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ABSTRACT
ASSESSING SPEECH PRODUCTION IN ENGLISH AS A FOREIGANGUAGE:
AN ANALYSIS OF INTERNATIONAL PROFICIENCY TESTS ANBGUIDELINES
Anna Belavina Kuerten
Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina
2010
Supervising Professor: Mailce Borges Mota
The present study investigated the components efkspg ability that are
assessed in the speaking scales of two proficiezstg of English as a foreign language
(TOEFL and IELTS) and two guidelines for orientasoin teaching, learning, and
testing (ACTFL and CEFR). In the pursuit of the aeattive of the study, firstly, each
speaking scale was analyzed through the use of Batk (1995) communicative
language ability (CLA) checklist and rating instremt. This analysis demonstrated the
degree of involvement of the components of CLAlirttee speaking scales. Secondly,
the speaking scales were analyzed with regard toh&ds (2003) framework for
describing the speaking construct. With the helgheke analyses, | concluded that the
speaking components of the TOEFL and IELTS speaktajes are similar to each
other and that the ACTFL and CEFR speaking scakesighly comparable in terms of
the speaking construct. Moreover, the IELTS spepkitale is more comparable to the
ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales than to the TOERL dime main findings of the
present study may contribute to teachers and stsideptter understanding of the
aspects of speaking ability that are addressedidelywused English proficiency tests

and guidelines for orientations in teaching, leagniand testing.
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RESUMO

AVALIACAO DA PRODUCA ORAL EM INGLES COMO LINGUA

ESTRANGEIRA: ANALISE DE TESTES INTERNACIONAIS DEROFICIENCIA
E DIRETRIZES
Anna Belavina Kuerten
Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina
2010
Profa. Orientadora: Dra. Mailce Borges Mota

Este estudo investigou os componentes da habdlideal que sdo tratados nas
escalas orais de dois testes de proficiéncia el@sirgpmo lingual estrangeira (TOEFL
e IELTS) e duas diretrizes para orientacbes emnensiprendizagem e testagem
(ACTFL e CEFR). Para alcangar o objetivo do estymiomeiramente, cada escala de
producéo oral foi analisada através da lista déicegdo e instrumento de avaliacdo da
habilidade comunicativa de linguagem proposta pachBhan (1995). Esta analise
revelou o grau de envolvimento de cada componeatbatbilidade comunicativa de
linguagem em todas as escalas de producdo oradséedas de producdo oral foram
analisadas pelo framework para descricdo do cdoswtal proposto por Fulcher
(2003). As andlises demonstraram que os compondathabilidade oral nas orais das
escalas orais do TOEFL e do IELTS séo similaresi@mg aquelas do ACTFL e CEFR
sdo também muito comparaveis. Além disso, a escalalo IELTS é mais comparavel
com as escalas orais do ACTFL e CEFR do que corscalee oral do TOEFL. Os
principais resultados deste estudo podem contriiiasia 0 melhor entendimento, por
professores e estudantes, dos componentes dadhdbilbral que estdo presente em
exames internacionais de proficiéncia em inglésmediretrizes internacionais para
orientacdes em ensino, aprendizagem e testagem.
Numero de paginas: 153

Numero de palavras: 42.882
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Speaking is much more than language knowledgs.dlsio about the skill to use
it. To be able to speak, learners have to leargtammmar and vocabulary of an L2 and
practice pronunciation. They also have to know hlowpen and close conversations
appropriately and have to be able to maintain raesd relationships with their
interlocutors. These roles and relationships arpedéent on numerous variables,
including social distance, power, and authorityg&te (1987, as cited in Fulcher, 2003)
compares speaking to driving a car and demonstifa¢egistinction between knowledge
and skill, as can be seen in the quote below:

What knowledge does a car driver need? Clearlyrlsh® needs to know the names
of the controls; where they are; what they do ana they are operated....However,
the driver also needs the skill to be able to hsecontrols to guide the car along a
road without hitting the various objects that téadyet in the way; you have to be
able to do this at normal speed; you have to dgsimeothly and without getting too
close to any dangerous obstacles. And it is notigmao drive in a straight line: the
driver also has to be able to manage the variafionsad conditions safety.... In a
way, the job we do when we speak is similar (p.47).

The ability to speak in L1 is developed graduatig amaturally in the process of
socialization through communication (Hall, 1995,céed in Fulcher, 2003). Learning
how to speak a foreign language is different. Thregor differences between L1 and
L2 production are explained by Poulisse (1999).s€hare the amount of language
knowledge, the level of automaticity, and the pneseof the L1 traces in L2 speech.

The first difference between L1 and L2 speech petidn is in the amount of
knowledge speakers have. L2 speakers have moreuttiffto express themselves due
to incomplete knowledge, whether grammatical ant#wical, than L1 speakers. The
second difference concerns the level of automwtiot fluency. The significant

differences between L1 and L2 speech are relateghtporal aspects of speech, such as

speech and articulation rate (Ejzenberg, 2000;kBorp, 2000; Riggenbach, 1991),
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pause length and length of run (Fortkamp, 2000g&igpach, 1991), and disfluency
markers, such as repetitions (Ejzenberg, 2000j;ceelections (Lennon, 1990), and
hesitations (Fortkamp, 2000). Finally, the thirffelience mentioned by Poulisse (1999)
is that the L2 system is incomplete and as a caresexg, L2 speakers may make a use
of a fully developed L1 system, whether delibesatal accidentally. There are various
reasons why L2 speakers switch to the L1 delibBraBoulisse (1990) explains these
switches as the use of compensatory strategies ahagk of lexical knowledge occurs.
Such switches may take place when the L2 speaketsvia show his identity, to draw
the attention of others to a specific message,imrather situations (Giesbers, 1989;
Grosjean, 1982).

According to Poulisse (1999), the first two diffeces between L1 and L2
speech can be accounted for by the monolingual lmadepeech production. Levelt's
(1989) monolingual model, for example, can explaioomplete L2 knowledge by
supposing that the lexicon of the L2 speaker i®tham the L2 lexical items that s/he
has acquired. Moreover, different lexical items mayt have the fully established
relationships. Poulisse(1999) claims that the seéabiffierence, the lack of automaticity,
can be explained by assuming that L2 speech pnwmiuds serial, step-by-step
processing at the morpho-phonological and artiowyatevels that demands a lot of
attention from the speaker. Thus, this leads to-automatic processes. The existing
monolingual models of speech production cannot gimeexplanation for the third
difference characteristic of L2 speech, that ig, fdict that L2 speech carries traces of
the L1. On the whole, bilinguals are able to sejeattae two languages. However, there
are also bilinguals that mix the languages. Modél42 speech production tend to
explain the possibility to mix and the ability teparate the two languages. Both
Levelt's(1989) monolingual model and De Bot'(199&)ingual model of speech

production will be discussed at a greater lengtGhapter 2.
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Various language testers (for example, Allison, &98ulcher, 2003; Hughes,
1989; Luoma, 2004) suggest that speaking is the difficult skill to assessreliably
because there are various systematic and unsysteraatbles that may affect raters
decision on test scores. Bachman (1990) claimsystematic factors can be of three
types: communicative language ability, test methadd personal attributes where
communicative language ability is considered téhgecentral oné.

Test method refers to the characteristics of tds that are important when
eliciting test performance. Bachman (1990) propasé@mework of test method facets
that includes five major categories: the testingremment, the test rubric, the input the
test taker receives, the expected response, andetABonship between input and
response (p.119). This variation is systematic beeafor example, if the format of the
test is consistent, it will not be affected in agpect whether given in the afternoon or
evening.

Personal attributes that influence test perfomeaninclude test-taker
characteristics, such as sex, age, nationalitydeas status, native language, level and
type of general education, and type and amounteggration or prior experience with
a given test (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p.65). Tiobseacteristics are also systematic
because they have a steady influence on test paafare. If an individual demonstrates
his knowledge of politics in one test, it seemsiobs that this knowledge can affect his
performance on another test.

Moreover, performance on language tests can betaffdoy some unsystematic

or random factors that refer to some circumstatitatscannot be predicted or they are

! The termsassessmerand evaluationare sometimes used interchangeably, but erronedlistyterm
assessmenis closely related to the teresting It is an instrument to collect language and test
information (Davies et al., 1999, as cited in Schall, 2004). As for the terravaluation it goes
beyond assessment in order to make judgments @ialex (Davies et al., 1999, as cited in Schadrack,
2004)

2 Bachman’s framework of communicative language BOYICLA) is presented in Chapter 2.
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temporal. These factors may include the emotiotadie of a test taker on the day of the
exam or some changes in the test environment suttteglace or time of testing.

When developing a new language test, a majordesgtloper’'s concern is to
minimize the effects of the factors that may leaeitrors in measurement of language
ability, that is, test method, personal attributaed random factors. According to
Bachman (1990), if the effects of test method @mdiom factors are minimized, that is,
measurement error is minimized, the reliabilityl@iguage test scores is maximized.
Personal attributes are seen as sources of testdridest invalidity (Bachman, 1990,
p.166)°

Thus, considering all these issues, | becameaeistied in investigating the
assessment of speech production in widely usedcpo€y tests - the Test of English
as a Foreign Language Test (TOEFL), théernational English Language Testing
System (IELTS), and guidelines for orientationse Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR) and American Council for the Tearhof Foreign Languages
(ACTFL). In this study, | attempted to define thmeaking constructs of these tests and
guidelines and to determine whether there is coaipléty across them.

