistic elemént in question, a test based on a number of such ite
(each dealing with a different element) may be thought of not as a single
instrument for which- one total score would be generated, but as a series
of individual, one-item tests: with a separate ("'pass-fail') score avail-
able for each item. Although such a high degree of diagnostic specifi-
city is.possihle in theory, the sheer data processing and interpretation
burden which the one-item, one-score principle imposes.on classroom
teachers and' students alike would make its full-scale implementat fon
unfeasible in most cases. For example, a 10-item diagnostic test admin-
igtered.to 30 students would yield 300 separate ""scores.'" Administration
of 15 such tests over the course of a school year would produce 4,500
separate items of information on'student performange which would have to
be talldied, reported, and interpreted.

Ah'attempt at handling large quantities of diagnostic test data
‘throqgh cbmpyter techniques has been made by Poulter (1969), who used
mark-sense cards as the student response medium for language laboratory
quizzes. The Center for Curriculum Development (1971) at one point
offered a computer-based scoring service for test< in its Voix et (mages
French program.in which individual item responses were stored and
retrieved for individual students and the class as a whole. together with
printed statements of the linguistic aspect test~d in each rase. Com

puter-assisted test administration, =coring, and diagn~stic reporting
has ; o been undé:rtaken b Boyle et 1. €1977). Wit" few exceptifns,
however,'f’hese and =imilay tedhnigpries are ot vradily avajlable 00 thea

crln=sroom teacher. .

An alternative t single-itew rerorting "nd interrretatior is the
comhi:ing of sgvernl test items inte hrosder nnits of cntent “hirh stit’
retaih some degree of diagnostic " alue. For evampl~, 7 levels of scor~
repogtine were provid~d for in an experim-ntal test of "spoken Spanrish
grammar’ develop~d hy Fdu~ational Testing Service for u=e ip Feace Corr-
language testing prrniects (Fducaticonal Testing Service, 1971). At th-
more detailed level, ~ach resp 'nse was scored <s-~parately, permitting
diagnostic statements ~ech "e, ""the ~tudent can produce the third person
singular present fence feorm of 1 fvir in a single <entence conteéext using
known vocabhulary ' At a second. more general. l'evel of scoring. » grour
of related items was considrred to censtitute a "mini test” for a some
what hroade+ category (e.g. ''present tense v~rh forms"), with the score
for each mini-test reported as the number of correctly answered items
within that category. This second technique rermitted identification of
areas of student strength and weakness at the level of ''present tense
verb forms,' ''possessive pronouns,’ 'definite and indefinite articgles,"”
and so, forth. Although this second-level scoring procedure did not vield
the great informatienal detail of individual-item scoring, the -ata
hand]ing aspects were concsiderably less onerons, eapecially for crove

« : 32
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information accumulatediacross students and test administrations.

' Ap important conceptual and practical -task in the future development
of ‘diagnostically-oriented tests of, language achievement will be the adop-
tion of ra level of specificity which permits a useful degree of instruc-
tional feedback without exceeding the information processing capabilities
"of the students or teaching staff. Despite the problems involved in
defining such a level, ‘and in developing diagnostic achievement tests
/generally, these efforts should be more thah repaid by the informational
feedback which such instruments can provide in the service of increased
student motivati (Cartier, "1972; Marso, 1969; Pack, 1972; _and Steiner,
1970) and language course planning and improvement (Parent gﬁabVeidt,'
1971; Vvalette and Disick, 1972).

.

General Achievement Tests °*

-
-

General achievement testing is by definition a less specific and less
highly controlled type of evaluation in which diagnostic precision gives
way to the presentation of longer and more natural language sequences.
Within this £ramework, the use of multiple choice formats is not neces-
sarily proscribed. Since the measpurement focus is on whole-test perform-
ance, the effects of chance response are diffused over the test as a
unit, and a certain proportion of the total test score is formally or
implicitly discounted as attributable to chance factors. The possibility
that students will take somewhat differing linguistic paths to a corregt
answer is also of lesser concern hecause of the more global measuremeniﬁ
intent. . v ,

Although diagnostic standards may be relaxed for tests of general
achievement, these tests must continue to be based on lexicon and struc-
tures to which the student has been exposed in the course of instruction.
In this regard, the use of externally prepared standardized instruments
for achievement testing purposes must be conditioned on the extent to
which they incorporate the lexicon, structure<, and other elements of
linguistic content presented in the course of instruction. To the extent
that test content and instructional content differ, the ucefuilness of th-
external test ns a measure of specific course achievement is diminished
Carro'l (1969) and valette (1969) independently raised this point in
their discussi»n of testing re~ults for the o called '"Tenncyvlvania
study’ (Smith, 1970), in vhich score~ on the MIA Croperative Foreign Tan
guage Achie:ement Tests (Flucational Testipg Service, 1965) were used a-
criterin of accomplishment in “audiolingn?Z“ and, ""traditional” cources.
Valette found that- n larpe proportion of the v-cabulary "<ed in the MIA
Cooperative "eading lest did not appear in the texthooks used by the

aundiolirgual cla~ses. »nd on the basic ~f this suggestel thot the Coop
erative Teat vae not n o valid meaanyes oof achicvernent for the andialingnnl
Ernnp_ .

The problem of content in using evterndlly-prepared tests as measnures
of course arhievement can be obviated to some extent by careful prior
examination and selection of the test instrument=s. (Cox and Sterrett
(1970) have suggested a statistical procedure in which only those test
items which are judged to reflect course content would be included in
calculating total test scores. This procedure would effectively remove
the influence of content-inappropriate items, and, provided that the
unscored items constituted only a small proportion of the total items in
the test., there would he little adverse effect .on test rveliability.

ERIC ~ |
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EVALUATION OF PROFICIENCY ' .
The purpose of proficiency testing is-"to determine the student's ability
to use the test language effectively for 'real-life purposes,' that is N
to say, in vocational pursuits, for travel or residence abroad, or for i
such’ cultural and enjoyment purposes as reading literary works in the
original text, attending motion pictures or plays in the test language,
and so figyth. In all cases, the measurement emphasis is on the extent
to which the individual is capable of utilizing his knowledge of, and v
facility in, the language to accomplish some desired receptive or com- °
municative purpose. In contrast to achievement testing, which is
explicitly based on the nature and content of the student's language
learning history, proficiency testing focuses entirely on the examinee/s
ability to perform pragmatically tiseful tasks in the language, without
regard to the manner in which that ability was acquired.

Within the proficiency testing -category, it is possible to.distin-
guish direct and indirect procedures. From a theoretical standpoint,
the most direet procedure for determining an individual's proficiency
in a given language would simply be to follow that individual surrepti-
‘tiously dver an extended period of time, observing_and judging the
adequacy of iperformance in the lanpuage-use areas in questidn: buying
train tickets, ordering a meal, .conferring with colleagues on work-
related matters, dbnversing with friends on topics of current interest,
writing a note for the plumber, ordering business supplies by correspond-
ence, and so forth.- It is clearly impossible, or at least highly imprac-
tical, to administer a ''test" of this type in the usual language learning
situation. Nonetheless, the development of proficiency measurement
procedures that can properly be considered "direct' mnst be based on
approximating, to the_greatest extent possible within the necess"ry con-
straints of testing time. and facilitier, the spe-ifi. =itnatinne in which
the proficiency is called npon in real life.

LN . . . . . N . .
Validity Crngideratrinpe 70 Frenfiecdeoncy Teatring

The formal! correspondence between the setting »nd operation of the testing

procedure and the setting and oper~tion of the rral life situation «on-~t:
tutes the face content validity of the test--the hasic psy hometric
touchstone for direct prroficiency teste., Th~ face/content validity of a

given instrnmepr mist bhe determined hy close examination and analysis of
the testing maﬁg&ia]s and procedures themselves, and this determination
is necessarily logical and judgmental, rather than statistical, in nature
This contept may be somewhat di<turbing to statistically-oriented test
developers and users, who might prefer some numerical indev of validity,
perhaps a ''coefficient of face/content validity” analogous t~ the predic.
tive validity coefficients associated with prognostic tests. However,
since a direct proficiency test is, in effect, its own criterion, it must
necessarily be evaluated by informed inspection rather than tHrough
.statistical means. The jydgmental nature of face/content validity "should
not in any way be considered a disparagement of this validation process:
as succinctly expressed by Rulon (1946), ''[face/content validity] sounds
as though it were a rather superficial thing; as though we shpuld require
‘'some more conclusive proof of the test's validity. Actually. there can
be no more conclusive proof (p. 2%0)." '

Direct proficiency testing can encompass the measurement of student

*
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skill in any of the 4 language modalities. For example, the Graduate
School Foreign Language Tests® provdide measures of the student's profi-
ciency in reading verbatim excerpts from journal articles and other

texts appropriate to given areas of graduate school specialization.

Direct measures of writing proficiency requ1re the student to produce Q A
materials such as:business letters, reports, aQ other documents at =
issue in specified real-life writing situations. For purposes of discus-
‘sion, it will be useful to concentrate on an area of language proficiency
of high current interest to ‘students, teachers, and language testers:

the ability to communicate orally in faceg-to;face language. situations.

. As has been emphasized by a number of authors' (Cooper, 1970; .
Jakobovits, 1969, 1970; Paulston, 1974; Spolsky, 1968; and Upshur, 1972),
an individual's abjlity to communicate effectively in a given language
cannot be consideré&d- directly proportional to his mastery (or lack of
it) of specified l€xical items, grammatical structures, or other discrete
elements of performanpe. As a“consequence, instead of u51ng\11ngu15t1c
inventories as a point of departure for setting tess spec1f1ca;10ns, the
developer of a communicative proficiency test must be concerned with
arranging testing situations that are the closest possible facsimiles of
real-life communication situations. Instead of evaluating the linguistic
accuracy per se of the examinee's performance, the tester must concen-
trate on determlnlng the extent to which the examinee is able tp convey
various types of ifformation in an accurate, eff1C1ent and situationally
appropriate way. ’ ‘ :

With respect to appropriate settings for a direct test of communica-
tive proficiency;, the presence of a live interlocutor is probably indis-
.pensable for adequate face/content validity. Published speaking tests

"using tapé-recorded stimuli to which the student replies are some steps
removed from a real c‘ﬂmun!catlve situation in that "they do not allow
for the speaker intéraction and instantaneous alteration of content char.
acteristic of face-to-face conversation. FExcept for telephone conversa
tions and other communication-at-a-distance situations, real-life ¢7al
communication also involves facial, gestural, and ether visual cues which
cannot be prov1ded in a test =sjituation except on a face to-face basis.

However, the mere fact of a face-to face c¢onversation is not of jtsel’
a sufficient demonstration of validity: close attention miust also be
paid to the topical content of the conversation and to the psycholrgical/
interpersenal relationships that are estahlished during the course of t"

test. It is probably furtile to hope that the affec’'ive crmponents of
formal testing situation will ~ver closely approach those of the real
life situations which the test attempts to reflect. As Verren (19067)
'exprpssec it: "...both participants know perferctly well that it is 3

test and not a tea-party, and both are subject to psy-holagical ten-ion-~,
and what is more important, to linguistic constraint: of style and

register thought apprepriate to the occasion by both participants ' None
theless, for the sake oF test validity, every effort mist be made to
minimize the "examination® aspects nf the comersation in Ay of a more

natural and encouraging ambiance.

rd
-

Scoring Procedures ‘

In addition to the valillity of the test setting and administration pro-
cedure, there is also the question of validity of the scoring procedures
used. .The degree of scoring validity depends on the extent to which the

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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scoring system represents examiner judgments of the_studéﬁt's ability to
convey information in an efficient and situationally appropriate way,
rather than the grammatical accuracy, correctness of vocabulary, gr Qther.
linguistically-oriented aspects of the student's performance. It”is,
however, .often difficult to s8parate "communication' and "linguistic accu-~
racy' in scoring practiEg. For example, the scoring criteria for "level
2" performance on the Foreign Service Institute's language proficiency
interview (Rice, 1959) are reproduced below, with emphasis (italicizing)
added to indicate those portions involving judgments of linguistic accu-
racy rather than of communicative performance as such: o

-

Can handle with confidence but not with facility most social .
situations including introductions and cifdal conversations
about current events, as well as work, f 7, and awytobiograph-
_— ical information;”can handle limited work requirements, needing
help in handling any complications or difficulties; can get the
+. gist of most conversations on non-technical subjects (i.e., ‘
' topics which require no specialized knowledge) and has a speak-
) ing vocabulary sufficient to express himself simply with some
™. circumlocutions; accent, though often guite faulty, is intelli- .
gible; can usually handle elementary constructions gquite accu-
rately but does not have thorough or confident control of the _ °
grammar.

