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- i
statistical, and mtﬁodologlcal consldo'ratlons whlch have an iImportant

The purpose ofj this paper is to discuse a number of conceptual,
bearing on the d.volopmont of an emplrlcally-bnod model of communicative
competence (CC). Flrst. the notion o mants of CC is examinad and
a distinction Is mdo between doscrLtlvo and working models of CC.
Second, statistical apd methodological considsrations are discussed, includ-
Ing issues related u; Interpreting correlation coefficients, nom-rof;renced
Vs, crlurlon-rofororicod measurenent of language skilis, and ths language
background of Iangjuagc iearnars included In empiricai studies of CC.

Third, some important studies on the components of CC are reviewed and

thelr findings reinterpreted in light! of these considerations. Finally, -

toplcs and guldelines for further needed empirical research In this area are
offered. -
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Developing Models of Communicative Competence: '
Conceptual, Statistical, and Methodological Considerations

Qver the last several years, a good deal of thought and research has
bden concerned with the problemn of discovering the linguistic and extra-
lhrgulstlc abliities which make up communicative competence {CC}), |.e., the

llity to communicate effectively and appropriately in a given fanguage in
various sltuations, While there now appears to be general agreesent
fong applled linguists, soclolinguists, and psycholingulsts that far more
an grammatical knowledge or competence is required for CC, there has
n a continuing debate between proponents of a model of CC whkh puts
emphasis on one general factor of CC (e.g., Oller, 1976; Ofler § Hinofotls,
1980} and those who maintain that a number of distinct comporients must be
included In a valld model of CC (e.g., Bachman § Palmer, 1982; Canale §
Swain, 1980; Cummins, 1981). However, apparently lost In this debate are
3| number of important conceptual, statistical, and methodological considera-
tions.

The purpose of this paper Is to bring to light a number of these
considerations and to discuss thelr implications for interpreting both theo-
retical and emplrical work In this area and for planning additionatly needed
empirical rescarch. First, the notion of components of CC Is examined and
a distinction Is made between descriptive and working models of CC.
Second, a number of statistical and methodological considerations are
discussed which have a cruclal bearing on the interpretation of empirical
research on working models of CC. Third, several Important studies on
the components of CC are reviewed and thelr findings reinterpreted in
light of these considerations, Finally, topics and guidelines for further
necded emplrical research in this area are offered,

Components and Factors of Communicative Competence

Central to the deveiopment of models ¢’ CC Is the notlon of com
nents of CC. Essentially, most theoretical and empirical work in thls ares
Fas been concerned with defining what the components of CC are and
describing how these components are Interrelated. Howevar, there are two
very different ways of going about this task. Depending on one's per-
spective and purpose, one may wish to consider the components of CC to
be representative of all the knowledge and skilis necessary to communicate
effectively and appropriately in a given language. In contrast, one may
be Instead Interested In determining how many psychologically independent
or orthogonal types of knowledge or skills make up CC. Since the statls-
ticai iecn: nique of factor analysis has commonly been used to datermine how
many statistically uncorrelated components account for the varlance of a
group of subjects on a large battery of psychological measures, factors will
be used In this paper to refer to components or combinations of compo~
nents c! CC which are statistically independent (uncorrelated) for a glven
group of fanguage fearners, On the other hand, cunponents will refer to
any types of knowledge or skilis which appear to mvoived in CC in a
given setting, whether or not these sources of knowledge are psychologlic-
ally or statistically independent of each other ({.e., form separate fac-
tors), Fallure to keep this distinction clear batween components and
factors of CC appears to be responsible for much of the Tontroversy snd
confuslon which currently exists in this area.

+

The former perspective of describiig and defining all of the compo-
nents of knowledge and skills that a person needs to communicate effec-
tively and appropriately In a given- lanigusge can be described as develop~
Ing a descriptive model of CC.  The most widely knowh current descriptive
model 0 appears to be that devaioped by Canalr; § Swain (1980) and
Canale (In press). In this descriptive model, CC Is divided Into four
principal types of competence, viz., grammatical, soclolinguistic, dis-
course, and' strategic competence. For a descriptive model of CC, what Is
of primary concern is the inclusion of all- types of knowledge that are

‘necessary to be successful in communicating via language and making sure

that the model's components are organized iInto a logical and intaitively

appealing structure. Thus, while Canaie and Swaln (1980) first included

discourse competence as a part of soclolinguistic competence, Canale {in
press, now considers discourse tence to be distinct from sociolinguls-
tic competence and worthy of separate billing. Presumably this cha
was not based on findings from empirical research and does not necessari Y
suggest that soclolinguistic and discourse competence are separate or
independent In any statistical or psycholoﬂ;cal sense, but simpiy points out
that for descriptive models of CC, describing: components and their inter-
refationships {s primarily a problem of definition. -