When talking about language tests, | could natdiscuss their importance in
our society. Shohamy (2007) refers to tests as ptveds, which are used in two areas:
in the realm of society and in the realm of edwratinternational language tests have
become primary tools for immigration purposes imwmber of developed countries
such as the USA, the UK, Japan, and Australia. §la@sl a number of other countries
administer language tests for residency and edbedir citizenship. IELTS, for

instances, is an immigration requirement for notiveaEnglish speaker in Canada,

* Bachman (1990) sees the concepts of reliability alitlity as “complementary aspects of a common

concern in measurement — identifying, estimatingl eontrolling the effects of factors that affeestt
scores” (p.160). Bachman (1990) argues that rditiakand validity are two characteristics of test
scores that are closely connected. However, vglidit the most important characteristic where
reliability creates necessary conditions for itwu$, we may think about test scores as valid i tre
reliable (Bachman, 1990).
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New Zealand, and Australia. Moreover, internatidaaguage tests are widely used by
governments, institutions, and central authoritdisover the world for educational
purposes. Here, they serve as an educationalhmmigh which immigrant students are
admitted to many English speaking colleges andeusities. Both IELTS and TOEFL
are admission requirements for non-native Englpakers who want to enter academic
institution at many English speaking countries saslthe USA, the UK, and Australia.
In order to make inferences about the indiviciiddnguage ability based on the
scores s/he has obtained on a language test, IHt®mship between the relationship
between performance on language tests and on sonasks (Bachman & Palmer,

1996). The next section will therefore addressitsse.

1.1Language use and language test performance

Bachman and Palmer (1996) claim that it is d&lemo demonstrate the
correspondence between general language use atificspse of language in a testing
situation if we want to make inferences about spesiklanguage ability. The
researchers argue that a framework where perforenan@ language test is treated as a
distinct sample of language use is of great impaga As a result, they provide a
framework where the same characteristics are aritar both general language use and
language test performance.

The correspondence between language use andalgmgest performance is of
crucial importance and should be considered inmthg one designs, develops and uses
language tests. The characteristics of the languagetasks and situation and of the
language users and the test takers should alsakbe into account when designing a
language test. In order the correspondence betteestriasks and language use tasks,
we should consider task characteristics. Moreowelividual characteristics should be
looked at in order to elicit the involvements oésle characteristics into language use

tasks and test tasks.
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According to the framework proposed by Bachmaoh Ralmer (1996, p.12), the
characteristics of the language user and thateofekt taker involve topical knowledge,
affective schemata, and language ability. Topicadvidedge, or knowledge schemata,
embodies real-world knowledge of the individual tsuas cultural knowledge or
knowledge of a specific area. Affective schemai amderstood as the affective or
emotional correlates of topical knowledge. Bachmmad Palmer (1996) argue that these
two characteristics can influence both language ars# language test performance.
Moreover, language tests can be designed so thgudge testers may benefit from
these characteristic, rather than hinder their goerhnce. Finally, individual
characteristic that is of great interest to langusgsting is language ability because the

purpose of language tests is to make inferencest atjo

1.2The study

The present study attempts to analyze the conmperad speaking ability that
are assessed in the speaking scales of two prdiciests and guidelines. The analysis
of the speaking construct was based on Bachmamismtmicative language ability
(CLA) checklist and rating instrument (1995) andidker’'s (2003) framework for
describing the speaking construct, which will baewed in chapter 2.

The following two research questions were pursued

1. How do the TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and CEFR speakinglss assess speech

performancé?

* Language ability will be discussed in the conixBachman’s(1990) Communicative language ability
(CLA) in Chapter 2.

® TOEFL is an abbreviation for the Test of EnglisheaForeign Language Test; IELTS- theernational
English Language Testing System; ACTFL - Americauiil for the Teaching of Foreign Languages;
and CEFR - the Common European Framework of Referen
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2. Is there comparability of the speaking construcbss these proficiency tests
and guidelines?

The first research question addresses the compowé CLA in the speaking
scales as well as the extent to which these conmgsrage involved in each test and
guideline. In order to answer this question, | gpadl the four speaking scales with the
help of Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist and ratingtiument. This checklist is based
on Bachman’ (1990) framework of CLA, which was deped for the purpose of test
analysis. Based on the findings of the test cordaeatysis, Bachman (1995) concluded
that although the ratings could be possibly subjectthey were highly consistent
across different raters. He explained the condise=ults by the rating instrument itself,
which enabled the raters to focus attention on \sggcific aspect, rather than on
general categories. Analyzing the speaking scale$QEFL, IELTS, ACTFL, and
CEFR, it was essential to pay particular attentioneach facet of communicative
language ability. The second research question atnegemparing the proficiency tests
and guidelines in terms of their speaking cons&ru€b answer this question, | made
use of Fulcher's (2003) framework for describinge tepeaking construct. This
framework is an adaptation of Bachman and Paln{@896) model of language ability.
| consider this framework to be very relevant te foresent study because Fulcher
(2003) has made important modifications regardpepking assessment.

The documentary materials under analysis were sghgaking scales of the
TOEFL and IELTS proficiency tests and the ACTFL &EFR proficiency guidelines.
For each proficiency test and guideline the anslgsinsisted of determining whether
there was involvement of the CLA components at gaciiiciency level, and if there
was, to what extent. Then, the aspects of speaéisgroposed by Fulcher (2003), were

analyzed in order to see the degree of comparnahbititoss the speaking scales.

1.30rganization of the thesis
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This thesis is organized in 5 chapters. In chaptdrpresent an introduction to
some of the issues that motivated me to carrylmuptesent study. Here, | also present
the aim of the study and its research questiongt@drganization of the thesis.

Chapter 2 brings a review of the literature thas feaund relevant for the present
study. The monolingual model of speech producti@mppsed by Levelt (1989) and the
bilingual model proposed by De Bot (1992) are afmesented. | also discuss
Bachman’s (1990) framework of communicative languadility and Fulcher’'s (2003)
framework for describing the speaking constructjctwhwas based on the work of
Bachman and Palmer (1996). Information about tlediggency tests and guidelines,
whose speaking scales were submitted to the aralgsalso presented. Finally, some
studies in the area of speaking assessment amweyi

In chapter 3, | describe the method employedhis study and present the
context of the study and research questions, therias analyzed and the instruments
and procedures chosen for the analysis.

The results of the analysis are presented intehdp The TOEFL speaking scale
is analyzed first. Then, | turn to the IELTS speakscale. Finally, the results of the
ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales are introduced.

Chapter 5 consists of a general conclusion attmitanalyzed speaking scales,
Pedagogical implications are also specified. Thmitditions of the study and

suggestions for further research are addressén ilast section of this chapter.

CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 Introduction
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The present review of literature aims tove the theoretical base for this
study which, as already said, investigates thesassent of speaking ability in two
international proficiency test of English (TOEFLAaIELTS) and two guidelines for
orientations (CEFR and ACTFL). Therefore, this esviof literature is organized into
eight subchapters: the present introduction (2rigdels of speech production (2.2),
Bachman'’s theoretical framework of communicativegiaage ability (2.3), defining the
speaking construct (2.4), international proficien®sts and guidelines (2.5), and
research on speaking assessment (2.6).

In order to understand L2 speech productiorsegms essential to start the
discussion with the process of speech productioth i@ L1 and L2. Thus, the
influential Levelt's (1989) monolingual model ofegzh production is presented first,
and then the bilingual model proposed by De Bo®®)9s discussed.

The aim of a language test is to assess tedrsalknowledge about a
foreign/second language and the ability to usénitorder to describe the test taker’s
language ability, Bachman (1990) proposes a thieatdtamework of communicative
language ability (CLA). In addition, in designingsts test developers should define the
ability, that is, the construct that they attengpirteasure. For the purpose of the present
study, Fulcher's (2003) framework for describing thpeaking construct will be
presented. Moreover, information about the testsguidelines, whose speaking scales
are under analysis, is provided. Finally, a reviefvselected empirical studies on

speaking assessment is provided.

2.2 Models of speech production

The language modality under investigation in tesearch is speech production.
Speaking is considered to be a highly complex gk#it involves the interaction of
several processing components (De Bot, 1992; Fulc2@03; Levelt, 1989, 1995;

Luoma, 2004). This view is supported by two spgadduction models: a monolingual
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model proposed by Levelt (1989, 1995) and its gilim version proposed by De Bot
(1992). Levelt's (1989) blueprint for the spedkeéescribes the processing components
involved in the generation of L1 speech productiwhgreas De Bot (1992) explains

how L2 speech production operates. These two medklse reviewed next.

2.2.1 Levelt's (1989) monolingual model

Levelt (1989) proposes a monolingual model thatbdeen very influential in the
area of Speech Production (Figure 1). The modeblw@s four components: a
Conceptualizer, a Formulator, an Articulator, an8peech-comprehension system. To
understand how the speech production process epertdtese components will be
discussed next.

According to Levelt (1989), the speaker undergthes planning phase before
producing speech. This phase is described asrgtecimponent in his model, which is
labelled the Conceptualizer. It is in the Concelitea that the intention to speak
originates. As an intentional activity, speakingdlves generating the message to be
expressed and monitoring what is being said and. idwese activities demand the

speaker’s high attention. The output of the Concater is called a preverbal message.