A sinfilar intermingling of communicative and:linguistic criteria is
seen in the description of ''elementary speaking\proficiency“ on the Eng-
I'ish Proficiency Chart of the National Association for Foreign Student
Affairs (again, emphasis added):®

Asks and answers questions on daily prersenal needs and familiar
topics with veétry limited vocabullru: makes frequnent hacice Pr7IOT S

in structure and pronunciation.
P
In addition to the validityv question for scoring procedures is the

problem of scoring retiability. Although scoring reliability is not a
significant prohlem in festing procedures hased on multiple choice or
short response formate, it assimes substantial prop rtions in ritnations
where human judges mu~t assign numerical rarings to longer and less highly
stroctired samples of lavguage hehavior. Twor tyres of scoring relinbhil
ity are at is'ue in such instances: in'ra rater reliability, which refers
to the extent to which a given rater i ablr, repetitively, to assig: the
same score to a given trst performance, and inter rat~r reliabhility, which
refers to the extent to which 2 or more raters ns<ign the came score to o
given performance. [Iow intra rater relinhility is a <ericus problem,
since it indicates thnt the srondards of scoring judgment are not =tnhln
even among’ individial judges. low inter rater relia®ility is also a
trouhlesome matter in that the ohtained score hecomes dependent in large
part on the rater involved: examinees who happen tro draw a more lenient
rater stand to henefit by comparison with examinees whose performance is
evaluated by a more severe rater. .

#Studies of intra- and inter-rater scoring performance have primarily
been conducted in the area of written production or "essay testing' in the
examinee's native language, as comprehensively reviewed by (offman (1971):
Tests of oral communication in either native or second languagcg pose
‘technical problems in that it is substantially more difficult to "re-
present’ the student's performance for repetitive scoring by the original
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rater or other independent raters (Clark,, "1975b) ; ‘this situation has
doubtleds contributed to the general pauc1ty of scoring reliability stud-
7 ies in the speaking proficiency area. As reported in the test manual,
an inter-rater reliability study of 100 speaking test tapes in the MLA-
Cooperative Test battery yielded a 2-rater correlation of .59, using -a
scoring procedure based primarily on: judgments of linguistic accuracy
rather than &én overall -communicative,ability. In a small-scale reliabil-
. vity study of thé FSI interview carried out at Educational Testing Service,.
the scores of 2 raters simultaheously present at 80 interview sessions
coincided as to basic score level (on a 6-point scale) in approximately
95% of the cages. Notwithstanding the. information provided by occasional ’
_ limited studies of this type, the scoring reliabilities of direct profi-
.-+ ciency interviews (and of tests of‘speaking ability in general) remain
‘to be comprehensively investigated and documented, / e
Several procedures might be suggested to increase the scoring relia- -
bility of dirgct tests of communicative proficien For example,. the
intérviewers could be asked to cover specified to 1ca1 areas or to ask
a fixed series of questions of each examinee. . Or various scoring aids
could also be devised, such as the "Factors in Speaking Proficiency"
chart developed by FSI staff for use along with the original verbal
ratings of competence (Wilds, 1975). This chart breaks down the student's
performance into the categories of pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary,
fluency, and comprehension. Weighted scores are assigned to each cate-
gory, and the student's final rating is derived from a total score across
categories which is then reconvetted to the original verbal scale.
Although a high degree of scoring reliability for direct proficiency
tests is certainly an ‘important goal, such reliability should not be
sought at the expenbe of face/content validity. In the first example
above, detailed advance structuring of the content and sequencing of the
interview would make it .less representative of the often digressive con-
versations typical of real-life communication. In the second ~xample, th
compartmentalization of the student's responses into different linguisti:
categories for scoring purposes, tngether with the assignment of fixed
score weightings to earh category, conld be expected to 4o csome violeinrr
to the final ratine as a direct measure of communicative proficienry.
Although it may be hrped that te ting procrdurec can eventually ke A~ -

[

oped which caombine a hipgh deg'ee of fate/c ntent validity with bhigh
scoring reliahility, i coses »f « nflier  corsiders Sone of vod diry
aheonld tnabe prerrden: pno oo e ca . . J LA [ [ : [P
Tnndirect Proficien 13 Teradt ~

Indirerct proficiency test~ are alen intended to assrss the extent to
which the student is able to function appropriately in renl life lanpunge
use situations. However, untike direct proficiency tests, indirect

measures are not required to reflect authentic language-nse cntexts and,
indeed, they may in many cases bear little formal resemhlance to lingnis
tic situations that the student would encounter in real 1ife. One
example of an indirect proftciency measure is the "reduced redUﬂdancy
test developed by Bernard Spolsky (Gaies et al., 1977; Spolsky, 1972; and
Spolsky et al., 1968). In this procedure, the student is asked to listen
to-and transcribe a series, of sentences in the test language which are
accompanied by a specified degree of electronically produced background
noise. Development of this test is based on the theory that individuals
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. who have a high lefél of global proficiency in the language will
‘better able to utilize the reduced number of linguistic cues available = k‘
in acoustically distorted speech and will thus 34pable to perceive the
recorded stimuli“accurately at lower signal/noise levels. . Although a

case might he madé)for the existence of a limited number of "reduced
redundancy' siguations in real-1ife cgntexts (for example, telephone
reception over faulty equipient), the Spolsky technique does not, in
general, reflect the kinds of language-use situations in which the stu-
dént would be expected to operaté in real life.

The usefulness of the Spolsky test and other indirect proficiency
measures does not, "however, depend on the tests' face/content validity
but on the extent to which the test scores are found to correlate, on a
statistical basis, with more direct measures of the proficiency in ques-

Y tion, simultaneously administered during the test validation phase. The
practical utility of these concurrent validity studies and the obtained
correlations lies in the extent.to which it thereby becomes possible to
predict, on the basis of an exanlinee's indirect test score alone, the
score that he or she would be expected to obtain on the more direct
measure when the latter cannot be'qﬂministqred for reasons of cost or
complexity of administration.

An indirect testing technique which has received considerable recent
attention is the so-called 'cloze'" procedure, in which the examinee
attempts to replace words previou§¥y deleted from a continuous text.
Originated by W. L. Taylow (1953) In connection with native language
learning, the cloze procedure was intensively examined by Carroll et al.
(1959) as a possible measure of foreign language proficiency within the
College Entrance Examination Board testing Program. In the Carroll
study, only moderate reliabilities were found for French and German cloze
tests based on an every 10th-word deletion pattern, and their opexgtional
use in the Collége'Board program was not recommended. More recen:?y, a
humber of additional investigations have been carried out using various
‘adaptations of the original cloze prrocedure. Darnell (1968) developed
a "clozentropy' procedure in which the test responses of native speakers
were used to define and weight ar~geptable answers according to an infer
mation theor: model. A 200-item test n<ing the clozentropy technique
was found to correlate to the extent »f .R4 with ~cores on the Tesf -/
Epg?ish *s ~ Foreig" ranguag~ (10FFI.}) for a group of 48 non native

-

speakers of Fnglish studying at the !'mi'ersity of (olorado. major
di:ad\/,ﬂnt—age of t+he Darnell _qppynnr‘h it the neecd for coampit oy aesist ans o
in the complex scoring procedure, R

In other studies, Oller and Tnal (1971) »dmivistered ~n Fnglish cloze

test in which only prepon=itions were deleted and ohtained a correlarion
of .75 with total scores on the UCLA Fnglish placement examination, con
sisting of multiple choice and free response questions covéfing vocabu
lary, grammar, reading comprehen<ion, and dictarion. Oller {1972b) found
that a scnrfﬁg system which gave credit for any conteXtually acceptabie
word (not necessarily the original deletion) resulted in higher test
reliability than the exacr—word~rep1acement metho}, as well as a Hhigher
(.83 vs. .75) correlation with the UCLA placement examination. . Nuperior-
ity of the ""any-acceptable-wotrd'" scoring progedure was not, however, t
corroborated in a later study by Hanzeli {(1977). Recent experimentation
has also been conducted using the cloze procedure in a multiple choice
format (Jonz, 1976; Griffin et al., 1978).10

The correlational results so far obtained with indirect proficiency
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measures, especially the cloze procedure, allow for ‘some optimism that

techniques can be developed. to estimate, in an efficient and economical
. manner, the student's acquisitidn of. 'real-l1life" prof1c1enc1es that are
;dlrectly measurable only through more elaborate and more expénSive tech-
.niques. However, some cautionary observations should also be made, as
follows: ' : '

*With a few exceézgons (Pike, 1973; Hinofotis, 1976), experimental
studies involving indirect procedures have used as comparison measures
multiple choice teésts or other imstruments that do not in themselves
have a high degree of face/content validity as direct measures of the
language proficiencies in question. As has been frequently urged in the
testing literature (Carroll et al., 1959; Clark, 1972b, 1975b; Lado,

1960; and Spolsky, 1968), it would be very desirable to carry out detailed
studies in which direct language interviews and other highly face-valid
techniques would serve as the criteria against which ‘perception-in-noise
tests, cloze tests of various types, and other expenimental measures N
could bé correlated and operatlonally compared. In addition to permlttlng"
close examination and comparison of proposed indirect measures,  such

vestigations would focus attention on, and quite probably brlng 1mprove—
mants to, the direct measurement technlque§ themselves.

*The magnitude of the correlation between indirect and direct profi-
ciency ‘measures may be affected by the specific language learning history
of the individuals tested. Although high correlations between a printed -

. cloze test and a direct measure of oral proficiency might be obtained for
examinee groups whose language experiende has included routine contact
with both spoken and written materials, the same relationship might not
be. shown for examinee groups having ather learning backgrounds. In this
regard, the oral proficiency'level of students whose language training
has been largely restricted to either the spoken mode (as in some Peace
Corps tralnlng situations) or the written mode (as in reading-knowledge-
only courses) might be under- or over- predlcted respectively, using
‘correlational results obtained from student groups with more heterogeneons
fanguage backgrounds. Additional investigation of the influence of
divérse learning histories on indirect test performance would appear
indicated, as well as more global studies of the interrelationships among
language modalitiea as they affect trst performance generally.

-The "representationnal value' of indirect proficiency tests is muech
less than that of direct proficiency tests. Whereas the smount ‘and
quality of language nccomplishment represented by a given level of per:
formance on a dircct proficiency test is readily apparent to the examinee
and other interested persons, the same cannet be said'of indirecf test

-

scores. When used in the classroom and other instructional situations,
indirect proficiency t~sting should properly be accempanied by ﬂxplnnat“'\
materials which permlt an appropriate extrapolation onf the teat recnlts
to cpeclfrod tvpee Aand levels of vyenl life performanen

SUMMARY

The discussions in the preceding sections have dealt with the major
psychometric considerations at issue in 3 types of language testing
activities. Prognostic measurement involves the use of test instruments
- or other available measures to determine/ through correlational tech-
niques, the level of language accomplishment that specified students’
would be expected to attain if they were to follow particular instruc-
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tional programs. The MLAT and similar language aptitude tests can con-
tribate to the_effecgrveﬁheasurement of at least one component of language -
learning success, but a potentially more effective prognostic technique
involves a ''systems approach'" based on the Carroll model f school. bearn+
ing, in which several student-related and instrliction-related’variables
are considered simultaneously in estimatingﬁhfor a-given sPudent, the,
probable outcome of a number of alternative learning programs and strate-
. gies. Improvement in the quality of thé‘Eriterion‘testS used to define
" language léarning cess is also considered of great impertance in the
continwing development of prognostic techniques.
In the area of achievement testing--defined as the measurement of
the student's acquisition of course content--a major psychometric concern
1s that of .appropriately sampling that content within the "confines of an
‘ administratively-feasible test. A suggested empirical approach to the
content question’is the establishmemnt of operationally hompgeneous comtemnt
domains from which indiyidual -elements can beggrawn for testing. Diag-
nostically-oriented achievement tests attempt ™q certify the étudent's,
.acquisition- (or lack aof it} of discrete, minutely specified content
eleménts. Multiple choice techfiiques are not.considered well-suited to
diagriostic testing activities because of statistical and logical factors
which render single-jtem data ambiguous as to the.student jsy mastery of
the poimt ostensibly tested. Completion exercises ard othé§¥techniques
requiring actual.language prodiction are considered more appropriate for
highly diagnostic testing, even though they lack the scoring speed ‘and
. conveniénce of the multiple choice format.- Practical difficulties in
_handling the large amounts of data generated by d}aghdstic testing at its
most Wighly specific leve}l may make it necessary to combine tested ele-
ments into somewhat larger units for scoring and.interpretation purposes.
General achievement testing is a more global type of measurement in
. which larger and more natural. linguistic units can legitimately be pre-
sented or elicited. The basic requirement in achievement testing- -thd¥t
the test content be derived efxclusively from course comtent-<- .applicabie
to general achievement tests as well as to diagnostic tests: Yk this .