In contrast, working models of CC attempt to show how com"onent! of
CC are Interrelated psychologically to form a set of independent factors.
Of principal interest from this perspective Is to determine whethgr the fine
divisions which linguists and soclolinguists use to describe language (e.g.,
phonological, mo ogical, syntactic; discourse, and soctolingulstic rules)
are psychologically distinct so that a language learner can learn them
separately- or learn more of one than of ancther, This, then, Is an em-
pirical question, answerable only-by carefully designed and Implemented
research, Whiie a falr smount of this type of research has been done,
(see, e.g., Oller, 1976; Oller § Hinofotis, 1930; Bachmen & Patmer, 1982),
there Is still considerable debate over the findings and thelr Interpretation

(see Oller, 1981). Before this research is reviewed, however, there is a*

need to describe ‘the basic research methodology used In this type of
research and the probiems inherent In interpreting the results of such
research, In fact, there appear to be some very basic’ statistical and

methodologlcal considerations which have been ignored In designing these .

studies and Interpreting their resuits.

Interpreting the Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coafficlent

It appears that all of the research designed to investigate the factors
of- CC and their Interreiations have been correlational in .nature. To
lllustrate, let us take a simple example of a study that might be done to
Investigate the reiationship between English-as-a-second-ianguage (ESL)
reading and speaking skilis involving 100 forelgn students studying at an
American university, The primary question to be examined is whether
reading and speaking skills are related (l.¢.. a student who Is strong in
reading Is also strong In speaking while a student who Is weak one skill Is
aiso weak In the other) or independent (i.e., knowing that a student Is
strong or weak in one skill does not aliow one to accurately predict abllity
In the other skilll. To answer this question, a researcher would typlcaily
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locate (or. construct) lesls"?(f English reading comprehension and speaking,
administer| them to the group, and calculate the Pearson product-moment
corretation coefficlent to describe the degree of rcla,ilonshlp of scores on
the two /tests. If the correlation Is high (.7 or above), a typical re-
searcher/ would llkely' conclude that these two skilfs of English CC are
highly related, while if the correlation coefficient is/low (.8 or below) he
Is likely to conclude that the two skilis are relatively independent of each
othcr. However, thers are a number of Important considerations which
should be kept in mind before coming to these conclysions. |

First of all, while a fow correlation coefficientmay well indicate that
there is little If any relationship between the two skills under study, tljc
opposite Interpretation Is aiso possible. Since the correlation coefficlent
tells us how much of the variance on one test is jpredicted or accounted
for by variance on the other test, the amount of nterindividual varlatlfm
on each test also influences the value of the correlation coefficlent. There-
fore, If all of the students in our group score Uniformly high on both
tests, the value of the correlation coefficient may!bc quite low in splle} of
the fact that no student scored high on one test and low on the other.
Conversely, while a high correlation coefficlent may well Indicate that there
Is a strong relation batween reading comprehension and speaking skills,
the opposite Interpretation may aiso make sense. This could be’ the case If
the students ranged from educated natlve-speaker proficlency down to an
intermedlate level of proficlency In reading cpmprehcnslon while they
ranged from an Intermedlate level down to virtually no proficlency in
speaking English. The fact that each student is; notably weaker in speak-
ing abllity would suggest that the two skills are not highly related in the
strongest sense of the word and that one general language proficlency
factor would not adequately explain the performance of these students.

Yet, even with most students performing notably worse on the mea-
sure of speaking abliity, there may stlll be a high correlation coefficient
between reading and speaking skills since the coefficient Is based on
relatlve performance of each student compared to his group and not on any

aCsolute or criterlon-referenced level of language proficiency. This brings

Into question the exclusive use of norm-referenced tests for this type of
research and suggests that the use of criterlon-referenced languagg tests
which yleld scores which are meaningful In. terms of known levels of lan-
guage proficlency may be more approprlate (see Czlko, 1981 and In prass).

Language Background

Another factor which must be considered In the Interptetation of the
results of language tests Is the type of English-language background
shared by the subjects und‘c( study. English-language background refers
to the type cf contact the subjects have had with the English language and
the amount of opportunity they have had for acquiring the various sklilis
and components of English CC. This background can vary in three basic
ways which are portrayed by the patterns shown In Table 1. In these
patterns, points toward the top of each band represent individuals with a
high degree of exposure to a glven language sklil while polnts toward thz
bottom of each band represent Indlviduals with a low degree of exposure to
a given language sklli. Lines connect the same Individual's position in the
two language skllls portrayed (i.e., reading and speaking). While the
language background patterns of Table 1 include only seven out of many
more possible patterns, only four Individuals per group, and exposure to
only two language skills, extenslons to other patterns, larger groups, and
more skills could be easlfy made.