® Levelt's (1989) blueprint for the speaker is na tnly model of L1 speech production (for example,
Dell (1986) has also proposed a model). For thegse of the present proposal, only Levelt's
monolingual model of language production is revidwas it attempts to integrate independent,
automatic modules into a complete speaking systairisa therefore, a much more comprehensible
model.
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Figure 1 A blueprint for the speaker. (Levelt, 1989, p.9)

Levelt (1989) assumes that the planning of &eteal message operates in two
stages: macroplanning and microplanning. Macropitgnimvolves the elaboration of
the communicative intention, which means that stégje is responsible for planning the
content. During the second stage - microplanninige-speaker plans the form of the
message.

The product of the Conceptualizer, that is, thev@rgal message, is the input of
the next component, the Formulator, which is inrghaof two processes: grammatical
encoding and phonological encoding. Grammaticabeimg is in charge of formulating
syntactic constructions, whereas the function abnaogical encoding is to build a
phonetic or articulatory plan. To activate thesecpsses, the Formulator needs to
access the mental lexicon where all lexical itetesnfnas) are stored. Lexical items
represent all the information about a particulardyohat is, its syntactic, morphological
and phonological properties.

The result of grammatical encoding is a surfacectire, which is defined as

“an ordered string of lemmas grouped in phrases saphrases of various kinds”
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(Levelt, 1989, p.11). This surface string is furth@rocessed by the phonological
encoder. The result of phonological encoding — anglic or articulatory plan —
provides the speaker with a chance to see how ldmn@d utterance is going to be
articulated. Levelt (1989) calls this phonetic piaternal speech.

In the next processing component of Levelt's (198®)del, the Articulator,
internal speech is transformed into overt speederiGspeech is the actual speech that
is available to both the speaker and the intertlwcuthe Articulator executes overt
speech with the help of the articulatory apparatwsich controls the movements of
lungs, larynx, pharynx and mouth.

Levelt's (1989) model includes a Speech-comprelmansystem that is in
charge of monitoring and correcting dysfluenciespeech. With its help, the speaker
can check the preverbal message before producieg speech, that is, before it is sent
to the Articulator, in order to detect any erroell, 1980). However, self-correction
occurs in overt speech as well. Moreover, the Speemprehension system allows the
speaker to notice any failures in the interlocig@peech.

Admitting that speaking is normally an intentionattivity and that this
intentional activity is controlled by the speakeevelt (1989) claims that the speech
production process is largely automatic. Levelt8@Pargues in favor of this idea as
follows. The first component of the model, the Geptoalizer, is a highly controlled
process because it takes much attention from thaekgp to construct the message and
further control it in internal or overt speech. Bl this information, that is stored in
long-term memory, can be easily retrieved and niediif necessary. All the other
components of the model are considered to be lamalomatic because the speaker
barely controls formulating and articulating of timessage. These components process
in parallel without interacting with each other.ush the high degree of automaticity

allows the speaker to produce fluent speech.
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Although there have been many attempts to explaen grocess of speech
production (for example, Dell, 1986; Dell & Reid®80; Fromkin, 1971; Garrett, 1975,
1976, 1980; Shattuck-Hufnagel, 1982, 1987), Lesdl'989) model is considered to be
the most important and influential and has beeatfyreited both in L1 and L2 speech
production literature. The model reveals how comple speech production process is
and how the four autonomous components operaterirentally.

Having reviewed the model of L1 speech productioevélt, 1989), | will now

move on to De Bot’s (1992) proposal for L2 speeadpction operates.

2.2.2 De Bot’s (1992) bilingual model

Supposing that a bilingual production model shawdtl qualitatively differ from
the monolingual one, De Bot (1992) adopted Leveitisdel and proposed the
Bilingual Production Model to account for L2 speqmoduction. In De Bot’s (1992)
proposal, Levelt's (1989) model underwent only rsseey changes. These changes will
be described next.

As has been seen in Levelt's (1989) model, inithe Conceptualizer that the
message is generated. Thus, De Bot (1992) argaéeshin decision of the language to
be used is made in this component. This decisionflisenced by the situation, which
the speaker analyses before speaking in a partitaiguage. De Bot (1992) assumes
that the process of macroplanning that runs in @@nceptualizer is language-
independent, whereas the process of microplanréngpicific for each language.
According to De Bot(1992), concepts are not lelkied similarly in all languages.
Poulisse (1999) brings an example of the Spanisgulage and compares it to the
English language (p.59). These languages haverdiffespecifications for terms of

spatial reference. In Spanish we have three woodsalk about spatial distance:

" There are other models that have Levelt's mod@89) as a basis. Examples include the models of
Bierwisch & Schreuder (1992) and Poulisse & Bontgaglr994).
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proximalaqui medialahi, and distallli. In English there are two words to express
distance relation: proximdiére and distathere De Bot (1992) argues that the
preverbal message should already carry this largugmecific information to be
lexicalized in the Formulator. This view has beeapported by the theory of bilingual
lexicon$ as well (Kroll & de Groot, 1997).

As for the second component of Levelt's (1989)eipthe Formulator, de Bot
(1992) suggests that it is language-specific, thathere are different processes for
grammatical and phonological encoding. For exampdeguages from different
categories of morphological typology such as Eighisd Finnish do not have the same
syntactic and morphological encodings. To accowntsuch phenomenon as code-
switching, De Bot (1992) proposes that there are speech plans that bilinguals
produce simultaneously: one for the language spa@itethe moment and one for the
language not used at the moment of speech. Thisiegpwvhy bilinguals are able to
stop producing one language and switches to andtirersome reason or other.
Moreover, de Bot (1992) adopted Paradis’ (1987)b&&t Hypothesis” and argues that
the lexicon is language independent. For him, dilads rely on one single lexicon,
where lexical elements of each languagestored in different subsets.

Finally, the output of the Formulator is senthe Articulator, which does not
have systematic division for the two languagesBDe(1992) argues that this explains
phonological interference from the L1, that is,efign accent. But he admits that
bilinguals who have regular contact with the L2 dawelop their own, language-
specific sounds and produce speech accurately.

Based on Levelt's (1989) monolingual model, Det'80(1992) proposal
accounts for the following L2 phenomena: differlendical items, different grammatical

and phonological encoding, phonological interfeeefrom the L1, and code-switching.

8 The theory of bilingual lexicons involves the leo. Kroll and de Groot (1997) proposed a model,
which explains that the lexical representationstfen different languages are independent, but their
conceptual representations are shared. In othedsya bilingual has two lexical stores and one
primary conceptual store.
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Although De Bot’s (1992) model seems to provideoasible account for L2 speech
production, it is not without limitations. De Baalized that and as a result, De Bot and
Schreuder (1993, as cited in Poulisse, 1999) rdvike bilingual model. Firstly, this
revision concerns the information about languagsaehthat is presented in the form of
a language cue in the preverbal message. In addigach language cue may have
different values. Secondly, the revision involvednew component Verbilizer that
appears in between the Conceptualizer and the Hatonu The Verbilizer maps
fragments of conceptual structure from the preVerb@essage to semantic
representations of lexical items in the lexiconteAthe process of dividing the message
into lexicalizable chuncks, lexical access takeace@l Here, De Bot and Schreuder
(1993, as cited in Poulisse, 1999) supported thesumption that two languages
lexicalize in a different way.

Having described both monolingual and bilinguald®ls of speech production, |
turn now to an influential framework proposed bycBi@an (1990) in the area of
Language testing (LT), which presents the compaentcommunicative language
ability. This framework was the basis of Bachma{1895) CLA checklist and rating
instrument as well as of Fulcher's (2003) framewdok describing the speaking

construct. Thus, this framework will be reviewedne

2.3 Bachman'’s theoretical framework of communicatie language ability

In an attempt to describe communicative langudgjétya (CLA), Bachman
(1990) proposes a theoretical framework, which egpaon earlier models of
communicative competence, such as Canale and S#@&0) and Savignon’s (1983)
models. This framework of CLA agrees that “the iapilto use language
communicatively involves both knowledge of or cotgmee in the language, and the

capacity for implementing, or using this competén¢Bachman, 1990, p.81).
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Moreover, this framework extends previous modela Wvay that tries to explain how
CLA components interact with each other as weWdl the language use context.

The framework of CLA proposed by Bachman(1990) sisis of three
components: language competence, strategic congeeteand psychophysiological
mechanisms. Language competence refers to knowlealggonents that are used in
communication through language. Strategic competeapresents the mental capacity
for utilizing the components of language competeimc& communicative situation.
Finally, the psychophysiological mechanisms invalve neurogical and psychological
processes that occur during the language executiovolved in language use,
psychophysiological mechanisms are distinguishetivden the channel (auditory,
visual) and mode (receptive, productive). Nevedbkg| the description of this
framework will focus on two broad areas: languagevwedge, or competence and
strategic competence because it is “this combinatd language knowledge and
metacognitive strategies that provides languagesuséh the ability, or capacity, to
create and interpret discourse, either in respanttirtasks on language tests or in non-
test language use” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p.67).

In the context of CLA framework, Bachman (199&cdsses the components of
language competence, which is comprised of orgtoiz competence and pragmatic
competence (see Figure 2). Each of these compateamesists of several categories.
Although Bachman (1990) utilizes a diagram that reésepnts the hierarchical
relationship, the components function all togetaed have effect on each other. A
brief description of how these components intesaith each other in language use

situation will be provided next.
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Figure 2 Components of language competence (Bachman, pa®0),

Organizational competence is in charge of contrglthe structure of language
in order to produce and comprehend grammaticallyecd utterancésand organize
them into oral text. Thus, organizational compet¢eimcludes grammatical competence
and textual competence.