-~

respect} tHhe appropriateness of using externally-prepared insapagents fo
general achievement testing ends in large part on the extent to whi<'
. N AN -
the external instruments ndequ ely mirroy the content of the langiage
~

(. pvogram in which they are to be used. . A
Froficiency testing invelves Weasuring the student's ahilTity to
utilizg the tested language for pragmatically veeful purpose§ within a

realxlee context. Direct proficidny testing, di-cussed prima'ily in
terms_of the testing of face to face ~ommmicative proficiency, rebresen'-
an attempt to duplicate the real life laneuage use situatinn as closély

as possible within the test setting, ns a demnns?rarion;of high face/
content validity. Scoring procedures for direct proficienc: tests muse
demonstrate real communicative criteria and a high level of both gntrn

and inter-rater reliability. :

Indirect proficiéncy tests have the same measurement purpose a=s
direct preficiency tests but derive validity as proficiency measures
through a correlational relationship with direct proficiency tests,
rather than through the face/content validity of the instruments .them-
selves. QRed‘Eed zedundancy' tests and various types of cloze procedures
"are examples of indirect measures which show considerable. promise as
indices of language proficiency in siituations where more direct tests
cannot he administifed. tlowever. direct proficiency tests will continue’
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to be needed, both for administration in their own right wherever possible !
and as criteria against whigch the adequacy and accuracy ‘of more indirect
procedures can be established.

L)

FOOTNOTES : - | . ~

lNegat'iVe correlations ranging from zero to -1.0 are also possible; these
usually occur when the scoring scale for one of the correlated measures

is reversed so that better performance is represented by lower scores.
Negative correlations have just as much predictive value as the correspond-
ing positive values..

2Subsequent to the publication of the MLAT, a Language Aptitude Bat-~
tery, based on generally similar principles, hdad been made available
(Pimsleur, 1966).

3For useful discussions of alternative procedufes in defining couurse
content, see George (1962) and Perren (1971).

“For a fairly technical but highly useful further discussion of
domain-based achievement testing, see Shoemaker (1975).

“Various “cbrrection—for—guessing” procedures have been developed in 2
an attempt to.-minimize the statistical effect of random guessing on
multiple choice test scores. However, these involve adjustments of the
student's total test score and in no way counteract the possibility of
correct answering by chance at the individual-item level. Test instruc-
tions which caution the student not to guess and warn of a penalty for
wrong answers may be taken at face value by some students but disregarded
by others more willing to risk an incorrect response. For a review of
the literature in these areas, see Diamond and Evans (1973).

8For additional discussion of this point, see Clark (1965).

"Item'" is used here in the general sense of 'test question'- -including
short answer, completion, and other question types--and not multiple
choice questions per se, which are seen to have drawbacks for diagnostic
testing. , '

8published as an ongouing series by Educational Testing Service,
Princeton, New Jersey.

9See National Association for Foreign Student Affairs {(1971).

10An extensive bibliography on cloze testing in English-second language
applications is provided by Oller (1975b).
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Thé Sociolinguistic Foundations of
Language Testing

.-JoshUo A. Fishmbn & Robert L. Cooper

JIt'is the purpose of this article to illustrate the usefulness of a socio-
linguistic approach to the construction of language assessment. procedures.
This approach insists upon the specification of the communicative contexts
in which the behavior to be assessed occurs, and can be justified on two
grounds. First, language behavior and behavior toward language vary as a
function of communicative context. Thus, global, uncontextualized meas-
ures of language proficiency, language usage, and-‘language attitude may’
mask important systematic differences. Second, language assessment pro-
cedures have been successfully,contextualized so as to gather data
reflecting systematic sociolinguistic variation. This article presents
evidence to support both justifications for the sociolinguistic contextu-
alization of language assessment procedures.

-

SOCIOLINGUISTIC VARIATION

Sod‘ollngulstlcs describes a loosely-associated set of inquiries which
have as a common concern the relationships between linguistic and other
social variables. (For a collettion of es®ays reviewing the field, see
Fishman, 1971.) While investigators who attempt to_describe and explain
these interrelationships differ in their orientations, all agree on at
least one point: there are no single-style speakers and no single-style
speech cébmmunities. That is to say, nho one speaks in the same way all of
the time, and no community is composed of speakers who all have identical
verbal resources at their command. Thus, a person speaks differently
when shouting at an umpire at Yankee Stadipm than when. delisbering a formal .
lecture. Similarly, not all the people who ''speak the same language'
have the same opportunities for using it. Whereas most New Yorkers may
have the opportunity to go to Yankee Stadium and to learn how to display
their grievances at an umpire's call, fewer New Yorkers have the oppor-
tunity (and far fewer the desire) to learn how to deliver formal lectures.

Several examples can be cited to support this notion. Labov (1966),
for example, demonstrated that in the speech of New Yorkers the presence
of final Qr preconsonantal /r/ in words such as car and park is system-
;atically related to the social class of the speaker and to the careful-
ness of his speech. Thus, New Yorkers belonging to the upper end of the
socioeconomic continuum produce this souna more often than do New Yorkers
from the lower end of the continuum, and all New Yorkers pronounce it
more frequently when they speak carefulddy than when they speak casually
and spontaneously.

Similarly, Fischer (1958) found that varlatlon in the pronunciation
of the present participle -~ing by children of a New England village was
sytemat1ca11y related to contextual and personal variables. The variant/
-in' (as. in huntin' and fishin') was more likely to be produced in
relaxged than in formal situations, i.e. in verbs like hunting and fishing
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than in verbs like reading and writing, by boys more often than by girls,
and by '"'typical' boys more often than by a 'model' boy. He found a
slight tendency for children from less economically advantaged families
to use -in' more often than children from more favorable economic circum-
stances, but the community was relatively homogeneous with respect to
social class.

Variation in the use of American terms of address has been shown to
be systematically related to differential power relations and to degree
of intimacy between speakers (Brown and Ford, 1961). Thus, for example,
two Americans are more likely to use each other's first games-when talk-
ing to each other if they have a close relationship a to use mutual
title plus last name (e.g. Mr. Smith) if they do not. Non-reciprocal
use of the first name is more likely to be found in situations of unequal
power relations (e.g. employer-employee), with the more powerful addres-
sing the less powerful by the latter's first name and receiving title
plus last name from him. Also, the more powerful is typically the one
who initiates a change from non-reciprocal to reciprocal use of the first
name.

" Another example of variation in American English can be seen in baby
talk (speech addressed to infants), which is marked by a small set of
lexical items, many of which involve reduplication (e.g. choo-choo, bow-
wow) and special intonational contours and syntactic features (Ferguson,
1964). Americans consider baby talk appropriate for use with babies,
pets, and lovers, but many, particularly men, feel embarrassed at using
it in public. That Americans talk to infants fand are often tireless in
their attempts to elicit speech from them) is itself culturally determined.
Other groups, the Luo of Kenya, for example, believe it inappropriate to
try to elicit speech from infants (Blount, 1972)

The rich collection of speech events in which inner-city American
Black adolescent boys are skilled (Labov et al., 1968) presents anothecr
example of sociolinguistic variation. These events include ritual
insults (playing the dozens), the recitation of epic poems (joRes or
toasts), and the formal display of occult (heavy) knowledge (rifting).
Each of these is stylistically marhed. Rifting, for example, requires a
high-flown rhetorical style and employs many learned, Latinate words, and
its syntax is c¢loser to that of Standard English than is the syntax of
other speech events.

All of the above examples illustrate the :st.lullngulstlL universal
originally asserted--that there are no single-style speakers or single
style speech communities. Social and contextual variables are reflected
by differences in phonology, morphophonemics, lexicon, and syntax. They
are also reflected by differences in what is said. Membership in a speech
community is marked not only by a shared language or language variety, but
also by shared rules for its use. Thus, members of a speech community
share not only linguistic competence, the abjlity tb understand and pro-
duce the theoretically infinite set of sentences comprising the language,
but also communicative competence, the knowledge' of when to speak and
when to remain silent, and what to say to whom and when (Hymes, 1972)
Thus, for example, one of the first things American students of Hindi or
Marathi want to learn to say in those languages is please and thank you
because of the importance of these terms in American English (Apte,
1974). They are among the first terms which American parents try to
teach their children, and they are the terms used constantly by adults.

"As ‘Apte has shown, however, the use of gratitude expressions is culturally

'ERIC 43

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Sociolinguistic Foundations of Language Testing 33

A

. . +
determined. If an American wants to speak Hindi or Marathi appropriately,
he must learn that in the Hindi and Marathi speech communities there are
some communicative contexts in which expressions of gratitude are obliga-
tory, there 4re others in which they are optional, and thgre are still
others in which they are taboo. He must learn when to express gratitude
and, equally important, when not to express it. And he must learn this
as part of learning these languages' rules of speaking, which will enable
him to communicate appropriately as well as grammatically.

It is not difficult to demonstrate the systematic variation that
exists in the same speaker's language usage or the systematic differences
that exist between the. language usages of different groups of speakers.
If the obvious has been belabored, it has been because such variation is
typidally ignored in the construction of language assessment devices.
Most writers of such devices appear to view language as a monolithic
entity and to have adopted the simplifying assumption of an ideal. speaker-
hearer who speaks the same way all of the time and does so within a lin-
guistically- homogeneous community. Such an assumption is justified when
the language proficiency, language usage, or language attitude to be
assessed is contextually invariant Certainly, there are invariant bcehav
iors which gre worth assessing. For example, wec may want to predict the
speed and accuracy with which a person can translate articles in psycho-
logical journals from his mother tongue into a given target language. Or
we may want to predict the degree to which a university student will be
able tu comprehend lectures in his field when the lectures are delivered
in a given language. Yet even these examples are not illustrative of
completely %nvariant behaviors. Articles in particular psychological
journals or on given psychological topics may require somewhat differecut
$kills than other articles, and lectures given by particular instructors
or on particular topics may require somewhat different skills than other
lectures. But it the contextual variability of the behavior we wish to
assess is relatively small, we may be justified in-making the simplifying
assumption of invariance. :

Whether or not the assumption of contealuald lnvarlance 15 Justitied
in a particuld:r case, the assumption is typically an unexamined one. It
is the point of this article that language assessment procedures can be
improved if the assumption ot contextual invariance (or variance) is
made explicit. This can be done by specifying the communicative conteats
for which the lunguage behavior or behavior toward language is being
assessed. If there is only one context for which the assessment is neces
sary or it thc assessment is fo: substantiatly similar contexts, the pro-
cedure can be designed with that context or set of contextd4 in mind. 1If
there are several contexts for which assessment is necessary and if thesc
contexts have substantially ditferent communicative requirements, the
procedure can be designed to reflect this sociolinguistic variation.