The first way in which a group's language background pattern may
vary Is In the degree of homogencltn of the group with respect to the
amount and type of exposure they have had to each of the ESL skills
under consideration. For example, the only exposure that a group of
forelgn students may have had to English before coming to study In the
U.S. could have been that provided by a series of formal courses taught
at the secondary school and unlversity undergraduate jevels. If all of
these students had taken the same or very similar courses, then they
would be very homogeneous In terms of thelr exposure to English and It
could be sald that they have low within-skill variance In thelr exposure to
those ESL skills they had had the opportunily to acquire. This low de-
gree of within-group varlation Is shown in the patterns of Examples 3, &,
5, and 7 of Table 1 whers there is relatively lttle vertical spread among
the four points for each language skill. If, on the other hand, the group
consisted of students who were very heterogeneous with respect to their
exposure to one or more ESL skills (e.9., some had gone abroad for a
ykzr to study at a British or American university while others remalned
home and took only a few English courses) they would then be character-
ized by high within-sklil varlance In one or more-ESL skills. Groups with
a high degrea of within-sFI varlation In exposure to ESL language skills
are shown In the patterns of Examples 1, 2, and ¢ of Table | where there
Is a farge amount of vertical spread among the four points for the two
fanguage skllls. To keep Table t relatively simple, not shown are groups
characterized by a high degree of within-ski!! varlation In exposure to one
skill and low within-skill varlation in exposure to another skiil.

insert Table t about here

Second, a student may have had the type of exposure to the English
language which fostered the development of all of the components which
make up English CC. ‘Such a background could be provided by a foreign
school or university which has a strong English program, requires stu-
dents to take courses in thelr area’ of study using English as the medium
of Instruction and discussion, requires students to .study from English
texts, and provides contact with native speakers of English via student
exchanges or programs of study abioad. in contrast, the only English
courses another student may have had could have been concerned solely
with the development of skills for reading technical, scientific English.
Hence, a student may have a very even or uneven exposure to the varlous
components which are belleved to be important to CC. A person with even
expasure to these components will be referred to as having low between-
sklll varlance In ESL background. Groups made up of such indlviduals are
shown In the patterns for Examples 1, 3, and 5 of Table 1. Low between-
skill varlance In exposure to the skllls of reading and speaking Is shown
In these patterns by the low slope of the lines connecting the polints
{representing the same indlviduals) In the two fanguage skllls. In con-
trast, groups comprising Individuals characterized by high between-skilil
varlance In exposurs to the two language skills are porfrayed by points
connected by lines having high slopes In Examples 1, 8, 6, and 7 of Table
1.

Finally, the relatlonships of oxposure to ESL across different sklils
may vary conslderably from group to group from strong positive correla-
tlons through weak or close to zero correlations to strong negatlve correla-
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tions. For example, a group of students may have the optlon of taking
English courses for one, two, three, or four years with all courses de-
signed to develop both reading and speaking skilis. 1n this czse there
would be a strong, positive correlation between exposure to English read-
Ing and speaking skills since those students who study English fonger wiil
get more exposure to both skilis. The resuiting language background
pattern would be that described In Examples 1, 3, 6 or 7, depending on
the amount of within=skill and between-skill variance in exposure to the
twa skilis. Conversely, If the students had available a large varlety of
equally popular English courses, each one with a differant skill focus,
then there would be @ low correlation between smount of exposure to
different English language skiiis resulting In language background patterns
simllar to those of Examples 2, 4, or § of Table 1. Aithough negative cor-
relations are also possible and indeed llkely for certaln groups of subjects,
they are not considered In Table 1 for reasons of economy. Table 1,
therefore, represents Just seven of a much larger number of possible lan-
guage background patterns which can result from combinations of the
above three aspects of within- and between-skili variance In fanguage
background and the correlation of exposure between language skilis.

Now that these three aspects of language background have been
described, let us examine how one of these may Influence the Interpreta-
tion of the data In our example, ff our 100 foreign students have a high
positive correlation In " amount of exposure to opportunity to acquire
English reading and speaking skills (as In Examples 1 or 6), we should not
be surprised to find that there Is a fairly high correlation between their
reading and speaking test scores, This would not necessarlly indicate,
however, that the two skills are dependent on each other or are simply
two manlfestations of a unitary underlyln(? language ablilty. Those sty-
dents who have devoted more time to studylng English would be expected
to do better In both reading and speaking than those who have had less
time for English study If thelr English study had given them-exposure to
both skills. If, on the other hand, we find a fow correlation between
reading and speaking test scores for this same group, this would seem to
Ihdicate that reading and speaking are in a very real sense separate
language sklils. Such a finding would suggest that we could not predict
English reading abllity based on observed ablility to speak English and that
teaching one skill would not necessarily influence the other.