Grammatical competence consists of to knowledgeoofbulary, morphology,
syntax and phonology/graphology, which is involvad order to produce and
comprehend accurate utterances. In regard to fegtmapetence, it is comprised of
knowledge of cohesion and knowledge of rhetoricalanization. Cohesion involves
explicitly marked relationships within utterancesentence as well as among utterances
or sentences. Rhetorical organization is respondibt the overall developments in
conversations or written texts.

Another component of language competence, pragroampetence, concerns
the relationship between utterances and their mganiThus, pragmatic competence

consists of two categories: illocutionary compe&eand sociolinguistic competence.

° Bachman and Palmer (1996) accept the distinctidwemn “utterances” and “sentences” provided by

Brown and Yule (1983), where “utterances” are spo#ed “sentences” are written. In this proposal |
will follow this distinction and use “utterances tefer to oral language.



XXViii

lllocutionary competence addresses four languagero-functions. Ideational
functions are used to transfer or interpret meaaictiyating our life experience. With
these functions we are able to express ideasnégetind knowledge. Manipulative
functions are used when we want to affect a siimatManipulative functions can be of
three types: instrumental, regulatory, and intéoael. We use instrumental functions to
have people do something, such as request, omica@nmands. Regulatory functions
are employed to control people’ behavior, for exeEm@a statement of rules, laws.
Interactional functions are used when dealing witerpersonal relationships, such as
greetings, compliments, apologies. Heuristic fundi allow us to extend knowledge
about the world, for example, during teaching, néay, problem solving, and
memorizing. Finally, imaginative functions enabteta bring life to language in the use
of metaphors, telling jokes, attending plays am§| which extend our knowledge for
humorous or esthetic purposes.

The use of language according to a particulaiosaltural and discourse context
is possible due to sociolinguistic competence. Ttwnpetence is comprised of
sensitivity to differences in dialect or varietensitivity to differences in registér
sensitivity to naturalness, and ability to intetpoeltural references and figures of
speech.

Sensitivity to differences in dialect or variety defined as knowledge of
conventions that establish the appropriate usegibnal and social varieties or dialects.
An ability to use language according to variatiomsegister is important for language
users because these variations can be noticed,asughriations in spoken or written
discourse. A third ability under sociolinguisticrepetence, sensitivity to naturalness, is
related to the use of language in a natural wagt th, utterances are not only
linguistically correct but also sound native. Fipalthe ability to interpret cultural

references and figures of speech allows languages s understand correct meanings

1 The termregister means a variation in language use within a digléelliday, Mcintosh & Stevens,
1964).
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of speech figures as well as to know some cultasplects specific to the context. For
example, to understand a certain figure of spekiguage users should know more
than the meaning of words.

Having discussed the components of language etampe, | now turn to
strategic competence. Bachman (1990) extendedefim@ttbn formulated by Faerch and
Kasper (1983). Bachman (1990) considers strategigpetence to be “an important part
of all communicative language use, not just thatlmch language abilities are deficient
and must be compensated for by other means” (p.J®)ording to this extended
definition, strategic competence consists of thtemponents: assessment, planning,
and execution?

The assessment component enables languagetaisditain the communicative
goal. Thus, in order to do this, language usersdrteea) identify the information
necessary for the communicative goal in a speafintext;, b) determine the most
effective language competences (native languag@nseor foreign language), which
lead to communicative goal accomplishment; c) foud the common abilities and
knowledge of the interlocutor; and d) evaluate \Wbetthe communicative goal has
been accomplished, and if yes, to what extent.

The planning component involves language usksision about how to use the
items from their language competence in order to@plish the communicative goal.
For example, if language users participate in aatiegual conversation, relevant items
from their native language competence are retriekrethe case of a bilingual, second
or foreign language conversation, language usesclsdor the relevant items in the

native language, interlanguage rule system, os¢leend or foreign language.

' A recent expansion of Bachman’s framework is the proposed by Bachman and Palmer (1996),
which provides a further expansion of the role whtegic competence as a set of metacognitive
components: goal setting, assessment, and planaimd),the role of topical knowledge(knowledge
schemata) and affective schemata in language use.
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Finally, the execution component considers thleviant psychophysiological
mechanisms in order to plan the channel and mddeanet to the communicative goal
and context.

In summary, the language competence model shiogvselationships between
its components: organizational competence and prgmompetence. Organizational
competence, which consists of grammatical competesmed textual competence,
enables language users to create and interpretngatoally accurate utterances, and
produce a set of utterances that are cohesive laetbrically organized. Pragmatic
competence, which is formed of illocutionary congmete and sociolinguistic
competence, provides language users with knowledigdanguage functions, of
sociolinguistic norms, and of cultural referencewl digurative language. Strategic
competence has three functions, which determine rtfust effective means to
accomplish the communicative goal. They are assssplanning, and execution.

Bachman’s (1990) has become the basis for theelolement of English
proficiency tests for non-native speakers (McDowél995). Clarkson and Jensen
(1995) applied this framework to the developmentating scales, for the purposes of
assessing learners’ achievement in English. Baclsn(@890) framework of CLA is
relevant for the purposes of the present studychviinalyzes the speaking scales of
international proficiency tests and guidelines rdga speaking assessment. This
framework became the basis for the two instrumetitzed for the analysis. These
instruments are Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist eatthg instrument, and Fulcher’'s
(2003) framework for describing the speaking carttr

Having presented the framework of CLA proposedghman (1990), | now
want to consider Fulcher's (2003) framework for adsng the speaking construct.
This framework is an adaptation of Bachman and Bei(1996) model especially for

the testing of speaking. The next section pregbrggramework.
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2.4 Defining the speaking construct

The ability to speak in a foreign language isegally the main goal of many
learners (Luoma, 2004; Mota, 2003; Riggenbach, 188hnon, 1990; Bygate, 1987).
Back in 1961, Lado recognized the importance of #ill, saying that “The ability to
speak a foreign language is without doubt the rhigitly prized language skill” (as
cited in Fulcher, 2003, p.18). As has been saidi@bspeaking is a highly complex
matter and this explains the difficulty teachersl aaters have when dealing with its
assessment (Fulcher, 2003; Luoma, 2004). In omerdvide reliable assessment, one
has to understand what constitutes the speakirgyathiat is going to be measured.
Thus, the speaking construct should be definec:tiem 2003).

First of all, it is necessary to understand tl@daconstructand distinguish it
from the wordconcept(Fulcher, 2003). The researcher claims that thedwoncept
refers to some abstract matter, whereas the wondtructdefines something evident.
He brings an example to illustrate this differente.the learning context, the word
achievemenis an abstraction because it cannot be observedtigi On the other hand,
the word achievedthat is used by teachers to show students’ acimewme can be
observed and also graded (Fulcher, 2003, p.18)s,Tthe wordachievements a
concept, and the wordchievedis a construct. According to Fulcher (2003), wiven
want to define the construct of speaking “it isréfiere necessary for this construct to be
associated with ‘things’ that can be observed, thad these ‘things’ can be scored”
(p.18).

Speaking is aerbal use of language that serves for communicationceul
2003). As in writing, the purpose of speaking asttansmit information to others.
However, both involving productive mode they differ terms of channel: visual
channel (written) and audio channel (spoken). Megeothere are a number of other

aspects in which speaking is different from writin§peech being a ‘real-time’
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phenomenon should be produced with a certain sp@ggate, 1987). On the other
hand, writing requires time to think, plan, produeed sometimes correct (Fulcher,
2003). This explains why speech is characterizelkssy formal use of vocabulary, short
sentences, repetitions, repairs that are not apgptepn writing.

Based on the Bachman and Palmer model (1996¢h&ul(2003) proposes a
framework for describing the speaking construct.cAs be seen, Fulcher (2003) made
some necessary changes to this model in order doituor testing speaking. This
framework describes the aspects that, accordirtheaesearcher, should be included
into a construct definition (see Appendix A). These language competence, strategic
capacity, textual knowledge, pragmatic knowledged a&ociolinguistic knowledge.
Each of these aspects will be presented next.

Language competence includes phonology, accuawy,fluency. Phonology
deals with the patterns of speech sound used imracglar language. Thus, this
component of language competence involves prontioejastress, and intonation.
Pronunciation is an important aspect of speakirgpbge the intelligibility of particular
words is dependent on it. Stress is also essemtiapeech as it may provide an
additional meaning to the words in the utterancéeWa word is stressed it indicates
that this word carries the most important informatiFinally, variations of tone (voice
movement) and pitch are associated with intonation.

Other next aspect of speaking ability is accuragcording to Fulcher(2003),
accurate speaking is associated with error freeodige. Of course, L2 learners make
errors while speaking but these errors may vartheir seriousness. There are slight
errors that do not interfere with understanding; éxample, an omission of the
morpheme /s/ in the third-person- singular verbiidss errors lead to misunderstanding
of the intended message, for instance, a wrong waitdr or subject omission that are
not acceptable in English. Having this in minderatshould be aware of the types of

errors they may ignore or pay attention to and fghinvhen assessing speaking.
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The last aspect of speaking ability that is désed in the context of language
competence is fluency. According to Fulcher (20033, notion of fluency is associated
with the level of automaticity to produce speectha we talk about fluent speech it
means that the process of planning what to talkutlamd retrieving the necessary
knowledge of vocabulary, syntax and phonology isomatic. Lack of fluency is
therefore characterized by a slow, halting paceé @ may cause misunderstanding.
Fulcher (2003) enumerates the phenomena that magskeciated with non-fluent
speech. They are hesitations (filled or unfilledig®s), repetition of syllables or words,
reselecting inappropriate words, restructuring eseces, and correcting the use of
cohesive devices to link the ideas.