EXAMPLES OF CONTEXTUALIZED LANGUAGL-ASSESSMENT MEASURLS ‘

Although most language asscssment devices appedr tu have been written on
the .implicit assumption that the behavior to be assessed is monolithic
and contextually invariant, a beginning hus been made in constructing
contextualized assessment devices. Examples follow for the measurement
of language proficiency, language usage, and language attitude.
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Lahguage'Proficiency

Two language proficiency devices developed in connection with the descrip-
tion of bilingualism among Puerto Ricans in New York City (Fishman et al.,
1971) illustrate the usefulness of a contextualized approach to the
measurement of language proficiency. One procedure was a word-naming
ta%k admiriistered in English and in Spanish. Respondents were asked to
-name, jn one minute, as many different words referring to a specified _
context as they could. This was done in each language for each of five
contextual domains: family, neighborhood, religion, education, and work.
For the domain of family, respondents were asked to name as many words

as they could that named things which could be seen'or found in a kitchen,
for neighborhood, things seen or found in a neighborhood; for religien,
things seen or found in a church; for education, subjects taught in
school; and for work, the names of jobs, occupations, or professions.
Responses were elicited for all five domains in one language, followed by
all five domains in the other. The ,language in which responses were

first elicited was randomly chusen for each respondent. The order of
domain, however, was kept constant, i.e. family, neighborhood, religiun,
education, and work. Directions were of the pattern, '"Tell me as many Euy
lish (Spanish) words as you can that name things you can see or find in

a kitchen--your kitchen or any other kitchen. Words like sait (sal),
spoon (cuchara), rice (arroz).' The task was 1ndividually administercd
to 38 adults.

When the average number ot Spanish words produced was cumpared tu

the average number of English words produced, when supmed across all five
domains, no difference was found. On this basis the qzspundents could

be called '"balanced'" bilinguals since their total, global perforumance

was the same in each language. However, differences were observed betwc....
the. average English and Spanish scores obtained for several domains. For
example, more Spanish than English words were named for the contexts of
family and religion. To describe the performance of the group as a vhole
would be misleading, however, for significant subgroup differences were
observed when the respondents werc.divided by age and length of residence
on the mainland of the United States. These subgroups, like thc¢ group

as a whole, appeared '"balanced" in terms of their total English and

«Spanish scores. However, differences were ubsegvcd between the subgroupa
in the pattern of their relative language proficiency as eahibited by
domain. For example, school-aged respondents who had received their

edu ion score in English than in Spanish, whereas tH® school-aged '
respofidents who had received their education via both languages showed no
significant difference between their average language scores for that -
domain. Thus, the word-naming task revealed important prbficiency daik-
ferences associated with different interactiuvnal domains, and these dif.
ferences could be explained in terms of the respondents' differential

use of English and Spanish in their everyday Life. These proficiency
differences, however, would have been completely hidden if only a global,
undifferentiated measure had been used.

It might be objected that the word-naming task is a relatively
indirect measure of proficiency (although correlations between Spanish-
English word-naming difference scores for particular domains, on the one
hand, and more direct proficiency measures on the other were typically
about .50, a respectable relationship considering the usual relative

form}education via the medium of English showed a Sg'lifi(':antly higher
ca
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unreliability of difference scores and the .brevity of the procedure which
elicited them). A more direct language proficiency test--a measure of
listening comprehension®in English and in Spanish—-was employed with the
same adults who participated in the word- namlng task. It differed from
conventional listening comprehension tests in that it was designed to
assess comprehension in terms of specific social contexts.

The listening comprehension test's stimulus material consisted of
tive tape-recorded convérsations betwecn Spanish-English bilinguals living

in New York. - The participants in all. but-one of the conversations were
Puerto Rican college students who spoke fluent, native English and who
were adept at switching between languages. In one conversation, one of

the speakers was a parish priest, who played hlmself in that role, and
whose Spanish was ftluent but not native.

Each conversation was obtained in the fullelng wannel Filist, the
"actors' agreed upon a social situation in which switching Letween knglish
and Spanish would be appropriate among Puerto Ricans in New York. Second,

they mapped out a story-line which determined the general direction of
the conversation 1n that situation (i.e.‘who would say what to whom), but
no scripts were prepared. The acturs then assigned the roles Lo one
another and 'role played,'" or ad-libbed, the scene, using English when
they felt English was appropriate and Spanish when they fclt Spanish was
approupriate. Finally, they played back the counversation to themselves

to determine whether or not it souitded natural. If parts ot the conversa
tion stryck them as unnatural, those portions were re-recurded and at a
later tige sp11Ced into the tape. Each completed conversation lasted
between Awb and three minutes. Transcripts of the conversations can bLe
found in Fishman et al. (1971, pp. 675-694) .

Euch of the five conversations was intended to repiescentl a Jdifterent
typgrof social context. Consequently, the relationships betwecn speakers
{(e.g. mother daughter, priest-parishioner) tthe locales or scttings (e.g.
home, rectory), the topics of conversation (e.g the annual Puerto Rican
parade, the health of an uncle), and the purpose of the intcraction (e.g.
offering an invitation, dictating a letter) all varied tfrom conversation
to conversation.

After a conversatiovn had been pluyed twive tu the 1espondent, he was
ashed a scries of questiuns desigued to ussess hi. couwprehension of (he
passage. In addition to questions asked in order to test comprehension

of the English and Spanish portions of each conversation, other questions
were asked in ovrde: to assess the respondent's interpretation of various
aspects of the social situation represented by the conversation as a ﬁholu
For example, respondents were asked to identify the role- reldtlun:hupﬁ
between speakers (e.g. buss-secretary), the degree of social distance®or
intimacy between speakers, the motivation under¥lying certain remarks$ made
by the speakers, and, for some conversations, the educational and occupa-
tional status of the speakers. ‘

For each conversation, the percentage of 1tems assesslng cemprehénsion
of the English portion which euch respondent correctly answered was sub-
tracted from the percentage which he correctly_answered of items asse551pg
comprehension &f the Spanish portion. The percénttge correct of the other
types of items--assessing interpretation of various components of the
conversation as a whole, such as the role- reldtlonshlp between speakers--

was also computed. Correctness was scored “in terms of the impression
intended by the a%¥tor$ in their formulatlon of the social 51tuat10n to be
presented. o .

A ~
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The Esefulness of contextualizing the listening comprehension test can -
be seen from the differences which were observed according to conversa-
tion. For example, there was a greater difference between the average
English and Spanish comprehension scores for the comversations which took
place within the context of work than for the conversations which took
place within the context of a home. Similarly, the relationship between
the ability to understand the manifest content of the conversation (what
was said) and the ability to interpret the latent content of the conver-
sation (what was meant) differed according to conversation. For example,
respondents correctly answered a greater proportion of latent content
items than of manifest contént items for a conversation taking place
within a home, whereas the reverse was true for a conversation taking
place within an office. Thus, knowing what was said did not nccessdarily
enable listeners to absorb the full communicative impact of a conversa-
tion; conversely, missing the details of manifest content did not necesy -
sarily prevent listeners from grasping the speakers' intent.

Techniques such as the contextualized listening comprehension test
can be used to assess the degree to which a community's rules of speaking
have been internalized. 'Thus, two contrasting groups, to whom the test
was also administered (Anglo high school students studying Spanish and
South Americans studying at a university in New York) -often agreed with
the Puerto Rican respondents about what was said but disagreed with them
(and ‘with each other) about what was meant. Clearly, the communicative
(a9 distinguished from narrowly linguistic) competence of the three groups
differed not only from one another but from context to context, and many
of these differences would have been lost by conventional,” noncontextual -
ized measurés of language proficiency. . .

Languaye Usaye

Devices which are designed to assess the relative treguency with which a
person cmployo his languages or language varieties may be misleading it
they yield a single, overall score of langyage usage. Thus, if a person
is asked what language he uscs every day and if he uses one language for
most everyday purposes but reserves another language for use in specified
social contexts, his response that he mainly uses the first language,
while true,.is also misleading since it obscures his sytematic use of
another language.

Two procedures for assessing language usage IIIUDleLL the advantage
of *ubtaining 1nf0rmat1!Q%about usage in different contexts. One measure
is a language-usage qu ionnaire developed in connection with the study
of Puerto Rican bilip ﬁ& tioned above. Thirty-four schoolchildren,
aged 6 to 12, were q_ Y hally interviewed. The children were asked a
2R, he degree to which they used Spanish rela-
tive to EngllSW Fh “aa N oS bilingual interlocutors in school, at church,
in the nelghbﬁ&haaﬁ;paﬂﬁ at home. For example, the children were asked
to indicate the ektent t " which they used -Spanish with other Puerto Rican
bilingual children when playing outside on the street near their home.
Responses were scored on a 5-point scale, with the exclusive use of
Spanish at one end of the scale and the exclusive ude of English at the
other. An average rating for the use of Spanish across various inter-
locutors was computed for each respondent and for each context. The
.children reported that they used more Spanish than Engligh in the contexts
of meighborhood and family, and more English than®Spanish in the contexts

e s
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of school and church. Their overall use of English and Spanish, however,
summed across all four contexts, was about the same. Thus, a question
designed to assess only their global use of Spanish relative to English,
without reference to the contexts of language usage, would have been mis-
leading. -

Whereas the first example .of a contextualized measure of language
usage was obtained from self-reports, the second example was obtained from
the reports of outside -observers. As part of a study of the status of
English in Israel, the use of. English, on a busy shopping street in Jeru-
salem and in the shops that line it, was described (Rosenbaum et al., .
1977). A transaction-count procedure (Bender et al., 1972) was employed
by. which the number of persons heard speaking English was determined.

It was found that approximately 14% of all the persons heard (¥=936) were
speaking English (the majority of speakers, of course, used Hebrew). How-
ever, almost all of the interactions involving English were between
pedestrians talking to each other on the street or between customers talk-
ing to each other in the shops. There was very little English observed
between customers and shopkeepers inside the shops, but this was not due
to the fact that the customers and shopkeepers 'did not know Englash. In
fact, most of them were able to conduct transactions in that language.
English was used mainly between native speakers of English, not as a
lingua franca, i.e. as a medium of communication between persons who do
not share the same mother tongue. In Israel, Hebrew is the lingua franca
‘par excellence. It is the language which is expected for use between
Israelis who do not share the same first’ language. Since almost none of
the shopkeepers spoke English natively, the native speakers of English
used Hebrew with them. Thus, the transaction-count procedure recorded an
important systematic difference in language usage by taking into account
the relationships between speakers. _If only a single count had been
made--of all speakers across all contexts--this difference would have been
missed.

Language Attitude

Just as global measurces obf language proficliency and langudge usage may
be mlsleadlng, so global mecasures of language attitude may obLscure
meoftant systematic differences. Attitudes toward a language or atti-
tudesi*toward a referent for which language serves as a symbol may vary
according to the context in which the languageé is used. The e¢ffectivea
ness of a contextualized approach to the study of language attitudes can
hé 111u§trated by two studies, the first by Carranza and Ryan (1975) and
the second by El-Dash and Tucker (1975).

Carranza and Ryan asked bilingual Anglo and Mexican American high
school students to rate speakers of English and Spanish on the basis of
voice cues alone. Following the work of Lambert (1967) and his associates,
a comparison of evaluative reactions to speakers of two languages was
used as an indirect measure of interethnic attitudes. Such a procedure
typically employs, as stimulus material, tape recordings of speakers
reading aloud a standard passage. This procedure has been criticized on
the grounds that differences in ratings of speakers in the two language
may occur if the passage read represents a context inappropriate to one
of the languages (Agheyisi and Fishman, 1970). Accordingly, Carranza and

«Ryan used two speech contexts. In one, a mother is talking as she pre-
pares breakfast for her family; in the other, a teacher is giving a history

¢
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lesson to her class. These contexts were designed to represent home and
school, respectively. Each context was recorded in each language, yield-
ing four passages in all. Respondents were asked to rate each of sixteen
different speakers (each reading one of the four passages so that each
passage was heard four times) on each of 15 semantic-differential scales.
Their responses demonstrated a striking interaction between language and
context. The English versions of the school context were more highly
rated than the Spanish versions, whereas the reverse was true for the
home context. For these respondents, attitudes towards each language

(or towards the group represented by the  language) was in part a function
of the appropriateness of the context in which each was used. If only
one context had been emplpygd, the results would have' been misleading.

In the research reported by El-Dash and Tucker, the views of Egyptians
toward Classical Arabic, Colloquiall Arabic, and three varieb&gs of Eng-
lish (American, British, and Egypiian) were studied. Respondents were
asked to rate various personal characteristics of speakers heard on tape
recordings, which represented each of the five language varieties. They
were also asked to rate each speech variety heard with respect to its
suitability for each of five contexts (at home, at school, at work, on
radio and television, and for formal and religious speeches). While the
respondents tended to rate speakers heard using Classical. Arabic more
favorably than speakers heard using the other speech varieties, Classical
Arabic was not considered suitable for use at home. In this context,
Colloquial Arabic was preferred. Thus, attitudes towards language use
were found to be a function of communicative context. Again, a global
measure would have obscured this result. "

SUMMARY

This article has justified a sociollngulstic approach to the consiruction
of language assessment devices on the grounds that it is both necessary
and possible to use such an approach. It is necessary becausc language
behavior and behavior toward language vary as a function of communicative
context’. That it is possible has bee:n demonstrated by the examples of
contextualized measures presented here. Authors of language assessment
procedures, therefore, should consider explicitly the contexts in which
the behaviors they wish to describe take place. The more the criterion -
behavior varies as a function of context, the more important it is to
construct techniques which can reflect variation.'