Let us now consider a group for which there Is no correlation In
exposure between the skills belng measured, as In Example 2, %, or § of
Table 1. If for this group we found a fow correlation between fanguage
skllls It would seem to make most sense to attribute this to the language
background of the group and not to any psychologically real independence
of the language skills under consideration. 1f, however, we find a high
correlation between reading and speaking sklills, this would appear to
provide Impressive cvidence for the interdependence of these two language
skills, an interdependence which as not an artifact of language back-

* ground,

Although we have only considered the correlation In exposure between
language skllis In interprreting the results of language test score patterns,
both within- and between-sklll varfance In exposure to fanguage skilis also
should be considered In making these Interpretations, However, a dls-
cussion of these factors wlll be more meaningful after the concepts of the
next section are Introduced. Nevertheless, the general point belng made

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

here can be expressed quite simply. That Is, the pattern of results of
language tests administered to group of second-language learners can only
be meaningfully interpreted in light of the language background of the
group. instead of focussing solely ‘on the pattern of test results, patterns
of test resuits should be compared with the 'anguage background pattern
of the.group. If this Is done, then we may well find that what Is often
taken as evidence for elther a one-factor or multi-fsctor working model of
CC may Instead be simply an Indication that the pattern of language pro-
ficlency ong ccquires is related to the type and amount of exposure to the
language one has had, {f, however, it s found that the pattern of test
results is not congruent with the fanguage tackground pattern of a group,
this would then appear to be important evidence for the psychologlical
reality of the model which best expisins the test result pattern.

Patterns of Language Proficlency

We now need to consider how language skill proficlency petterns can
vary across groups of language iearners, ~As for the language ‘sackground
patterns described above, patterns of language proficlency can vary in at
least three basic ways; exampies of seven possible patterns of language
proficlency involving the two skilis of reading and speaking are given in
the column headed "True Skill Pattern® of Table 2. The patterns of this
column are analogous to those of Table 1 except that the vertical dimenslon
now represents language proficlency level, Points at the top of each band
represent Individuals va language proficlency equivalent to that of a
weli~educated native speaker of the language while points at the very
bottom of each band represent individuals with no proficlency In the lan-
guage skill under consideration,

Insert Table 2 about hers

The first way In which fanguage proficiency patterns can differ
across groups of individuals Is In the amount of within-skill variance In
roficiency In glven language skills. A homogeneous group with respect to
anguage proficiency would have iittle within-skill varlance In proficlency
in language skiils.  Patterns characterizing such homogeneous groups are
shown in Examples 3, 8, 5, and 7 of Tabie 2, In contrast, more hetero-
clentous groups characterized by high within-skill varlance in language
proficlency are shown in Examples 1, 2, and ¢ of this table.

A second way !n which language proficiency patterns can differ is in
the amount and dn-ecllon of correlation between |anguage skiils. This cor-
relation, usually quantified by use of the Pearson product-moment correla~
tion coefficient, can vary from ciose to negative unity (Indicating a strong
Inverse linear relationship) through zero (indicating no linear relationship)
to close to positive unity (Indlcating a strong positive finear relationship).
For the sake of brevity, only patterns characterized by strong positive
linear relationships (Examples 1, 3, S, and 7) or linear relations ips close
to zero (Examples 2, 8, and 5) between the two lan age skills are In-
cluded In Table 2, although It is possible that an Inverse relationship
(N;!| atlve correlation) could exist between proficlency in two language
skills.

Finally, we need to consider the amount of between-skill varlance In
proficlency between language skills. In Table 2, this Is indicated by the
amount of slope of ilnes connecting Individualst proficlency levels across
the two skills of reading and speaking. Thus, In Exampirs 1, 3, and §




Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

there (s littie or no between-sklil variance while for Examples 2, 8, §, and
1 the between-sklill var?ancc In proficlency between reading and speaking
is considerable. If measures were used which reflected individuals' true
ievel of proficlency on language skllls from zero, rcprcuntlna no proficl-
ency, to some arblirary filxed maximum, representing the proficiency leval
of an educated natlve’ speaker of the fanguage, then true between-skill
varlation In language proficlancy between two skills could be mathematically
deflned as the sum ofsquares of the differences between each individual's
pairs of scores on the two skllls divided by the number of individuals In
the group.

This concept of true between-sklil variance In proficiency In language
skills would appear tb be of critical importance in determining the number
of factors underiylng the CC of a group of language learners. For In-
stance, If our group of:learners showed high batween-skill varlance be-
tween skllls In English reading and speaking (as In Examples 2, 8, ¢, and
7 of Table 2} it would appear that a one-factor Interpretation of the pat-
tern Is Inadequate since it falls to take Into account the fact that native-
speaker level proficlency In reading is not uniformly assoclated with
netlve-speaker proficlency In speaking. Conversely, low within-skill
variance between language skills (as In Examples 1, 3, and 5 of ‘fzble 2)
would appear to support a one-factor Interpretation since the proficiency
lavel of each Indl,(fldual would be approximately the same In each of the
fanguage skills.

Criterlon- and Norm-Referenced Language Measures

ERIC

While this /dlscusslon of true skili fanguage patterns has ouvious
Importance for dFvcloplng models of CC, it must be realized that completely
valld Information concerning the true skilt proficiency patterns of a group
of language learners Is never possible to obtain, instead we must bulld
our theorles apd models using the Information provided by measures of
fanguage proficlency, all of which latroduce error Into our assessmants of
language proficlency leveis. There are, however, some Important differ-
ences between’ criterion-referenced (CR) and norm-referenced {NR) mea-
sures of Iang\fage proficlency with respect to the type of information they
can provide concerning the true skill proficlency pattern of a group of
language learners.