Fulcher (2003) argues that both accuracy andnéipeare necessary for
successful communication because the listener'smsitahding may be affected by lack
of accuracy and/or fluency. However, fluency anduaacy are seen as two opposite
aspects of speaking. The learner may achieve hr@ahdy at the expense of accuracy,
that is, speech can be fluent but inaccurate, ourate but dysfluent (Fulcher, 2003).
Rating scales distinguish them as separate comf®oérassessment: accurate use of
vocabulary and grammar and spontaneous and weddpsmeech flow.

Fulcher (2003) includes strategic capacity in twnstruct definition where
achievement and avoidance strategies can be noticetle learner or test-taker’s
speaking. Achievement strategies are used when thex lack of language knowledge
that interferes with communication. Thus, in orttieachieve a communicative goal the
learner applies the following strategies: overgalization, paraphrase, word coinage,
restructuring, cooperative strategies, code switghiand non-linguistic strategi&s.

Each of these strategies will be explained next.

2 Fulcher (2003) didn't include the strategy of apgimuation in a framework for describing the speaking
construct, though he discusses it in his book. Appnation strategy is used when the learner lacks a
specific word and replaces it with a more genenal, dor example, “eagle” for “bird”.
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Fulcher (2003) explains that overgeneralizatioouos when the learner assumes
that there are no exceptions to the grammar ansl lisehis general knowledge. For
instance, the ‘-ed’ rule for the English past temseypically overgeneralized and
irregular verb gets the morpheme /-ed/ like in tieal”. Paraphrasing happens when the
learner cannot remember a needed word and usasoaysy or tries to explain it with
other words. Word coinage takes place when thenéganvents a new word for an
unknown one, for example, “air ball” for “balloonThe learner uses a restructuring
strategy when s/he realizes that her/his utterbasenot been understood and s/he tries
to explain it using different words. Cooperativeastgies help the learner in the
situation when s/he does not know a word and dsksnterlocutor for help as well as
when s/he wants to make sure that his messageekasumderstood. Code switching in
conversation is common when the learner has diffidco remember a needed word or
phrase and he uses his L1. Other non-linguistategies, such as mime or gestures are
also benefited by speakers (Fulcher, 2003).

Another type of strategies that Fulcher (2003)siters is avoidance. Avoidance
strategies are used in order to avoid certain laggwse that presents difficulty. Thus,
the utterance is based on the language systerthth&arner has control of. Avoidance
strategies can be formal and functional. Formalidamce is difficult to detect. For
instance, the learner can avoid the use of passiee in speech but this can be
detected only by the overuse of active voice, aica certain topic due to the lack of
appropriate vocabulary. Functional avoidance ocaeudngn the learners abandons a
conversation without even trying to complete thenaince.

Textual knowledge is the next aspect that Ful¢d@03) includes in a construct
definition. Admitting that speaking is a structumattivity, he distinguishes the learner’s
ability to take turns, use adjacency pairs, andhiogs and closings in conversations.

In L1 conversation, learners know when they cpaak or when it is the

interlocutor to hold the turn. This seems moreidiff for them the L2 context because,
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firstly, the learner should be a good listenerow when it is her/his turn to speak and,
secondly, different rules about turn taking mayused by the target-language society.
For example, social rank in such countries as JapanKorea plays an important role
in conversation, and a person of a high rank cabaanterrupted by the lowest rank

Adjacency pairs are fundamental in conversatinrcture, in which the first part
predicts the second part (Goffman, 1976; Schedggoffacks, 1973). The following
examples of adjacency pairs are very common: curestnswer, greeting-greeting,
invitation-acceptance (refusal), complaint-apol@gylcher, 2003, p.36).

New topics in conversation are introduced andigind to an end. For speakers,
it is important to know how to do this. This knodtge shows speakers’ ability to
structure conversations and control them. FulcB@03) illustrates this by an example
of the opening of a conversation with regular gregtsuch as “Hi, how are you? when
two people meet, and an example of closing wheplpagse of “bye”(p.38).

Fulcher (2003) argues that knowledge of the gratital and phonological
system of the target language is not enough. Pragroampetence is important for
successful communication. Without knowing or byahkiag these rules, the learner
makes pragmatic errors that may lead to seriousindeystanding. Thus, pragmatic
competence includes appropriacy, implicature, aquaessing being.

An appropriate use of language according to theatsoon is very important.
According to Fucher (2003), the woagpropriacyis a construct that implies the degree
to which a word or expression used by the speakacdeptable in a particular situation.
As example of this can be the use of address teimas,is, how people address their
interlocutors when meeting or departing. Fulched@dncluded pragmatic appropriacy
in the speaking construct definition.

There are various ways to express the same [géaher (2003) offers as
example the utterance “close the door”, which carcbmmunicated in different ways,

such as for instance, “We need a little less dmugThe room’s cold”, “ I'm
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freezing” or “Were you born in a barn?” (Fulch@03, pp. 42-43). He calls these
utterances as indirect speech at#lthough they carry the same meaning, which is to
close the door, they may have different impactistehers. Fulcher (2003) calls this
aspect implicature and includes it in the speakimmstruct.

Talking about expressing being, Fulcher (2003ygests that test takers’
language use can be restricted by the contexilliidgrates this by referring to different
social status. Language varies according to theopés position, whether superior or
junior. People define their status and role throtlgh king of language they use. Test
takers need to be sensitive to this peculiarittheflanguage especially when they need
to participate in role-play or simulation duringttest.

Sociolinguistic knowledge enables learner to Useguage appropriate to
situations, topics or the culture of the targeglaage. Oral performance is related to the
situation and the topic of conversation may infeeerearner's speech. An unknown
topic may lead to little participation in conveiisat Finally, cultural knowledge and the
use of cultural references or figures of speeclp hedrners convey and understand
meaning appropriately.

Overall Fulcher's (2003) framework demonstralted the construct of speaking
ability is multifaceted. To speak a second/forelignguage one should not only learn
grammar and vocabulary (accuracy), pronunciatiod srtonation, but should also
automatize the process of planning, formulating pratiucing the utterances fluently.
In case of difficulty in conversation, learners daxarious strategies at their disposal
such as overgeneralization, paraphrasing, codetswg, non-linguistic, etc. Moreover,
the speaker should know how to open and close csatiens, when to begin and when
to stop speaking. In addition, cultural and sociahventions seem to be essential in

communication.

13 The theory of speech acts was originally develdpedustin (1962).
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Let us now draw attention toternational proficiency tests and guidelines whos
speaking scales are the subject of analysis iptésent study. A brief background of

each test and guideline will be provided in thetreection.

2.5 International proficiency tests and guidelines

Before talking about proficiency tests and guidesinl would like to discuss the
term proficiency Proficiency in an L2 is one of the most fundamémoncepts in
Applied Linguistics (lwashita et al., 2008). In thigerature, the term “proficient” is
generally used interchangeably with other termshsas “fluent”, “knowledgeable”,
“competent”, but there is no clear consensus ana@pdjed linguists on a definition for
“proficiency” (Canale & Swain, 1980; Davies, 1988gram, 1985; North, 2000; Stern,
1983; Taylor, 1988; Vollmer, 1981). This term mag bsed differently by different
researchers. For instance, Hadley proposes a vegdhdefinition of proficiency as
knowinga language (1993). Accordingly, the purpose ofegainproficiency tests is to
see if the candidate has an appropriate level d@jlieinto cope with everyday or
academic situations. The examples of such testéodwamrithe Cambridge examinations
(First Certificate Examination and Proficiency imdgish Examination), the General
English Proficiency Test (GEPT), The Test of Erfgls a Foreign Language (TOEFL),
and Thelnternational English Language Testing System (I§L.T

Hughes defines proficiency as “sufficient commarfdtiee languagefor a
particular purposé (1989, p.9). There are also tests and guidelithes define the
concept of proficiency according to their purpo8a.example of this would be a test
designed to elicit the test-taker’s level of Englighen applying for courses in specific
subject areas: business (for instance, the BusiBeghsh Certificates (BEC), thE€est
of English for International Communicatiom QEIC); law (for instance, the Law
School Admissions Test (LSAT); medicine (for insten the Medical College

Admission Test (MCAT), Professional and Linguisissessment Board (PLAB).
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The proficiency tests whose speaking scales haga belected for the present
study are the TOEFL and IELTS. This choice is sufgub by their wide use and
recognition in countries where English is an imaottall over the world. For example,
one can take the TOEFL test in more than 7000tin&ths in 130 countries (ETS,
2010)* As for the IELTS test, over 1,2 million candidatage this test annually. It is
recognized by more than 6000 institutions in 120ntoes (IELTS, 2010).

The Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOE$ B international English
proficiency test. According to the information pided in the TOEFL official website,
the test was first administered in 1964 and sir@d time it has undergone many
changes (ETS, 2010). The test has already had diffeeent formats: computer-based,
internet-based and paper-based. Introduced inlB49§, the computer-based test (CBT)
had almost the same content as the traditionalrgzamed test with the exception of
some types of questions that could be offered only computer screen. In 2006, the
CBT was replaced by the internet-based test (iBiD) mow is widely used around the
world. In the regions of the world where the iBTnist available, the paper-based test
(PBT) is provided. Both tests are taken in one dde difference between the TOEFL
PBT and iBT is in the structure. The PBT measuhesdandidate’s skills in reading,
listening and writing. Writing skills are measuredgth the Test of Written English
(TWE), which is a part of the TOEFL PBT. The caradelcan take the Test of Spoken
English (TSE) as an additional part to the PBT tasure the speaking skills of those
who need a speaking score. The iBT includes foatiaes to measure the four skills:
reading, listening, speaking, and writing.