. Progmqtics and Language Testing'

| John W. Oller, Jr.

u.\
tt is 1nterest1ng that we often speak of the coinage of term$. This
metaphor is doubly effective if you consider that terms are more or less
stamped into existence by a mentor (if I may be allowed a bad pun), and

théy have a certain purchase.value like any other coin. The coin meta-
phor is particularly apropos to the term "pragmatics" which, in the words

wo . of William James, emphasizes the ''cash value'" of linguistic elements as

negotiable items in communication. It comes from a brand of American
philosophy initiated by Charles S. Pierce at about the turn of the century,
and his thinking was extended by William James, John Dewey, and Charles
Morris.? Although all of these scholars were Americans, the methods and -
assumptions of what may be called a '"pragmatic approach to language

study" are by no means unique to Americans, nor are they a recent devel-
opment. -

This paper discusses in historical perspective the major concepts of
pragmatlcs and relates them to language testing. Grammar is viewed as a
theory ‘of language competence and is characterized as a pragmatically-
generated expectancy device. It is claimed that it order to adequately
measure .language skills, language tests--whether for first, second, or
foreign language learners--must activate the internalized expectancy
grammar of the learner. Empirical data showing remarkably high correla-
tions on very different tests of language skills are explained on the
basis of the postulated expectancy grammar. It is hypothesized that other
tests of language skill which fail to produce high correlation w1tﬁ effec-
tive "integrative tests' (the ‘term is from Carroll, 1961) are probably
invalid as measures of. language proficiency.

. The claim that a person who learns a language internalizes a grammar,
i.e. a generative system that specifies relationships between sound and
meaning in the langwage, is now widely accepted, though there is still a
lot of debate about the form of such a grammar. For instance, there is
disagreement about whether it is prlmarily motivated by syntactic, seman-
‘tic, or pragmatic considerations, whether it is more or less generated
by principles of learning such as induction and substitution (Oller,
1972c), or whether-'it is in substantial portion already ‘present in the
brain of an infant at birth. In this connection, it may be useful to note
that the transformational generative approach seems to be evolving in the
direction of a pragmatically-motivated theory of grammar. The first
stage of the Chomskyan paradigm was, the position that syntax and semantics
were 1ndependent (see Chom§ky,_1957, reviéwed and criticized by Reichling,
1961; Jakobson, 1959; and others), the second was that syntax and seman-
tics were not 1ndependentdput together were independent of pragmatic
con51derat10ns (see Chomsky, 1965; Katz and Fodor, -1963; and Katz and
Postal, 1964; also, see criticisms by Uhlenbeck, 1967; and Ollér ef al.
1969); the th1rd stage which now seems to be emerging is that syntactlc
semantic, and pragmatic factors are intricately interrelated and may, in

s

»



- 40 o Approaches to Language Testing

_ fact, be inseparable. This latest development is illustrated in the fol-
. lowing excerpt from Language and Mind (Chomsky, 1972):
+ It is not clear at all that it is possible to distinguish
sharply between the contribution of grammar to the determination
of ‘meaning, and the contribution of so called 'pragmati¢ consid-
erations', questions of fact and belief and context of utterance.
It is perhaps worth mentioning that rather similar questions can
be raised about the notion 'phonetic representation'. Although
‘the latter is one of the best established and least controver-
sial notions of linguistic theory, we can, nevertheless, raise
.we question whether or not it is a legitimate abstraction,
hether a deeper understanding of the use of language might not
show that factors that go beyond grammatical structure enter
into the determination of perceptual representation and physical
form in an inextricable fashioh, and cannot be separated without
.,distortion, from the formal rules that interpret surface struc-
.+ ture as phonetic form (p. 111). |
Apparently, Chomsky now sees theories of both sound and meaning as sus-
ceptible to reinterpretation due to pragmatic facts. Concerning phonetic
representations, Dennis Sales and I had advanced the same basic argument
as early as 1969, on the basis of a series of demonstrations showing that
controlled varlations in extralinguistic contexts systematically brought
about changes in the stress patterns of the surface forms of utterances.
Further support for Chomsky's somewhat cautious hint is provided by
D. K. Oller and Eilers (1975), who showed that the quality of phonetic
transcriptions ¢f children's utterances is improved when the transcribers
are either able to guess or are told the meanings of the utterances.
Even more recently, and perhaps more confidently than Chomsky, Fillmore
(1973) has made a strong case for .the importance of pragmatic factors in
language teaching. In fact, his remarks parallel closely some of the
observations on the importance of pragmatics in several earlier publlca—
. tions on the same topic (compare Oller, 1970b, 1971b).
. The chief argument in favor of a pragmatic approach to language
 derives from the principle of non-summativity. A theory oflanguage that
attempts’ to divorce syntax from semantics can ho more hope to explain
language communication than a good book on spelllng can hope to explain
the logic of a novel. The same sort of reasoning ®suggests that any
attempt to account for meaning apart from 51tuat10na; context (i.e.
semantics divorced from pragmatics) is doomed to 12ﬁdequacy With the
present re-examination of the whole question of the relation between lan-
guage and extrallngu1st1c contexts, it seems that a growing interest in
pragmatics is likely to be a major theme in linguistic analysis for some
years. Although there -are many important unanswered questlons ©there no
longer seems to be any substantial disagreement concerning the fundamental
need for a pragmatically-based account of language use and language
learning. Scarcely anyone is still seriously maintaining that grammar
' can be regarded as a self-contained entity independent of extralinguistic
contexts. This seems to be an indication of progress. . However, the
turn to pragmatlcs does not represent the birth of a new approach so
much as a return to a .useful tradition of, language study. On the other
hand, it does constitute a significant change in current trends of research
in the language sciences. .
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.HISTORICAIl: PERSPECTIVE - °
. 1 :
As Solomon said, ''"There is nothing new under the sun," and much of what
seems to be progress is without doubt merely a restatehent in current
terminology of notions that were held true by the ancients and have only
been rediscovered in their modern contexts. A serious student of the
nature of human communication and mental behavior can ill-afford a con-
temptuous attitude toward early thinking on these topics (Chomsky, 1972,
and Cherry, 1965). One could compile a great compendium of pithy quota-
tions showing that ancient scholars and many of their progeny were .aware
of the importance of the fact that language often relates to things _
other than language. What is remarkable is that some linguists in recent
decades seem, temporarily at least, to have forgotten .and even-actively
neglected so important and obvious a fact. - This, of course, is the
reason that it is necessary to stress the pragmatic nature of language.
One of the early indications of concern among language theorists
. for the pragmatic aspects of natural languages was the theorizing of the
' Danish Modistae in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Bursill-Hall
(1971) claims that they "constructed their theory [of grammar] on extra-
linguistic facts based. on the structure of reality...(p. 35, footnote
84).'"" Their concern for universal grammar was a tradition continued by
the Port-Royal grammarians of the seventeenth century (Chomsky, 1966;
Aarsleff, 1967). The emphasis of both schools-on the rational explana-
tion of grammatical categories in terms of intrinsic logic and extralin-
guistic fact is evidence of their concern for what has been termed -
pragmatic mappings (Oller, 1975a). John Locke (1690), who was a late
contemporary of the Port-Royal grammarians, even went so far as to argue
that "all words are taken from the operations of sensible things, ...
(cited in Kuhlwein, 1971, p. 53)." : o
' Pragmatics distinguishes two basic levels of commuriication that are
employed\to relate linguistic elements and extralinguistic situations.
" James Harris (1751) proposed the basjgg for this distinetion only a
century after the heyday of the Port-Royal 'school (and I doubt that he
wds the first to notice it): ''The Truth is, that every Medium thro'
which we exhibit any thing to another's Contemplation, is either derived
from Natural Attributes, and then it is an Imitation; or else from
Accidents quite arbitrary, and then it is a Symbol (his italics, cited
in Kuhlwein, 1971, p. 69)." 1In other words, we may either use pictures
or abstract symbols to map or portray extralinguistic facts. In natural
languages we usually use both, though we tend to rely mere heavily on
abstract symbolic means for the communication of cognitive corntext and
on facial expression and tone of voice for the conveyance of attitudinal
information. As James Beattie (1788) put it, ''the Natural signs of
thought are those changes in complexion, eyes, features, and attitude,
and those peculiar tones of voice which all men know to be significant
of certain passions and sentiments (cited in Kuhlwein, }1871, p. 97)."
The brandished fist may be a picture of a threatened slug in the mouth,
or a symbol of brotherly solidarity, just as a smifle is often a sign of
friendliness, or sometimes hideous spite. _But, postural and gestural
changes are in themselves quite inadequat code much of the informa-
tion that the human mind negotiates. Beattle says, ''when compared with
the endless variety.of our ideas, these Natural Signs will appear to be
but few. And many thoughts there are in the mind of every man, which
produce no sensible alteration in the body (p. 97)." He goesson. MATrti-

.
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ficial Signs, or Language, have, therefore, been employed for the purpose
of communis#:ing thought, and are found so convenient as tb have super-

- seded in great measure, ...the ufe of the Natural (p. 97). Whether or
not We agree with Beattie's intimations about language evolv1ng from a
need to communicate more abstract notionshor eas, his remarks clearly
differentiate the two fundamental modes of communlcatlon distinguished

"in 20th century pragmatic theories of language (Watzlawick et al., 1967).

Of course, pragmatic mapplngs are abstract, and simple explanations
that try to relate words and things directly are quite unsatisfactory.
Paralleling the earlier statement quoted from Locke, Dugald Stewart
(1810) wrote, "I have...remarked the disposition of the Mind to have
recourse to metaphors borrowed from the Material Worlg.... This analogi-
cal reference to the Material World adds greatly to the difficulty of
analyzing with philosophical rigour, the various faculties and principles
of our nature, yet it cannot be denied, that it facilitates, to a wonder-
ful degree, the mutual communications of mankind concerning them,

(cited in Kuhlwein, 1971, pp. 100-101)."

Though serious scholars have often noted the difficulty of incorpo-
rating into theories of language abstractions that relate words to things
(Bloomfield, 1933; Harris, 1951; and Chomsky, 1957, 1965; just to mention
a few), the fact that such relations &xist is one that is ignored at
great peril to the theories. Surprisingly, Bloomfieldian and early
Chomskyan writings are about the only prominent sources of language thed -
ries that use the ostrich approach tofpragmatic data, excepting possibly
the positivistic philosophy of Rudolf Carnop and his followers. The
lectures of de Saussure, about 1912, compiled by his stldents ®#959), and
the writings of B. Malinowski (1935), L. Hjelmslev (1954}, J. R. Firth
(1957), the Prague Scheol (Vachek, 1966), Sidney Lamb (1966, 1973),

M. A. K. Halliday (1961, 1977), and many others have maintained cognizance
of the fact that language is used for purposes other than putting words
together in a neat arrangement with other words. Since the writings of
most of these more recent authors are better known and more readily avajl-

- able, we will just refer briefly to a note about Firth. Robins (1963)
says, '"meaning, the object of all linguistic analysis in Firth's approach,
is function in a context, whether the extralinguistic context of situa-
tion or the intralinguistic cohtexts of grammar, phonology. or other
subsidiary levels (reprinted in Kuhlwein, 1971, p. 9).

Nor have linguists (excluding the Bloomfieldians and early Chomshy -
ans) been the only scholars concerned with pragmatic aspects of language
structure. Psychologists ' (especially Osgood, 1957b), philosophers
{(especially Russell, 1940), logicians (especially Reichenbach, 1947),
communication experts (Cherry, 1965), and even physicists., (Einstein,
1951) have persistently evidenced concern for the fact that language is
intrinsically structured for the codification of information that is
largely. non-linguistic. Not long ago, a group of logicians and philoso-
phers met in Jerusalem to discuss the importance of pragmatics to theories _
of natural languages (Bar-Hillel, 1971). More recently a journal has

. been created on the topic Obv1ously, a great deal more could -be,, and

perhaps should be said in this vein, but the main theme of this volume,

which is’ language testing, draws us in another direction.