For the purpese of thls discussion, a CR measure of language pro-
ficlency wili be considered to ba one which ylelds scores which are directly
interpretable In terms of a language performance standard {se: Czlko,
1981, p. 32). Examples of such measures are the aral interview and
reading tests originally developed by the Forelgn Service Institute (FS1) of
the Department of State (see Jones, 1979) and now administered by the
lnteragencj Language Roundtable (ILR) as well as the ESL dictation test
and copytest developed by Czlke (In press). These CR language measures
contrast with NR measures of language proficlency which yleld scores
which are/ not Interpretable In themselves, but rather must be converted to
a standard score or percentile rank which In effect compares an Individu-
al's scoré with the scores of all other examinees (usually other second
language/ learners) on the measure. Examples of such NR measures are
the Test of English as a Forelgn Language (TOEFL) developed by the
Educatlonal Testing Service and typlcal appilcations of integrative tasting
procedures such as the cloze and dictation procedures when the tests are
not callbrated with respect to a speclfic criterlon group of language users.

1y

This distinction between CR and NR language measures Is of critical
Importance whenever ons attempts t> determine the true skiil proficlency
pattern of a group of Individuals based on thelr performance on language
measures. Since CR measures are designed to yleld scores which are
interpretable with respect to a specified language performance standard
(e.9., educated native speakers of the language), rellable and vafld CR
measures of language skilis could be expected to yleld a pattern of test
scores which are useful approximations of the underlying true skill grofi-
clency pattern of the group belng studled. Thus, If our group of lan-
guage fearners all scored between & and S+ on the ILR test of French
reading but batwesn 0 and 1+ on the {LR French oral Interview, this
group's true skill pattern for reading and speaking French wild likely be
similar to the true skill pattern shown In elther Example ¥ ¢t 7 of Table 2
(the exact pattern depending on whather or nat a high correlation was
observed batween the two measures). Nowever, since for NR tests a
group's mean score as wail as Its within-test varlation are typlcally con-
sidered arbitrary, the scores resuiting from such measures are usuaily
standarciveii 0 that the mean and variation Is made to equa! certain pre-
specified values. The most common standavdization procedure s the z
transforzation which linearly transforms raw test scores so that thelr mean
Is equal to zero and their standard deviation and variance are equal to
unity, It should be noted that this standardization procedure Is involved
whenaver the Pearson corralation coefficient between two measures s
cakulated, o3 is done for all statistical procedures based on the general
iinear mode! such as regression analysis and factor analysis (both explora-
tory and confirmatory).

This standardization of the mean and varlance of a set of test scores
has two Important effects on the type of NR test result patterns that one
can obtain. First, NR tests and correlaticnal analyses standardize the
within-test variance so that regardiess of the true within-skill varlance the
amount of adjusted within-test varlance Is the ‘same for each langusge test:
Consequently, as shown In Table 2, the Zifferences betwetn true swill
ramrns of Exampks 1 and 3 as well as between 2 and ¥ are not revealed
n the corresponding NR test results patterns. Second, sinca means are
standardized as well, any true skiil patterns characterized by differing
levels of overall proficlency on two or more okills {l.e., high batween-skill *
variance) are adjusted on the NR test results pattern so that these differ-
ing levels of proficlency are made equal (l.e., batween-skiil va.iance Is
reduced). This standardization of group means together with the stan-
dardization of within-test variance described above has the effect of elimi-
nating the differences between the true skill patterns of Examples & and S
as well as batween Examples § and 7 of Table 2, It shouid be particularly
noted that If the correlatior: between two language skiiis Is high, NR test
results pattern will always show jow between-test varlance In spite of the
possibility that the true between-skill varlance may In fact be quite high
(as In Examples § and 7 of Table 2); while If the correlation between two
language skilis Is close to zero, then the NR test rasults pattern wiil
invariably show high betwegn-test varlance In spite of the possibliity that
the true between-skill variance may In fact be quite low (as In Example S
of Table 2). Thus, it becomes apparent that while CR measures of fan-
guage skllls have the potential to accurately reflect the true skill pattern
of a group of language learners with respect to & number of language
skills, NR measures as well as any statistical technlques based on correla-
tion coefficients are scrlousl% limited In this respect. The Implications of
these differences between CR and NR measures 2f language proficlency for
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the development of working models of CC will be considered along with
other factors In the next section.

Interpreting Patterns of Test Results:
Seven liusirative Examples

fustrative £xampies

We have ncw seen that there are five important considerations which
Influence the Interpretation of the results of studies which attempt to
describe and vaildate working models of CC. These Include (a) the Pear-
son product-moment correlation coefficlent between two tests and its Inter-
pretation, (b) the lanquage background pattern of the examinees, (c) the
amount of within-skill ‘varisnce in language proficiency, (d) the smount of
between-s’<IN varlance In fanguage proficiency, and (e) the type of tests
used to obtaln measures of Iangua%: proficlency (NR or'CR). We wilt now
begin a systematic examination of how combinations of -these: considerations
cm affect our Interpretation of the rasuits of studies which “attempt to
describe and validate working models of CC.