As for scores, these are given for each sectidntizn a total score is provided.
In addition, test takers receive feedback on tpeiformance as well as advice for

improvement for each type of skill. Test scores al@med to be subjective and

14 The official website of Educational testing Seev{ETS) does not provide the information about the
number off candidates that take TOEFL annually. itsaber of around 750.000 candidates is
mentioned in some website resources. In fact, EISirEsters more than 50 million tests every year,
including the TOEFL and TOEIC tests, the GRE test the Praxis Series assessments (ETS, 2010)
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unbiased because they are provided anonymouslyT®ydertified raters (ETS, 2010).
No passing or failing score is reported. The rezuints for scores are established by
institutions. In addition, TOEFL iBT scores areigdbr two years.

The International English Language Testing System, IELIE another English
language proficiency test, whose speaking scalebgilanalyzed in the present study.

IELTS is jointly administered byUniversity of CambridgeESOL Examinations

(Cambridge ESOL), théritish Council and IDP: IELTS Australia and it became

operational in 1989. Although the test went througNision in 1995, its development is
continuous, and in July 2001 its Speaking Test weassed. Since 2005, candidates
have been able to take a computerized version bf$Ein some IELTS centers

(IELTS, 2010).

There are two formats of IELTS: Academic and &ah Training. The
difference between these two formats is relatethéopurpose of candidates in taking
the test. The Academic Module is intended for tha$é® intend to study or obtain
training through English at an undergraduate odugg#e level. Candidates who are
going to an English-speaking country to gain worlpegience or for immigration
purposes to Australia, New Zealand or Canada shtakd the General Training
Module (IELTS, 2010).

IELTS is designed to assess the language almfitpon-users as well as of
expert users. The test is comprised of four tesistening, Reading, Writing, and
Speaking. Listening and Speaking tests are the $anfmth formats, that is, Academic
and General Trainin. Reading and Writing tests are different becaus@®purposes
of a format. The topics of Listening and Speakiests in the Academic Module are
related to education, whereas the topics of thesks in the General Training Module

are general that are essential for living and wagkin an English speaking country

5 Back in 1989, IELTS had four modules, where Ligtgrand Speaking were non-specialized, and
Reading and Writing were specialized. The non-spieeid modules were intended to measure general
English. The specialized modules tested candidakélsin particular areas, according to their stud
course.
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(IELTS, 2010). The first three tests - Listeningeading and Writing - must be
completed in one day. Candidates may choose whtihake the Speaking Test in the
period of seven days before or after the day ofother three tests. As there is just one
Speaking Test for both formats, the same speakoades are administered in the
process of assessment. The results of the testsecased within two years. In addition,
there is no restriction on the candidate re-takimegtest.

Having provided some general background informatoon the TOEFL and
IELTS tests, | will now turn to two proficiency gielines, whose speaking scales have
been chosen for investigation. These are the AmeriCouncil on the Teaching of
Foreign languages (ACTFL) Proficiency Guidelinesd athe Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR, orts@&F). Choosing these two
guidelines is not a neutral decision. Their infloern the areas of SLA and LT has been
recognized by many researchers (e.g., Brindleyg18&rth, 2000; North & Schneider,
1998). It is important to highlight that course idesrs, textbook writers, testers,
teachers, and teacher trainers - in fact, all wisad&ectly involved in language teaching
and testing - tend to follow the orientations givaenthese documents. The guidelines
define teaching and learning objectives and methadd provide necessary tools for

proficiency assessment.

The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines were developed 1986 by American
Council on the Teaching of Foreign Language for insacademic environments in the
United State. Since then the ACTFL Proficiency @liites has been used as a means of
assessing the proficiency of a foreign languagelggrein each of four language skills:
speaking, writing, reading, and listening. In 19868 ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines-
Speaking were revised. The changes in these guédelivere a result of years of oral
testing and use of the guidelines as well as obuarresearch projects and academic

contributions. The revision of the ACTFL Proficign&uidelines-Speaking led to a
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better interpretation of the levels’ descriptioAssignificant change was made related to
the Advanced level, where it was subdivided intgh;liMid, and Low. This division was

intended to describe speakers’ progress througAdkianced level more finely.

These guidelines present descriptions of diffekevels of language proficiency.
These levels were based on the five levels thae vdaveloped by the US Foreign
Service Institute. The description of these levieigolves global characteristics of

integrated performance in each language skiletistg, reading, writing, and speaking.

Interestingly, the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelinegm created in order to improve
foreign language learning in the USA and this ititenwas realized. Shohamy (1990)
claims that these guidelines are “successful iwihg attention to goals, standards, and
accountability” (p.385). Most importantly, Bachmand Savignon (1986) emphasize
that “guidelines for measuring language proficier@an enhance accountability and

strengthen the profession” (p.380).

It is important to mention that the ACTFL Proéocy Guidelines do not measure
the students’ achievement during the learning m®c®n the contrary, these guidelines
are intended to recognize the proficiency levéiat is, what students are able or not to

do with the language. In addition, they are usedjfobal assessment.

The CEFR is an important framework for modernglaage education within
Europe. Its guidelines are widely used in L2 teaghand learning because it provides a
basis for language syllabus elaboration, curriculgoidelines, examinations, and
textbooks (Council of Europe, 2001). Published i tdraft version in 1996 by the
Council of Europe, the CEFR got feedback from #erg, and as a result, the document
was revised. Its commercial publishing was realire@001. The CEFR was available in
two languages: English and French. Later, the katings of this document into 21 other

languages appeared (Little, 2006).
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The CEFR has multidimensional scales: the glatales, the self-assessment
grid, and the illustrative scales for the actigtiaf listening, reading, spoken interaction,
spoken production, written interaction, written gwotion, note-taking, and processing
text (Little, 2006). In addition, there are scdlest have analytic criteria that concentrate

on linguistic feature$

The purpose of the CEFR is to help teachersnézay course and book designers,
examining bodies work with the language and its inserder to elaborate “language
syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinationstbteoks, etc. across Europe” (Little,

2006, p.169). In relation to testing, the CEFR bamsed:

1) for the specification of the content of testd araminations;
2) for stating the criteria to determine the attaémt of a learning objective;
3) for describing the levels of proficiency in dkig tests and examinations thus
enabling comparisons to be made across diffeyestems of qualifications
(Council of Europe, 20011@8).

| cannot but mention that the impact of the CEFRlee international scenario is
noticeable. The number of languages to which tbisuthent was translated says it all.
The development of the Threshold level, which mebts needs of adult language
learnersmade an impact on language teaching at school., Thesmajor advance in
language teaching across Europe in the last degadehe inclusion of the first foreign
language in the curriculum of lower grades. Theliaafon of the CEFR to curricula of
various kinds has been discussed in two papersldsrgon (2002) and Morrow (2004,
as cited in Little, 2006). The examples of suclricuta are the Swiss Instruments for
Assessing Foreign Language Competences (IEF) RPrapecthe curriculum for English

as a second language in Irish primary schools.

Having introduced some background on the profyjetest and guidelines, |

want to finish this chapter with the section dedot® theresearch on speaking

'8 For the purpose of the present study, analyticiigtors of spoken language have been selectetidor
analysis.
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assessment.

2.6 Research on speaking assessment

Nowadays a great variety of studies in the areaToaddresses the assessment
of speaking. One of them is the study conductecEller, Iwashita and McNamara,
(2002), who investigated the difficulty of oral fimency tasks on the basis of the
framework proposed by Skehan (1998) with 201 padits. The participants
performed the speaking tests made up of eight teréasks with picture prompts.
Their speech samples were rated using analytitedgracales for fluency, accuracy,
and complexity specifically developed for the studye results demonstrated little
support for Skehan’s framework (1998) for oral prehcy assessment. Presumably,
the reason is that this framework had been appiefdre only in pedagogic contexts
and not in language testing context. As a conseampjethere were no systematic
variations in different performance conditions feach task. Other studies which
investigated the issues of oral task difficultytie testing situation are Stansfigtal.
(1990), Stansfield (1991), Brown(1993), Hill (1998nhd Fulcher and Reiter(2003).

Gender aspects also affect the performance drpmfciency tests. The results
of one more study in language testing that examitiedimpact of gender in oral
proficiency test are reported by O’Loughlin (2002he data for this study were
collected with eight female and eight male tesetak who performed on a practice
IELTS interview under two conditions: with a fematerviewer and a male one. Their
speech performance was assessed by four ratersn@hes and two females). The score
showed that gender did not influence the partidigaoral performance. Other studies
along the same line were conducted by Maltz ankd&0o§1982), Tannen (1990) and
Coates (1993).

One important issue that Douglas and Selinke®Z194993) raised in their

studies is raters’ performance in tests. Althoughlking with the same speaking scales
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for assessment, they assume that raters can prewidir ratings for quite different
reasons. Their assumption is that test takers mayide qualitatively different speech
samples and still get the same ratings. In hisystlwuglas (1994) investigated the
hypothesis that similar quantitative scores on migbrect speaking test represent
qualitatively different performances. Various agpexf speech samples produced by six
Czech graduate students were analyzed, such alsaodaglobal errors, vocabulary,
fluency, content, and rhetorical organization. Tiesults demonstrated very little
relationship between the scores on the tests anthtiyuage actually produced by the
participants. Douglas (1994) suggested that to nstaed better the process of speaking
assessment think-aloud studies should be conduCter studies which address the
same issue are Chalhoub-Deville (1996), Upshur @acher (1999), and Brown,
Iwashita and McNamara (2005).