As Upshur (1972) observed, trends in language teaching have tended
to trat along in the wake of linguistic theories, and trends in testing,
at leas§ in.second or foreign language testing, have been similarly
taggin along behlnd the prevalent methods and theorles of language
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AN . . / ) : '
teaching., Witness the influential writings of Lado (1957) on methods. of
language teaching patterned after tHe-''scientific' analysis of _language, .
and his companion volume on language Efsting.(Lado, 1961). These and
. many other books and articles on language testing and teaching were
" heavily influenced by theories that deliberately ignored the data" of
pragmatics (Odler, 1971a, 1973a, and forthcoming). The 'discrete point'
method of teac ~and testing are both naive concerning the fact that
a totality is greater than just a heap of unrelated parts.
- Fartunately, many applied linguists rejected the naivete that was
characteristic of dominant theories in the late 1940's, the 1950's, and
\ through the mid-1960's. For eéxample, as early as 1904, Otto Jespersen;
the Danish linguist, was arguing that materials designed to teach a
foreign language should have meaningful ‘sequence throughout. He realized
sthat if linguistic structures aré presented outside of a meaningful con-
text, learning wi%l be more difficult. This has subsequently been
‘demonstrated many times over. (Fer a review of the literature, see Oller,
' 1971b.) As Jespersen put it, _ . .

e

. ..,.we oyght to learn a language through sensible communications;
there must be (and this as far as’‘possible from the very first
day) a certain connection in the thoughts communicated in the

.. new language...one cannot say anything with mere lists of words.

) Indeed mot even disconnected sentences ought to be used. ~~When
people say that instruction in languages ought to be & kind of
mental gymnastics; I do not know if- one of the things they have
in mind is...sudden and violent leaps from one-range of ideas
to anather (p. 11). o - b TN

> ' ’ e

<

.~ The reason that pragmatiKally based langhage teaching materials can be
‘expected to be more effective has been made clear in  numerous psycholin-
guistic studies in recent years. If the learnér is made aware of the .

- . .pragmaticd contexts to which language structures relate, he has a much

" " more powerful basis for subconsciously comstructing and thereby internal-

.-~ 1zing the grammar of the‘language. The=péntfally predictable sequence.
. of events in communicative contexts is one sort of data ‘that the learner
can capitalize on to great benefit, 1In fact, it pragmatic mappings of

utterances .onto contexts aré¢ not made avallablé to the learner, there is
no reason to suppose that language acquisition can occur at all.

. . = . = r
TOWARD A DESCRIPTION OF A PRAGMATIC' EXPECTANCY GRAMMAR
’ ‘ . ‘
Let “us mow turn our attention to the characterization of grammar as a
model 'of underlying lanégage competence. (Later we will relate these
. considerations to. language testing.) We will First discuss some empiri-
cal facts of language use which suggest thdt.one of the important charac-
teristics of such a grammar must be a-capability to generate expectancies
based on contextual dependenciés. With this in mind, we will use the
term "'expectancy grammar.' . 'Some empirical data will be cited in support:
of this notion, and a partial formalism will be described. Then we will
consider ‘some fihdings of-Tresearch in language testing and attempt to
draw some .inferences about valid language tests. . ) ‘
For some years now, it Has Been popular t® speak of the perception of
language as a process of analysis-by-synthesis. The evidence that such
a process underlies the perception of lingli'stit sequences--whether. in
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Y 4 . Approaches to Language Testing

listening, reading, or some combination of the two, as when following a
-‘text that is being read aloud by someone else--is pervasive. The motor
theory of speech perception, proposed by Liberman (1957) and others at
Haskins Laboratories, maintained that the perceptlon of distinctive

sound segments was medlated by the articulatory processes necessary to
produce those segments. This mnotion provided the seminal basis for the
later theory of analysis-by-synthesis developed by Stevens (1960). It

is well-known that some phonemes of English, for instance, and especially
the distinctive intonational contours of Engllsh are often indistin-
guishable without reference to higher-level contexts (Lieberman,. 1967;
ave already noted Chomsky s remarks (1972, p. 111)
in this vein 4dnd the € nce in support of them. Much recent research
in the perception of spoken written forms of langu suggests that
there is a close relationship be&tyeen perceptual procefses and the prag-
matic structure of language (see the‘ﬁ'ilcl n and Jenkins,

1971; also, Kavanagh and Mattingly, 1972). .

It seems that the pérfeption of linguistic sequences is mediated by

an expectancy grammar that is ntinually formylating, modifying, and
reformulating hypotheses about the underlying structure and meaning of
input signals. These hypotheses are related via pragmatic mappings to
extralinguistic contexts and are instrumental in the analysig of the
surface.form. Chomsky and Halle (1968) suggest that, ''the hypothesis
will...be accepted 1F it is not too radically at variance with the

acoustic material. Or, putting it differently, the lperceiver seems to
rapidly alternate between a synthesis that is ''fast' and 'crude' and an
analysis that is '"deliberate, atteftive....and sequential’ (Neisser,
1967) . '

A growing body of experimental data on listening and reading pro-
cesses lends credence to the analy<1s by -synthesis model ﬂffﬁarcapt1on

As Levin and Kaplan (1971) pt’ it, "listeners and readers alikKe, appear
to decode sentences not only by interpreting as they hear r read. but
also bv anticipating what is likely To come nexf (p. 2)." Kdlers (1971
argues that the reader or listener seldom mnkes a specjfic gress as to
what word. phrase, r <s-ntence i< likely to follrw NMat'"er. he gevera ==
a kind of readiness for a ronge of roc ibiliti-~s Tt i= s rhoug"' fthe
perceiver were preraved for ancwers to certain que-ti-oon- v ann LRI S I
were senrching for an~wevs to specific que-tione,

The synth-=sis, n+r hyvpor''esic, that th- prry eiver gonerate- a< a ma‘'c
for the inrut signal «»» be characteriz-d in a nat ‘ral woy i» term~ ~f
grarmar of exp-ctanch . The perceiver’  hypothesis about th~ input sig
nal is largely based on t' contextual conctrainrt that are “tilized ',
the internalized grammar The bypothesis that i- ev ntually accrpte!
what the perceiver hears, reads, orfnnderstandc_ In perception, 'he
expectations genevated hy the grammar ~re subjec: to madification wheo
ever they fail to produce » sufficient match for the incoming <ign -l
Creative erreovs in reading -nd listenine providr dramati- evidence for
this preocess. For example, one foreign student taking a dictntion tes®

at UCLA transformed an entire pavagroph on "brain cells” int~ a fairl:
readable text on "hrand sale=." The student's rendition was similar
phonetically to the original passage on a phrnace bv phrase ba~is, but

completely obliterated the original content. lLess vremarkable cxamples
illastrate the same underlying process. On another dictation test, fo-
instance, student~ wrote “sci~ntis!’'s imaginati-n- ant “scientisr'-

examinat jons’’ foay CTacientict e Fresm o omany opat e The JTattes Vil oF
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errors are actually quite common among non-native speakers. Richards
(1971a, 1971b) has drawn some interesting conclusions about underlying
processes based on learner's errors, as has Corder (1971).

Although the process of analysis-by-synthesis has been quite widely
accepted by researchers as a plausible basis for the perception of lan-
guage, to my knowledge the proposal that an analogous process underlies
the ‘production of language (Oller, 1973b, 1974a and b, and forthcoming)
has only been tentatively suggested. Nevertheless, it seems that language
production is a kind of synthesis-by-analysis.. The speaker or writer has
an idea that he wants to communicate, but, as Colgp Cherry (1965) has

’ said, he never really has ‘it until he '"jumps on it with both verbal feet."
It seems that the speaker or writer has a notion of what he wants to say--
a sort of hypothesis or prior synthesis,  if you liké--and he analyzes it

. by putting it into words. 1In this way, we may conveniently explain the
potent ohservation by Dewey (1926) that the words which come out of a
person's mouth often surprise that person more than anyone else. In the
case of language production in contrast to perception, expectancies are
the governing factor, and the physical signal is adjusted to match them.
In performing the synthesis-by-analysis, it is frequently the case that

_details and relationships previously unavailable on a conscious level do
become available consciously, and, hence, the surprise value to ourselves

‘of the things that we say. :

At this point, an emgffrical example may help to make clear how a
- - grammar of expectancy serves to ekplain crucial aspects of language use.

‘ The example will also provide a bridge to the descriptian of the tentative

formalism for a grammar of expectancy which is discu3sed below.

Llark (1966) has shown that phrases referring to tor,. action, and
recipient in transitive sentences are differentially copstrained in actives
and passives. In the passive, as Levin and Kaplan (197N’ observe, “"‘the
latter part...[referring to] the...[action] and the actor\ is highly con,
strained by the former part, the...[recipient]; this was ngt true for the
corresponding parts of active sentences (p. 4).'" Clark (1966} and Roberts
(1966) have shown further that recall for actives and passives is governed
by the uncertainties predicted by Clark’'s earlier experiment.\ The exper:
ments of Levin and Kaplan (1971} thrmselves, with eye voice-sp (EVS),
confirmed theiv prediction that FVS wruld increase in the middla of pas-

fa

sive sentences bu’' not in nactiv s. P sul's th-t suppor’ siwilar ¢~ frali
zat‘ons ha'e beer achieve ' with - ie' 1 defo " 3L L L. '
' Vaplan (1971) -~aggoge ot that

the important point is thnot the constrvaints facilitate proces
sing only insefrr ac they lead to the rmation of <succrssfu]
anticiration=. The reader then can te<t his hypothesic for him
self Tf it is confirmed, the previorsly assigned interpreta-
tion is accepted and the material can be easily and effiriently
processed. If he cannot confirm his previously assigned inter-
pretarion he must backtrack and reassign interpretations, which
seems easier to do in reading than in listening To elaborate,
successful hypothesis generation depends an the ability to form:
late or assign some tentative interpretaticrn te what hac heon
read or heard (p. 13).

. P . . ) .
Further confirmation is provided by Wanat and lL~vin (1968) and W-hat (1971).
The'empiriral datn cnpporting the opejyatinn of an evpectancy grammny |
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- a deyice that generates and confirms hypotheses, is overwhelmingly affirm-
‘ative. ‘The major question that remains is what specific form a grammar of
expectancy might take. In other words, how can the notion be .formalized
in a suggestive and helpful way. More importantly, one may want the for-
malism jitself to be vulnerable to empirical tests in a variety of ways.é
In particular, it should mirror the utilization of contextual constraints -
in a way that naturally accounts for the data of language use. It should
also be conveniently modifiable wherever it fails to predict the data.

The first attempt at such a formalism was notably unsuccessful. It
was, in .fact, a left-to-right finite state grammar which operated only"
on constraints from one word to the next. A significant inadequacy of
such a mechanism was its inability to suspend processing of a certain seg:

.ment while dea11ng with an intervening one: it had no way of remembering
to return to the earlier segmeit in order to continue its work there.
-Related to this debilitating difficulty was the_ lack of capability in
handling recursive functions where elements of indefinite length might be
strung together or imbedded in complicated wdays. The observations of
Lashley (1951) showed the total inadequacy of such devices as models of
even the simplest sorts of human behavior. The work of Chomsky (1956)
prov1ded a mathematical proof for the inadequacy of finite state models.

A second stage in the attempt to come to grips with the sequential
nature of language processing was achieved 1ndeﬁ£ ntly and nearly simul-
taneously by. a number of resegrchers in diverse areas. 'Finite state
devices,' ''transition network grammars,'' or ''directed graph models,'" as
they were variously.called, were modified in important ways to achieve
recursive generative capacity (Newcomb, 1963; Johnson, 1965; Conway,
1964). While in most cases the generative power of the mechanisms achieved
at this stage was equivalent only to context-free phrase structure gram-
mars, they maintained the virtue of a fairly straightforward account of
the sefuential nature of a great deal of language processing. This virt.u:
is not shared by the phrase structure grammar< usually written by lin-
guists operating in the Chomskyan tradition. Moreover, recursive tranci
tion network models allow for the expressior of -ertain gramt-atical
regularities in mere economical and natural ways than phrase structure
rewrite rules. They are more ronverient in that the effe-ts of modifi -
tions in the grammar nv -~ cften mora yenaddil, Aaprarycnt than an phsac
structure grammar" .