To do thiswe will again use the simple situation of a group of ESL
learners who have been administered “only two tests--tests of English
speaking and reading comprehension. We will aiso continue to use Table 2
which shows seven examples of comblnations of within-sklll varlance,
between-sklll variance, and between-skill correlations as well as simpliiied
graphic illustrations of true fanguags skiil patterns, NR test results put-
terns, and both NR and CR interpretations for esch of the seven ex-
amples. (The importance of language background charscteristics will be
considered later.) Note that the essential difference between the true skiti
patterns and thelr respective NR test results patterns is that the latter
are based on standard scores which In effect equate the means and vari-
ances of the two tests considered in each example when these are not
already equal In the true skiil pattern. The CR test resuits pattern for
each example Is not shown In Table 2 since If we were In fact able to use
CR langunge measures according to the dafinition stated above, the resul~
tant test patterns would be very similar to the depicted true skill pat-
terns, differing unly by measurement error,

For the first four examples, there Is no difference between the NR
and CR Interpretation of the test results with respect to the number of
Independent factors accounting for the test resuits. This 's because In
these four examples, high between test correlation coefficlents are accom-
panied by low between-test varfance (Examples 1 & 3) and fow between-
test correla.lon coefficlents are accompanied by high be*ween-test varlance
{Examples 2 % W), Therefore, regardiess of which of these statistlcs Is
used as a criterion for the number of Independent factors underlylng ESL
reading and speaking skllls (the correlation coefficlent for the NR Inter-
p ~tation and the between-test varlance for the CR interpretation), the
Interp: >tation would be the same.

For the fifth example, however, the NR and CR Interpretations con-
fiict,  The NR Interpretation of two factors would be based on the fow
correlation coefficient between the two tests while the CR Interpretation of
one factor would be based on the low between-test varfance. From an NR
point of view, It makes sense to say that since relative performance on one
test does not predict relative performance on the other, there must be two
Independent skills responsible for the NR test results pattern. However,
this Interpretation does not consider that In absolute terms thcre was very
little beiween-skill varlance to begin with. This Is taken Into account by
the CR Interpretation which would conclude that™since all the examinees
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seem to be at the same general level on both language skills, one general
proficlency factor fikely underiles both skills.

Finally, while the NR Interpretation of the sixth and seventh examples
Is straightforward due to the high correlation coefficient between the two
tests, tha CR interpretation appears problematic, in both of these cases
we have high between-skill varlance since all examinees performed better
on the reading test than on the speaking test In absolute terms, How-
ever, each examinee performed at the same reiative.level on the two tests.
In these cases, Doth one- and two-factor Tnterpretations appear to make
sSome sense but neither iInterpretation alone appears to do justice to the
results pattern that would be given by CR tests. Since NR* interpretations
of test result patterns are undoubtedly more common (since little eiss is
raported In the fiterature), most readers would fikely be impressed with
the high between-test correlation and alvu any Interpretation other than a
single-factor one little consideration. svertheiess, the high between-test
varfance must be taken Into account If CR language tests were used which
accurately reflect the true skill pattern of proficlency in the two skilis.
Not to do so would mean ne lecting the Important findings that for the
group under exsmination, natlve-speaker level proficiency in reading ESC
Is not assoclated with native-speaker fevel proficlency in speaking ESL.,
Obviously, something more is Involved In speaking -- somethmg more than
Is accounted for by simply saying that both skilis are related to a single
language profictency factor. Perhaps it could be said that for the sixth
and saventh exampies some sort of one-and-a~half factor Interpretation
makes the most sense!

Now, how do language background factors affect theso seven dustra-
tive examples? As stated earlier, a one-factor MR Interpretation of fan-
gulge skills would seem to be less than convincing If based on data from a
group having a high correlation batween exposure to the ESL skills belng
assessed while a multl-factor NR interpretation of ftanguage skills would
seem {li-founded If based solély on data from a group with a’low between-
skilt correlation in exposure. With respect to Table 1, all one-factor NR
Interpretations of test result patterns would be most convincing If based
on data from grouss simliar to those shown iIn Examples 2, 8, or § while
ail NR multi-factor Interpretations would be Hast founded on data provided
by groups sim'lszc to Examples 1, 3, 6 or 7. 1f, however, we make yse of
CR ianguage measures and wish to make CR Interpretations of test resuit
pai‘erns based primarily on the smount of between-skill varfance In test
resuits, then a one-factor Intcrﬁrcmlon would appear to be best founded
iIf baved on groups which had high betwesn-skiil varlance in exposure to
languvge skiiis (as In Examples 2, 8, 6, and 7 of Table 1) while a multi-
factor Interpretation would appear to bs most convincing If based on
groups having low between-skill varfance in exposure to language skilis
(as In Exampies 1, 3, and 5 of Table 1), !t Is also important to keep In
mind that data snd interpretations obtained from one group cannot be
generalized to other groups unless a strong case can be made that the
groups are a common langulgc background pattern.