The issues reviewed in the present chapter ayergkevant for the present study
because they present a general view of the aresgpedch production and language
testing. Levelt's (1989) monolingual model and Det'8 (1992) bilingual model of
speech production explain the process of L1 andfgaking, respectively. Bachman’s
(1990) theoretical framework of CLA and Fulcher20@3) framework for describing
the speaking construct are very influential in theea of language testing and
specifically in the area of testing second langusygeaking. It is worth remembering
that speaking assessment is rather challengingramy researchers are still seeking the
best way, that is, a more objective one, to agbéssype of ability. Various proficiency
tests and guidelines are results of such atterfptsthe purpose of the present study,
some background information about internationalfipiency tests (TOEFL and
IELTS), and guidelines (the ACTFL Proficiency Guides and the CEFR) was
reviewed in section 2.5. Finally, it seemed imanttto introduce the results of some
research on speaking assessment. These are pdegerdgection 2.6. The following

chapter, Chapter 3, is devoted to the method optheent study. There, | will present
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the context of the study and research questioesdtitumentary materials that | have

selected for the analysis, the instruments andeghaes of the analysis.

CHAPTER IlI

METHOD

3.1. Introduction
The field of second language acquisition (SLA}¥ Heeen developed greatly in

recent years. A growth of the journals that intreelueaders to the topics of second and
foreign language learning such &scond Language Researdkpplied Linguistics
Language Learning_anguage Testingnd many others is an example of the interest in
this field. Vital questions that SLA researcher toyinvestigate lead to the refinement
and expansion of SLA research methods. An incrgasiimber of research methods not
only enable SLA researchers with many forms of ingubut provide with research
instruments appropriated to the needs of a givauiin.

The present study is a qualitative research hlhatbeen based on interpretative
analysis. Interpretative studies have been caaigdvidely. Detailed information about
context, participants, and actions are closely @ated with this type of studies.

Interpretative analysis implies that the researeBults are “the product of the
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researcher’s subjective interpretation of the dédrnyei, 2007, p.38). According to
Miles and Huberman (1994), various interpretatiofisshe same data are possible;
though “some are more compelling for theoreticasmns or on grounds of internal
consistency” (p.7). It is importance to highligmat they consider the researcher as
“essentially the main ‘measurement device’ in thedg’ (Miles & Huberman, 1994,
p.7)

The main aim of this chapter is to present tle¢hod used for the analysis of the
selected test and guidelines rating scales. Thethbychapter is divided into the
following subsections: 3.1 Introduction, 3.2 Thenmxt of the study and research
guestions, 3.3 Documentary materials, 3.4 Instruspemd 3.5 Procedures.

3.2 The context of the study and research questions

With the growing interest to learn a second or e eifm language, language
researchers and teachers started to see the ndest tand assess learners’ language
ability. As a consequence, various language teslsgaidelines have been developed.
According to McNamara and Roever (2006), languagértg has been practiced in our
society for a long time. Tests have been used @®lafor make decisions about test
takers and this decision-making has been servednstance, for various educational
and employment purposes. Possessing languageoeees, test takers are able to get
into an international University or be chosen fometter position. However, it is
difficult to assess language skills reliably. Thene various aspects that affect the
process of assessment. One of them is construictitaef. The language skill under
investigation in the present study is speaking.

This study analyzes the speaking rating scalesvofitternational proficiency
tests- the Test of English as a Foreign Language Te®EHL) and thdnternational
English Language Testing System (IELTS$nd two guidelines for orientations - The
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) ameérisan Council for the

Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) proficiencyidglines. These documentary
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materials were collected from the official websitéshe respective tests and guidelines
that have free access.
The present study pursued the following researdstipns:
1. How do the TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and CEFR speakingles assess speech
performance?
2. Is there comparability of the speaking construcbss these proficiency tests
and guidelines?
3.3 Materials
The materials under analysis are four speakingescahere are two from the
international proficiency tests and two from thedglines for orientations. The criteria
for selecting these materials are the followinggitmespective tests and guidelines are
widely used as measures of English as a foreigguage (EFL) proficiency as well as
they have been highly influential in the area aigaage testing and assessment. A

general description of each speaking scale anehigds will be presented next.

3.3.1 The TOEFL speaking scale

The TOEFL speaking sub-test has two types of taskdependent and
integrated. According to Broweat al (2002), an independent speaking task is based on
a stand-alone statement or question, that is, mat iis provided. Independent tasks may
ask to describe a particular situation or perstatesand support personal opinion on a
specific topic. An integrated speaking task invelv@mbinations of skills such as
listening and reading with speaking. These tasksoaran academic topic. To answer
the second research question, the speaking scédldsewompared across each other.
As the IELTS speaking sub-test does not integrhilés sthe TOEFL rating scale for
assessing test takers’ speaking ability on indepeindask has been selected for

analysis.
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The TOEFL speaking sub-test consists of six tasks independent and four
dependent. Each of these tasks is rated from Q tohére O refers to “no attempt to
respond OR response is unrelated to the topic”. Stioees of the tasks are summed up
and then the average is converted to a scaled $re0 to 30. Based on the final
score, test takers are subdivided into weak (O+)ted (10-17), fair (18-25), and good
(26-30). The speaking scale of is analytic andvildd into separate categories, which
represent different criteria or dimensions acrdsgegels. These criteria are Delivery,
Language use and Topic development. Moreovercitdes general description of the
test taker’'s response (see Appendix B). Each mitgprovides one, two or maximum
three sentences describing test takers’ respoRsether details on these criteria are
provided next.

The first criterion, Delivery, involves the pramiation, intonation, rhythm, rate
of speech, and clarity of speech. The pace ancdagfrhesitancy are examined as well.
For example, the response of the score of 4 shoaNeé “[g]enerally well-paced flow
(fluid expression). Speech is clear. It may includmor lapses, or minor difficulties
with pronunciation or intonation patterns, which dot affect overall intelligibility”
(ETS, 2004).

Precision of grammar and vocabulary use as veeltanplexity and range are
examined in the criterion Language Use. For ingatest takers obtain the score of 1
when their responses have the following featurBsinge and control of grammar and
vocabulary severely limit or prevent expressiondafas and connections among ideas.
Some low-level responses may rely heavily on pcaabr formulaic expressions” (ETS,
2004).

Finally, criterion Topic development describeg trelevance of information
produced by test takers, coherence of their idaad, fullness of the response. For
example, the response can be graded as 3 if iastly coherent and sustained and

conveys relevant ideas/information. Overall develept is somewhat limited, usually
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lacks elaboration or specificity. Relationships wextn ideas may at times not be
immediately clear” (ETS, 2004).

The TOEFL speaking scale does, however, inclbdeoverall criterion for each
level named General description. General descripfimvides a general picture or
description of test takers’ speech samples. It @Bwyms raters about the involvement
of three criteria. For example, test takers camialtihe score of 1 if their response “is
characterized by at least two” criteria (ETS, 2004)order to obtain the highest score,
that is the score of 4, test takers’ oral perforogashould be “characterized by all”

criteria (ETS, 2004).

3.3.2 The IELTS speaking scale

The IELTS speaking scale is composed of ten levaiging from 0 to 9. When
test takers do not attend the test, they receivdedt takers whose language is
impossible to rate and they are able to communigay¢hing obtain level 1. Level 9 is
the highest level. Tests takers at this level amesidered to be expert user of the
English language. The speaking scale is analytcalse while assessing test takers’
speech samples, four criteria are taken into censithn by test raters: Fluency and
coherence, Lexical resource, Grammatical rangeaaodracy, and Pronunciation (see
Appendix C). Each of these criteria describes wieat takers actually do with the
language orally, and this description is given e aip to three phrases. Next, these
criteria are reviewed in more details.

Criterion Fluency and coherence assesses howtegtltakers speak in English
and how well their topics are developed. For exanp obtain level 6 test takers
should show their willingness to produce lengthscdurse. However, they “may lose
coherence at times due to occasional repetitidfrcegection or hesitation” (IELTS,
2006). In addition, they use “a range of connestie&d discourse markers but not

always appropriately” (IELTS, 2006).



The next criterion under discussion is Lexicabowerce. Here, test takers
demonstrate their knowledge of vocabulary as wetheir ability to paraphrase in case
of some vocabulary gaps. For instance, test takerigvel 5 “[manage] to talk about
familiar and unfamiliar topics but uses vocabularigh limited flexibility” (IELTS,
2006). Moreover, they “[attempt] to use paraphrasewith mixed success” (IELTS,
2006).

The criterion Grammatical range and accuracydaksentence forms produced
by test takers, that is how complex and error-fiey are. Thus, test takers can get level
7 in case they “[use] a range of complex structungth some flexibility” and
“frequently [produce] error-free sentences, thosgime grammatical mistakes persist”
(IELTS, 2006).

Finally, criterion Pronunciation assesses tdatrsl speech samples in terms of
pronunciation features and how these features taiffiéerlocutors’ understanding. For
example, test takers at level 4 “[use] a limitedge of pronunciation features” (IELTS,
2006). As a consequence, “mispronunciations agguéet and cause some difficulty for

the listener” (IELTS, 2006).