Nevertheless, without furthe modification in the ‘Jdirecction of gr- '
complexit: ., recursite travsition models ar~ {nalequ~te ‘n a umter of
important wass, As Wnods (1970) ecbe rved they are not alle to “'mave
fragments of the <entence arond (<o that their positions in deer str
ture are different from those in the surface strmiuctiire), o copy and

delete fragments of sentence structure, and to mnke...actions on covstitu
ent-< generﬂ1ly derendent on the nnnrewt in which those ron-tituents ogcrur
(p. 592y Weoods proposed a <olutjon to these problems in the form «f

what he calls "an augmented rec'rsive transition network grammar (p. 5°1)
The grammar Woods has developed does not utilize pragmatic .constraints of
extralinghistic context, but in spite of this limitation it provides a
useful formalism for the notion “exprctancy grammar'' as we have used the
term here. Moreover ., <such a grammar can be moadifiecd tn incoarporate prag
matic information.

The changes that Woods (1970, 1972) imposes on the "recursive transij
tion network' in order to achicve what he calls an "augmented recirsive
tran<sition netwnrk .’ or eimprly nn "angmented tran-ition netwnrd ' are

EKC | ' o7
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various 'conditions' which myst be met if a transition is to be followed,
as well as certain '"actions' or formal operations on constituents that
are to be executed if the transition'is followed. The augmented grammar
that Woods has developed is capable of keeping track of témtative deci-

‘ sions already made, and of modifying -them as more input is analyzed. At
the same time, it is constantly keeping track of the limits of subsequent
possibilities by anticipatory operations based on the information avail-
able to a given point. Woods says, '"structure building actions associ-
ated with the arcs pf the grammar network allow for the re-ordering,
re-structuring, and copying of constituents necessary to produce deep
structure representations of the type normally obtained from a transforma-
tional analysis, and conditions on arcs allow for a powérful selectivity
which can rule out meaningless analyses and take advantage of semantic
information to guide the parsing (1970, p. 591)." '

To illustrate the functioning of an "augmented transition network
grammar,' or an "'expectancy grammar,' we may refer to the differential
© processing of active and passive senteénces noted earlier in this paper.
Examples a and b below are parallel in several respects. However, a is
""passive' while b is "active'" (at least as these terms are defined in the
research mentioned earlier). To be more correct, technically a uses a
transitive verb in the passive while b uses an intransitive verb.

(a) The little boy was bucked off by the spotted pony
{b) The little baoy was gone away hy‘&he next day.

An expectancy grampar with the properties described by Woods (1970, 1972),
with modifications to take pragmatic information into account (as do real
speaker-hearers), might recognize and interpret a and b in Toughly the
way described below. . For the sake of the axample, we “ssume a phaonetic
analyzer plus< an expectancy grammar. Many prammati-al details are omittr:
and we -eifv the prammar. that is we assum- that it ic smamahow interna!
ized in the brain of the <pealer hearer .

The first input werd made availahle to the expectancy grammar from
is the. This element can he segment d from little and the following
elements inasmuch ns 'he grammar has na lexical entrs correspondine to
phonetic seq - ces of [B~1], [%a1r] ([9~17t71]., etc. Tt recrgnizes the as
a d termine» | Hence, 't kn''ws *that thg is *he egineing of » noun phra--
(of conrsce. ir acesumes that the sreaker ha~ not "ade a fal<e ctart. cor
any  ne of a cumber f ther passibilities which the gremmar - uld event-
ally rule out anyway on the baci~ af anhe quent inf rma’ion). The =
ture building operation w' ic) js exccat-l at oo e 4l e Tar et is e
Trntence rontine rictured in Fignre 1

The first arc inlthat rutine crre ponds t'- a nonn phrase sub. routi--
which is evpanded in Fignre ° Tor the suhject «f the de: larative sen.
tence, the orammar stbre~ in its memovy regicter the fact that the first
word in the string being procesced is the detorminer the. FProvided thie
analysis is corre-t so far. rhe grammar knows th-at several subsequent
possibilities are likely. The determiner may be fallowed by an intensi
fier or string of them, modifying an sdjective or string of them, modi
fying a head noun. Or, it may simply be followed by a head nnun. Tn
terms of the sub-routine in Figure 2, the grammar has already taken the
transition labeled ''Det'" to arrive at state q). The grammar anticipatec
a noun to follow which ‘i~ represented in the trancition to state g -

In scanning the next word it diccoveaeyn little Thi~ phaner i, soquence
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Figure 3. A Sub-Rontine for Some Prepncitinnal Thrasee in English.

is segmented from the phonetic sequences of [11Y1b], [1rrlbo}, [lrrlbor],
etc. This is accomplished by virtue of the fact that the word little is

the first phonetic sequence that not only matches a lexical entry in the
grammar, but also is an adjective which allows a transition in the gram-
mar’ from state q; to qg. The grammar now anticipates either another

.
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;q? is a final state for the noun phrase sub-routine (as in
a
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adjective or the head noun to follow. Since little is semantically
marked as a size indicator, the grammar anticipates a head noun that prag-
matically maps onto a pre-specified physical object which has size and
shape dimensions in some extralinguistic context. The next word scanned
'is boy. (Henceforth, reference to phonetic segmentation is omitted.)
Since boy is a noun, it allows the transition from state qr to q Since,
aicateg by the
sh and subscript 1 in Figure 2), the grammar may how return processing.
to the declarative sentence routine provided that no prepositional phrase
follows the presumed subject noun phrase. Since the next word is was,
which is lexically classified as a form of a stative verb be,.the grammar
"pops' out of the NP sub-routine and returns control to the declarative

‘sentence routine, where it starts processing the predicate (see Figure 1).

‘So far, it 'has recognized and interpreted the noun phrase the little
boy, which.it has tentatively parsed and interpreted semantically and
pragmatically. The parsing is equivalent to an incomplete tree structure
as shown below. In addition, the grammar has pragmatically mapped the
subject NP onto some réferent which is known to be a memher

Det Adi l
The 1itt 1, Foery

of the set »f boys and the sub set c¢f 1little brys, On the basis of the

declarative sen'ence genevator in Figure 1. it now anticipnates a predica
which will tell som~thing abteut the little boy. The kinds of predicat
that are 'ikely are limited 'y s ntactic, sem ntic, and rragmatir ¢ o
strain’'s Syota-ticoT1v, on the ba-i~ of the tr 'n<ition networl of
Figure 1, the "T may bhe ‘ollowed by a traoncit ve verb by raling the tr=
sitioen from qp to 1. orv an intyvan itive v yh by taking t'e *yransiti-n
from q, to 9. etc The ne-t +ordl cann- A by t'e grammayr s wWAas, which
allo & a trrnsition 'rom 1 0 9y Thic ia n f nal ctate, but ~inere the
word burggg follows, 'he cyamm v 'oes not ”pﬂr“ (i . tervinate proces
sing in the rmurlne) A= =0 'n as ?EEE?Q nff i< pro esced and v @ognized
as » past porticiple form of a troncitive ~Pr'. the grammay lhges specifiel
the pas~ive constructi-n and that »n agent nf a certain tyre & likely ¢
follow. TYryagmatically the grammay kneo- that - ertain four legged beac's
which are ridden by hman beings buck. Henc . 'n agent ie expreted in o
subsequent hy.phra-ce, and rertain properties of that ageot are ant jci -
pated. The eff~ct of this anti-ipation will be t~ facilitate proressing
if correct, and to hinder it if incorrect. Wanat (1971) reported that

a prepositional phrase with by. such as by the barn in the <entence. the
boy was bucked off by the barn wa< more difficplt tn process than a by
phrase such as by the pony in the sentence, tHe e boy was bucked off bz
the pony. .Not only is the by-phrase expected to refer to an agent, but
it is pragmaticnlly constrained to mention an agert of a ‘ert"in sort.
Theée rest of the analysia nf Santenece 5 propryescen thyonagh thea hy rhynae

,OH' f;l
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and concludes with the processing of the agent noun phrase much the way
the subject noun phrase was processed. When processing concludes, the
grammar pops from state qj4 of Figure 1.

Sentence b is analyzed in a similar way right up to the past parti-
ciple, which in b is gone g*gz. The possibilities that exist at that
point; namely the ones thatfare spe¢ified by the grammar, are that the
sentence will terminate, or that it will be followed by a modifier in
tHe form of a prepositional phrase, or other adyerbial or string of

adverbials.

Whatever follows if the sentence does not terminate is not

constrained in the way that the agent in the by-phrase of the passive
was constrained for sentence a. The modifier that is subsequent to the
verb in sentence b may be a locative such as to his mother's; it may be
a time adverbial like by the next day; a manner adverbial like quickly;
or an instrumental adverbial like on a horse; etc.

These facts which are conveniently represented in an expectancy
grammar explain the data referred to earlier in this paper concerning
the differential processing of active and passive sentences. Although
the deliberately oversimplified examples that we worked through to this
" point have attempted tp account for language perceptlon, complications
.of the basic notions illustrated apply equally to perception and *produc-

tion data.

in reading aloud,
require an expectancy system of thae sort illustrated. For this.reason
it is particularly weil-equipped tu serve as a framework within which
the problems and data of language testing can be discussed.

Another useful extension of a theory of expectancy grammar is sug-
gested by the research of Watzlawick et al. (1967). Their work stresses
the fact that human communicative behavior has at least twyo aspects:
there is a relationship (affective) aspect of messages concerning how
people see each other as people, and there is a gontent (cognitive)
aspect encompassing the coding of factual information in the everyday
sen<e (see the remarks above in the section on historical perspective,

pp. 41-43).

For example, combinations of perception and production, as

taking dictation, er having a conversation, all

To oversimplify a bit, factors that pertain to the rela

tionship aspect of communication nreﬁbasically the area of interest
encountenanced by sofiolinguists; factors-that pertain to the content

aspect,

of logicians,

.on the other hand, are characterisfically the dbmai“ of intere=!
cognitive psychologi~ts. and psycholinguists. Relation-

ship information is normally coded by what we term paralinguistic mech

anisms,

whereas

rhoneme=s, words,

The rese=arch
tion between the
of coding. They

‘dances
lated.

in prec
The body

“ontent information is normally coded jn cegmental
phrases, sentonces, ~tc. ‘

of Ogston and Condon (1971) shows an interesting conner
paralinguistic mechanisms and content level mechanisms
demonstrated that ''as a normal person speaks, his body
ise and nrdered cadence with the speech as it is articu
moves in patterns of change which are directly propor

tional ¥0 the articulated pattern of the speech stream (p. 153)." And
what is perhaps still more interesting: '"A hearer's body was found to
in precise harmony with the speaker. When the units of change
in their behavior are segmented and displayed consecutively, the speaker
and hearer loo
In commenting on the research of Ogston and Condon; Lenneberg (1971)
observed that it is apparently thg case '"that the flow of movements that
constitute motor behavior consists of 'chunks' each having a peculiar
program’ of nervous integration (p. 175)." Ilenneberg goes on to ohserve

'dance'’

.that,

like puppets moved by the same set of strings (p. 158)."

-
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the sequences of behavfgg in animals and man are, under normal
conditions, extremely flexible. As the organism moves from situ-
ation to situation, the patterns of sequences are constantIy —
‘readjusted to fit specific demands; the only common denominator
that remains between one motor sequence, for example, one epi-
sode of catching prey, and the next is a logical principle or,

in other words, a. generalized pattern. If the individual associ-
ates of change of neuromuscular events had to be stored one by
one, it is difficult to see how and when the organism would have
time to acquire the unique behavioral changes as they occur on
one particular occasion, and how instantaneous transformations,
which adjust behavior to the imperatives of the moment could be
performed without a new trial and error procedure (p. 177).

All of_th!ﬁ[suggests that the organism possesses a complicated gener-
ative mechanism or hierarchy of programs that -determines the behavior
appropriate to a given situation. An expectancy grammar seems to be a
natural mechanism for explaining these facts. Such a grammar seems not
only to underlie langdhge behavior in particular, but human behavior in -
general. That is to say, the human being has internalized a grammar of
expectancy which enables him to generate (out of a rich repertoire of
"grammatical' routines and sub-routines) unique models to fit particular-
situations. I have suggested elsewhere that it is reasonable to assume
that such grammatical programs themselves are generated and constantly
modified by certain principles of learning (Oller, 197la, 1972c, 1974b,
and forthcoming). .