Anc .ner thought which this discussion brings to mind s that It may

be senseless to speak of a model of second-fanguage CC without reference
to a particular group of second fanguage learners, Surely, for many
forelgn students who snter American cof ges and unlversities, different
aspects and’ inodalities of ESL skills may be highly correlated lending
credence to a one-factor model of CC (2ee Ofler, 1976; Olier ¢ Hinofotls,
1980). However, this ~ertainly does not necessarlly Imply that there are
ndt many Individuals who are much stronger in some skills or aspects of
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skills than In others. Indeed, no one would argue that there are not . mation Is not glven In spite of the fact that It Is difficult to interpret the
many Indlviduals throughout the world who can speak a second language results of these studies without It.
and yet not read a word of It or others who can read materlals In a second Relating this research to the seven examples of skill and {est patterns
language with little difficuity yet can hardly utter a word of the language described earlier, it appears thati Oller obtalned data which resemble the
for the purpose of oral communication. It would appear, consequently, NR test results pattern depicted In Examples 1, 3, 6, and 7 of Table 2,
that researchers would be wiser to Investigate the relatlonshlp of language However since CR language tests were not-used, there Is no way of know-
biackground factors to second language proficiency rather than attempt to Ing which of the four true skill fpltterns shown In these four examples
derive general models of CC based on groups of learners whose second comes closest to deplicting the language skills of these students. [f the
language backgrounds are elther unknown or pecullar to the group under true skili pattern given Tn the first or third example underiies the test
study. Additional polnts relevant to this discussion wili be made In the data, then the one-factor Interpratation glven by Oller may well be the
next section which reviews some of the most Influential research In the most reagsonable, If, however, the true skili pattern of the sixth or
areas of CC and language testing in light of the considerations ralsed In seventh patterns is closer to the true nature of things, then the one-
this paper, factor Interpretation of the results would be considerably less convincing.,

(Note that although these studles involved five language tests and not Just

A Review of Selected Studles two as depicted In Table 2, the isu of this-table as an ald In examining

these studles is nevertheless approprlate since all the statistical analyses

in the preceding sections, all MMustrative examples were kept as reported by Oller are based on the relatlonships of results of aif possible

simple as possible so as to not confuse the basic concepts and consldera- palrs of :tests,) So it appears that while the NR interpretation of these

tions being discussed. However, to show that the considerations ex- resutts Is cleariy a one-factor one, the use of CR fanguage tests and the

pressed In this paper do have an important bearing on actual emplrical analysls of the between-skill varlance might have led to.a quite different

research done In the area of CC and language testing, some of the mos! Interpratation (the so-called one-and-a-half factor interpretation mentloned
Iniluential research In these areas will now be reviewed, abova),

The first report of emplrical research designed to systematically There may be even mors reason to suspect the validity of the one-
collect evidence for a general language proficlency factor is that of Oller factor interpretation of these test data If wa consider the probable English-
(1976). In this resesarch, Oller administered a large battery of ESL tests language background of these students, if they had shared a heterogene-
to forelgn students enrolled 2t the Unlversity of Callfornia, Los Angeles. ous, even English |IDQUI?. background (i.e., high within-skill varlance
in spite of the fact that the tests administered had been designed to and low between-skill varfance In exposure to ESL skllls), then the rela:
measure different aspects of ESL proficlency (e.g., vocabulary, grammar, tively high between-test correfation coefficlents obtalned In these studles
reading, dictatlon, and cloze ability), it was found that the between-test could very well have been due to the fact that those students who had
correliation coefficlents between alj possible pairs of the tests were falrly more exposure to English had the opportunity to develop proficlency In al
high (from .5% to .79) and. consequently, the individual tests all loaded five of the skills measured by the UCLA tasts while those who had less
highly on a single factor of a princlpal components analysis {a form of exposure to Eaglish naturally did jess well on all five of the language
factor analysis). in order to review Oller's conciusion that these findings measures,  Without more information on the type and amount of these
constitute evidence for a single general language proficlency factor, how- students' exposure to English, however, It Is Impossible to know If this is
ever, we need to examine information concerning the types of tests used In @ llikely explanation for the reported findings. It should be clear, how-
this research and the language background of the participating subjects, ever, that there are sufficlent reasons to be wary of a one-factor Interpre-

The language tests used in this research are described In some detall tatlon of these results,

In Oller (1972) and Oller and Streiff (1975). 1t is ciear from these de-~ In a jater publication, Oller and Hinofolls (1980} examined the cor-
. scriptions that the tests used (ali subparts of the UCLA ESL Proficiency relations of a number of ESL tests administerec to foreign unlversity
Examination) were designed to bs norm-referenced measures of ESL pro- students for evidence concerning the divisibliity ° components of ESL.
ficlency. That s, they were constructed to produce inter-individual skllls. The data reported In this study are particu..rly interesting In that
varlance but not designed to yleld scores which are meaningful with re- _*_,thoy..gluq.sm-lndlcatlomof-tht-possibh'tffc‘ct of-language background on
———— ——Spect—to-any-criterlon-levelof-tanguage proficlency. With Fespect to the language test result patterns and because CR tests were used In part of
ESL background of the subjects, however, little information |s glven, Had the study. With respect to langusge background, it was found that ESL
the majority been from the same country It-might be reasonabie to assume test data collected from a group of 159 Iranians studying at the University
that they shared a homogeneous language background {l.e., low within- of Tehran gave clearer support for one general factor of language profici-

sklil varlance In exposure to ESL skiils) that was elther even (fairly equal ency {from a NR perspective) than did data collected from.a_.(presumably). -
exposure to the various components of communicative competence In En- A--~-mon~heterogoneous‘grotlp"of'fd?ilgn students at Soithern itlinols Unl,er-
- glish;~ITe,, low between-skill ‘varlance) or uneven (unequal exposure to sity. If the iranlan students in the Tehran study had taken the same
these comporients, I.e., high between-skill varlance), On the other hand, eneral type of ESL courses but for varying lengths of time, then there
had they been from a varlety of countries, a heterogeneous language Iglkely would have been stronger Intercorrelations among exposure to these
background would be more likely (l.e., high within-sklli varlance on skills than for the foreign students in the U.S. That the test results of
exposure to ESL sklils), Unfortunately, this language background Infor- these two groups appear to resemble what we would expect from thelr
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language background is an Indication that language background factors can
have important iInfluence on test result patterns and must be taken Into
consideration when test result patterns are Interpreted to support either a
one- or muiti-factor view of CC. ‘

in addition, Oller and Hinofotls mide use of the FSi oral interview
procedure to obtain CR measures of English accent, grammar, vocabulary,
fluency, and comprehension for students in the Milnols study. The use of
these CR language measures would have made It possible to get a clearer
picture of the true skill pattern of the students than that provided by NR
measures. However, none of the statistical analyses used 1o analyze these
data was sensitive to the absolute level of proficlency Indicated by the FSi
scores, Instead, all analyses were based on statisticel procedures which
reduced between-skill varlance accompanied by high Intercorreiations
between test scores. It Is therefore possible that a re-analysis of these
data using a CR definition of between-test varlance based on the original
raw scores of the FSI subparts might reveal that the data were not as
easlly accountable for by a one-factor model of CC.

The most recent empirical work on the factors of CC Is that of Bach-
man and Palmer (1982). The work of Bachman and Paimer distinguishes
itself from other research done in the area for Its use of different statls-
tical techniques (causal modeling and confirmatory factor analysis instead
of the more commonly used exploratory factor analytic techniques) and a
very heterogencous sample of ESL learners (representing ages from 17 to
67 years, 18 different native-langusge backgrounds, U.S. residence from a
few months to over 10 years, and formal as weil as informal ESL learning
contexts). Although the statistical analyses used by Bachman and Palmer
do appear to have considerable advantsges over exploratory factor anmalytic
techniques (see Ofier, 1981), these techniques nevertheless share the same
timitation mentioned eariler of reducing between-skill variance which Is
accompanied by high Intercorrefations between test scores. Thus, these
techniques do not make It possible to detect any of the true-skill patterns
shown In Examples 8, 6, or 7 In Table 2, This Is the case desplte the
fact that a number of the language measures used In this research {the
three FSI ratings and possibly the three seif-rating scales) ylelded CR
information.

it is therefore difficult to know how to interpret Bachman and Pal-
mer's analyses which suggest the existence of a general factor accompanied
by two additional specific trait factors of CC. The fact that Bachman and
Palmer used a sample of subjects which appeared considerably more hetero-

-in-language- background-than—those~mcluded 1 the previous work

of Oller and his associates also raises the possibility that the Inadequacy
of one general factor to account for these resuits may have been at jeast
partly due to language background factors. (f one general factor couid
not explain the pattern of exposure of these language learners to various
ESL skilis (as Is the cas~ for Examples 2 and & of Table 1), then Is should
not ‘b& Surprising to find that ‘one general factor falis to adequately ac-
count for their pattern of language test results.

Concluding Remarks

The arguments of this paper fead directly to the conclusion that in
spite of the amount of thinking, research, and writing that has been done
on CC, we stiil have but a very fuzzy picture of an empirically based

ST T T e, Th W ONer e B KT PErking T (EdsT)  Resaarch-in-tanguage

15

working model of the factors composing CC. it should be clear that if
additional empirical research Is to further our understanding of the factors
comprising CC, It must involve the use of CR language measures designed
to reveal the true skill patterns of fanguage learners together with appro-
priate statistical analyses and extensive language background information
must be collecied and considered In the interpretation of the resuits pro-
vided by these measures.
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