A

CONNECTIONS WITH LANGUAGE TBSTING

Within the context of expectancy .grammars as models of underlying compe-
tence, a valid language test can be defined as one that activates the
expectancy grammar that the learner has internalized. The extent to which
the learner's grammar is able to synthesize and analyze meaningful
sequences of elements in the language is an index of his proficiency or
competence in the language. A great deal of data from research in second
language testing, in particular, shows that some kinds of tests are bett-~:
than others at activating the learner's internalized expectancy grammar.
The arguments considered in this section originated largely in second

language proficiency research. However, it chould be horne in mind that
the conclusions and genevalizatione from the data have mich wider appli-

Lo 2 .
cability.

Among the tests that appear to previde vali- information about lan
guage proficiency are the traditional dictation and the more recently
popularized cloze procedure. 1In various forms, these two and other inte-
grative tests have been advocated by Carroll (1961), Valette (1964, 1967).
Spolsky et al. (1968), Oller (1970a; 1973h; forthcoming and references
there), Johansson (1974), Angelis (1974), Upshur (1972), Upshur and Palmer
(1974), Gradman (1973), Stubbs and Tucker (1974), and many others. One
of the indications of the validity of such tests is their strong inter-
correlation with each other. A cloze test is based on a visual input that
is read by the examinee, while a dictation is based on an auditory input
that is heard by the examinee; nevertheless, they tend to correlate at
near the .90 level. This means that roughly 81% of the variance on the
tests is ¢ommon variance. Similar results have been achieved with tests

IToxt Provided by ERI
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of reading and speaking skills (Oller and Perkins, forthcoming, and Appen-
dix to Oller, forthcoming). .- o .

While the typical interpretation of such data by experts prior to the
1970's was that it only indicated test reliability (and more recently
Rand, 1972, and Educational Testing Service, 1970), there is reason to
believe that such data can only be interpreted as an indication of test
validity. In particular, such results show that the two types of tests
are probably tapping,a common underlying skill. ‘The notion of an f{expec-'
tancy grammar'' offers a sound theoretical basis for explaining the! overlap.

Figure 4 illustrafes the facts that have been observed in a wide
variety of integrative tests, 'especially the subclass of pragmatic lan-
guage tests. The areas of the various circles can be taken as rough ‘rep-
resentations, of the variances on different pragmatic tests.involving
listening, speaking, reading, and writing. The overlap between the
circles may be taken as evidence of a basic expectancy grammar that is
tapped by all of the tests. While the areas of non-overlap, i.e. the
shaded portions of the figure, may perhaps be attributed either to rela-
tively superficial differences in periphéral processing mechanisms (such
as hearing and seeing), or to unreliability, or to both, in the cases of
individual subjects where the correlation may be practically nil, an
explanation can be provided on the basis of disorders in the peripheral
processing mechanisms, unusual experiential background (such as only
having experienced the language in written form), and the like. For
example, a person may be weak in the ability to read English script even
though he understands spoken English very well. Similarly, a learner may
have acquired considerable skill in deciphering the written form of the
language and be quite inept at.understanding its spoken form. '

Some of the tests which qualify as belonging to the family of prag ;
matic tests, in addition to those we have already noted, include the
Forgign Service Institute's Oral Interview, many reading tasks, escay
writing, and a great many other communication tasks." 1In general, thesn~
tests have remarkable characteristics of stability and sensitivity. To
illustrate <ome of their practical and theoretical virtues. we will
review only a couple of samrles ~f data from dictation nnd cloze tests.

A dictatijon of the sort that is rea-onably termed » pracsmatir test
is one that is administered at a normal cenversational rate over ~egment-
that challenge the short term memory span of the evaminees. lhis kind,
contrary te much of what the "experts' <-2id during the 1950's and 1960 -
has proved repeatedly to be nn excellent devire for the mensurement of
language proficiency (0Oller, 18705; Johansson, 1971; Oller and “treiff,
1975), and it also works well as an elicitation device for data concernie
spetific deficiencies in the internalized grammar of the second lTanguap~
learner (Angelis, 1974). On a dictation as a plohal proficiency test.
the examinee's score is determined by counting the number of deleted
words ., extranecons insertion<, rveversnle of ordery . andd rhonalogically mati
lated entries.

Of course, more specific '"achievement” tests may he constructed by
salting the passage with particular sorts of phonological, morphological,
lexical, syntactic, semantic, or pragmatic exemplars of rule applications.
Many other uses for this integrative testing technique, and the others
mentioned earlier, are not difficult to imagine. An important point to
remember in the construction of any such test is that the language it
represents should be characteristic of the kinds of situations andistyles
of speech or writing the examinee is apt to encounter in the "reial' use
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dictation

Figure 4. Variance overlap on integrative tests as an indi-
cation of an underlying grammar of expectancy.
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of the language skills that the test seﬁks to measure. -This is just
another way of saying that the activities required by the tést, to be
valid, must resemble (at ‘a deep level) 'as accurately as possible the real
life activities that they try to predict the examinee's skill in. N
A cloze test is constructed by deleting words from a passage ofﬂﬂﬁﬁse.
The task set the examginee is to re ate_the missing items. - Probablyhe
simplest and most frequently éd method for constructing a clozg test in
order to achieve a'global estimate of language skill is to delete every
sixth or seventh word from a passage of Prose of 300 to 350'words in
length. The scoring of the test may be fdone in several ways. The least
complicated method is to count the-numbgr of words that are restored
exactly as they were placed in the orjfinal text. Although this method
works about as well as any other in d termining the readability of a text
for native speakers, either one.of two other 'methods will probably work
better in the measurement of 'non-native proficiency. Darnell- (1968)
recommends a method based on a fairly sophisticated comparison of the
non-native's choicecon each item against a response frequency analysis
for native speakers. The drawback to this scoring technique is its
considerable complexity. Having native speakers make judgments of
acceptability actually works slightly better than the exact-word scoring
method, and is simpler to use than methods requiring response frequency
analysis (Darnell, 1968). As in the case of dictation, cloze tests also
are adaptable to many different testing purposes. Again, their theoreti-..
cal claim to validity resides in the fact that they activate the inter-
nalized expectancy grammar of the examinee. ’
Pragmatic tests, such as cloze procedure and dictation, have not been
entirely wanting for criticism. It has been argued (Rand, 1972) that
they do not provide specific enough information on the precise points of
grammar where the examinee may be deficient, whereas discrete-point tests
are especially designed to do so. It seems. however, that this criticjem
is not well  founded In generiT, pragmatic tests are mugh better
equipped to provide diagnostic information than discrete-point tests
because pragmatic tests elicit errors in contexts where the dyn mic
aspects of grammar are operative (cf, Angelie, 1974: and Oller., forth
~ coming).
[t has also been argued that pragmatic tests do net clearly differenti
ate non-native students who can and cannat succeed in cnllege ~level cours:

work (Rand, 1977). This argument is based ~n tlhe frlse assumption that

a language test by itself ~an predict which foreign students will siceee:!

in a college level Qpr‘any other) course of < udy Tf langunge skill

were all that were required, no fluent native cpenber chonld ever fail,

and this.is simply not the case.

Yet another criticism is.that integrative tests are "'too vague.' that

. one cannot tell precisely what they measure. This, however, i= no fault

of the tests but is rather characteristic of the skill(<) they seek to.

measure. Answering the question, "How much language proficiency is neces-

sary to understand what goes on in a college level course'" is like answer-
ing the question, '"How much light is sufficient to ﬁigg.¥eﬁr way out of
a forest?"” It depends hardly at all on any particular discrete "rays"
of light, and the same sort of thing can be said about "'points’ of lan
guage skill. It just happens_to be the case, moreover, that pragmatic
tests .are better suited to the mapping measurement of language proficiency
(albeit in a vague way) than discretezpoint tests are.

Probably, expectanty grammars are as resistant to mutilations of vari-
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ous sorts as is the use of language itself. We can frequently say what .-
we do not meap and still be correctly understood. Or, wé may mean what
we do not say and still be understood. The well-known and now classic
experiments of Miller et al. (1951) for Bell Laboratories are evidence
enough of the fact_ that the speech signal itself may be qQuite badly dis-
torted and still be understoed readily by a listener. - The concept®of a
pragma ly—motlvated expectancy grammar suggésts a straightforward
explana<ion fqr this. Similarly, a person who scarcely utters a word
that is ear?& understandable in isolation may be understood easily when
his communications are dealt with in their extralinguistic and linguistic
contexts. Thus, pragmatlc tests sample the non-native gpeaker's ability
to do what native |speakers do in the normal use of language.’

”

~ SUMMARY - _

The .study of pragmatics as it_relates generally to llngUIStIC theory .and
applied linguistics, and partlcularly to language testlng, has been .con-
sidered. Although the pragmatic approach may represent a change in the
emphasis of current research, it is rooted in a long history of concern
for .the nmeaning-oriented aspects of language use and learning. The trans-
formational tradition has largely .ignored the pragmatic nature of ‘lahguage -
until quite recently, but now seems to be moving rapidly in the direction
of a pragmatically-motivated theory. The major premise of pragmatics that
a whole is greater than the sum of its parts has important consequences
for linguistics, applied linguistics, and language testing. Nor is.it a
new idea. The notion of an '"expectancy grammar' is employed as a basis
for explaining certain psycholinguistic facts as well as data from lan-
guage testing research. Pragmatic tests. it is claimed, are superior to
"the discreté-point type in that they tap the underlying, internalized
expectancy grammar of the examinee. "

FOOTNOTES
IThis article incorpprates and expands material presented in three earlier
papers. The fire<t, “Praghatic Language Testing: A Theory for Use and a
Use for The~ry,' was an invited lecture presented at Indiana University
in January, 1973 at a meeting sponsored by the C~mmittee on Research in
Educaticonal Development and language Instruction (M version of that
lecture Aappeared in language Sciences, 2§, 1973, pp. 7 12.) The second
lecture, entitled "Pragmntics,'" was presented "t the University of New
Mexico in April, 1973 at a meeting of the Duke Citv Linguistics (Circle
The third lecture, which had the same title as the present paper, was
given in San Juan, .Puerto Rico in May, 1973 at an Tnternational Seminar
on Language Testing, jointly sponsored by the AILA Commission on Language
Tests and Testing and the Organization of Teachers of Fnglich to Speakers
of Other Languages (TESOL).

2The relevant works of any one of the four men mentioned here would
constitute an impressiVve bibliography: In connection with the notion-
""pragmatics'' and its relation to the philosophy of pragmatism, see Hayden
and Alworth (1965) and the selections ip it by Pierce, .James, and Dewey.
For one of the major works on the topic, see Morris (1938). A ghorough
hlstory of the topic would take us too far aff course. .

3For instance, see Oller and Perkins (1978) for research demonstrating
the relevance of expectancy grammar to first language and bilingual con-

L ] ’
Q E)?’ v




N . . i f . Tt : “ '
' ' . ot . . . . . . N S
. ) ,y o . A .
- . . . i . 2 ) B N . -
e 4 ) ‘o - . [y . 4 i : -
LN . ; . . .

Pragmatics and Languagé-Testing.. o 3 . 57

- . 3 »

v texts. (See also Pait VI of Oller and Perkins, forthcoming.) Apparently,
language proficiency in the sense discussed in this paper is the key fac-
tor in a very wide range.of educational contexts and especially tests. )
In fact, one can make a case for the view that intelligence’' is intrinsi-
cally tied to language proficiency in the sense defined, and the tests
aimed at the former may really only be.geasuring the latter{(see-QIIer,
1978). : - . ) ' Y
S aPragmatic tests are defined (Oller, forthcoming) ds that class of

integrative tests meeting two requirements: first, they must require the

pragmatic mapping of utterances (or their sSurrogates) onto extrglinguistic
context. This can be termed the meaning requirement. Second, they must
require the processing to take place under .temporal constraints. Th$§

may HBe termed the time. requirément. ..Integrative tests, on the other

hand, are a much broader class of tests defined as the antithesis of

discrete-poiqt tests. ’ i : ' . .
< > am indebted to the 1dte Dr. Walton Geiger for this metaphor. .
: - o .
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