3.3.3 The ACTFL speaking scale

The ACTFL speaking scale is holistic because ipoess to oral language
performance as a whole, that is it is not divideth iseparate aspects of performance
(see Appendix D). This speaking scale provides attaristics of four proficiency
levels: Novice, Intermediate, Advanced, and SuperiGurthermore, Novice,
Intermediate, and Advanced levels are subdivideul timee sublevels each: Low, Mid,
and High. The level descriptors are continuousstextere the types of situations and
activities speakers can deal with. The strong aedknpoints of speakers’ language are
also discussed. In addition, the strategies utlliag speakers when gaps in language

knowledge occur are included as well. However, fibllowing aspects of language
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fluency, topic development, and pronunciation. Eakcthese aspects will be considered
next.

Knowledge of vocabulary is very important as rikeles speakers to express
themselves on a variety of topics. More words ahchges they know, more freedom
they have to communicate. As for Intermediate-Méakers, they “are able to handle
successfully a variety of uncomplicated commumeatasks in straightforward social
situations. Conversation is generally limited toogé predictable and concrete
exchanges necessary for survival in the targeti@il{ ACTFL,1999).

Accuracy and fluency always come together inlével descriptors. The ability
to use language accurately and without constantaliess is essential if the speaker
pretends to get a high proficiency level. For exempntermediate-low speakers’
“utterances are often filled with hesitancy and cmaacies as they search for
appropriate linguistic forms and vocabulary whilgdempting to give form to the
message. As for Advanced-high speakers, they “teafully and accurately in all times
frames. ...may construct hypotheses, but patternsrroir appear....often show great
fluency and ease of speech” (ACTFL,1999). Compatimgse two levels, we can
perceive the difference in language quality in ®ohaccuracy and fluency.

The ACTFL speaking scale emphasizes the impcetaricdopic development.
Here, speakers should show how well they are ableonstruct and develop in a
connected discourse. For instance, Advanced-loaksre “combine and link sentences
into connected discourse of paragraph length. Wireased for a fuller account, they

tend to grope and rely on minimal discourse” (ACTF99).

Finally, speakers’ pronunciation is also includés. role in oral speech is
undeniable as it may affect general intelligibilittfor example, speakers at the

Superior level “command...intonational features swh pitch, stress and tone”



(ACTFL,1999).

3.3.4 The CEFR speaking scale

The CEFR speaking scale is analytic. It is coradosf six levels of attainment
that are grouped into Basic Users - A1 and A2, peaelent Users - B1 and B2, and
Proficient Users - C1 and C2. The rating scalefivascriteria that represent qualitative
aspects of spoken language use: Range, Accurasndyl, Interaction, and Coherence.
Each of these criteria has descriptors of learngpgaking ability in few sentences
across six levels (see Appendix E). These critgilidbe considered next.

The first criterion, Range, assesses speakeiftyatp use language across
various topics, that is, how broad their rangeamfguage is. For example, B1 speaker
“has enough language to get by, with sufficientalmdary to express him/herself with
some hesitation and circumlocutions on topics sastamily, hobbies and interests,
work, travel, and current events” (Council of Eugpg001).

The CEFR speaking scale describes accuracy, whitche next criterion. It
embodies speakers’ control of grammar knowledge.itstance, B2 speaker “shows a
relatively high degree of grammatical control. [Hleé¢] [d]oes not make errors which
cause misunderstanding, and can correct most tifenisnistakes” (Council of Europe,
2001).

As for criterion Fluency, it examines speaker§ility to produce speech
samples in a natural smooth flow. Unlike proficiesgeakers, Al speakers “[c]an
manage very short, isolated, mainly pre-packageerarices, with much pausing to
search for expressions, to articulate less familiards, and to repair communication”
(Council of Europe, 2001).

Criterion Interaction comprises, as its name stgsability to interact, that is to
comprehend and contribute to conversation. For @i@nC1 speakers “[c]an select a

suitable phrase from a readily available range dicourse functions to preface his
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remarks in order to get or to keep the floor anddiate his/her own contributions
skilfully to those of other speakers” (Council afrBpe, 2001).

And lastly, criterion Coherence considers theralValevelopment of discourse
that speakers produce. This implies the appropust of connectors and cohesive
devices. For instance, C2 speakers “[clan createeremt and cohesive discourse

making full and appropriate use of a variety ofamigational patterns and a wide range

of connectors and other cohesive devices” (Cowiddurope, 2001).

3.4 Instruments

The instruments used for the analysis consist afhBen’'s communicative
language ability (CLA) checklist and rating instremh (1995) and Fulcher's (2003)
framework for describing the speaking constructeSéhinstruments are described in

detail in the following subsections.

3.4.1 Bachman’s communicative language ability chklist and rating instrument
Based on the framework of CLA, which was discussedhe review of
literature, Bachman (1995) designed a CLA checlkdist rating instrument. The
checklist and rating instrument are applied witle tpurpose of revealing the
components of CLA across proficiency levels of eapleaking scale presented in
section 3.3.
CLA checkilist has thirteen components of CLA. {iaee:
Grammatical competence
LEX: Lexis
MOR: Morphology
STX: Syntax
PG: Phonology/Graphology

Textual competence
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COH: Cohesion
ORG: Rhetorical organization
lllocutionary competence
IDE: Ideational functions
MAN: Manipulative functions
HEU: Heuristic functions
IMG: Imaginative functions
Sociolinguistic competence
DIA: Dialect
REG: Register
Strategic competence (STCjBachman,1995, pp.191-19%).

The component of grammatical competence, Graglgolis not taken into
consideration because the objective of this stady investigate speaking ability. Thus,
only component Pronunciation will be looked at.

The CLA rating instrument is a single rating sc@ee Table 1). It aims to reveal
the degree to which the components of CLA are eedjagnd, the approximate level of
component required (Bachman, 1995).

The degree of engagement of each CLA componeng lexamined is revealed
with the help of the following rating categoriesiot involved”, “somewhat involved”,
and “critical”. They have numerical values of 0, dnd 2, respectively. Thus, if a
component is not required at a certain level ofipiency it is graded as zero. If it is
involved, but not critically, it is graded as ofiden, if a component is very important

at a given level of proficiency, that is criticélis graded as two.

17 Bachman (1995) does not provide any explanation tmwycomponents of sociolinguistic competence
have been omitted from his CLA checklist: sendivio naturalness and ability to interpret cultural
references and figures of speech. Interestingly,ftamework of CLA is included in appendices of the
respective book by Bachman (1995) and there isferemce to his influential worlEundamental
Considerations in Language Testi(Bachman, 1990). Nevertheless, Appendix F doesotain these
two components either (see Bachman, 1995, p.188sumably, the researcher wanted to create a more
effective means for assessing CLA components bidgibg the official version go the framework of
CLA (Bachman,1995).



Table 1

Communicative language ability che¢KBachman, 1995)
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,

3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Proficiency lev

LEX
Grammatical MOR
competence  STX
PG

Textual COH
competence ORG

IDE
lllocutionary  MAN
competence HEU

IMG

Sociolinguistic DIA
competence REG

Strategic STC
competence

The last rating category, “critical”, implies théne test taker cannot obtain a
certain proficiency level without demonstratingstlur that knowledge. As mentioned
above, the CLA rating instrument attempts to infaabout the approximate level of
component required. Thus, this category involveseHevelsbasig intermediate and
advancedThe names of these levels say it all. If a conembins very important, but at a
basic level, it iritical basic If a component is important at an intermediateleit is
critical intermediate If a component is very important, but at an adeahlevel, it is
critical advanced These three levels have numerical values of @ng,4, respectively.

It is important to highlight that the degree tdigh strategic competence is
involved is assessed differently in comparisonatoguage competence. Its rating scale
contains three categoriesot at all somewhatandvery much These categories have
numerical values of 0, 1, and 2, respectivelytriitegic competence is not required at a

certain proficiency level, it is graded as zeroitlfs involved, but not critically, it is
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graded as one. And lastly, if it is very importabht given proficiency level, it is graded

as two.

3.4.2 Fulcher’s framework for describing the speakig construct
Fulcher’'s framework for describing the speakimmstruct (2003) reviewed in

Chapter 2 is another instrument utilized in theestigation of the aspects of speaking
ability. As stated in this chapter, the framewoskan adaptation of Bachman and
Palmer’s framework (1996) where necessary chareggesding assessing speaking have
been made.

This instrument is used as a means of companabilithe speaking constructs
across these proficiency tests and guidelines fiemtations. To start with, the term
“comparability” in the context of the present stuslyould be defined. According to
Bachman et al. (1988), comparability is a not apéinequivalence of test score, but the
examination of the abilities measured by tests3@).1As the present study narrows its
focus down to speaking ability, the aspects of kipgaability are examined. Moreover,
“the examination of comparability must begin with @assessment of the extent to which
tests [and guidelines] measure the same [aspedaiseaiking ability]” (Bachman et al.,
1988, p.130).

The aspects of speaking ability that are compacedss the tests and guidelines’
speaking scales are language competence, strabegiacity, textual knowledge,

pragmatic knowledge and sociolinguistic knowledge.

3.5 Procedures
This subsection presents the procedures undertakander to answer two
research questions. To answer the first researebtigm that inquires about assessment

of speaking ability in the TOEFL and IELTS profiney tests, and the ACTFL
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Proficiency Guidelines and the CEFR, Bachman’s @h&cklist and rating instrument
(1995) are employed.

Each component of CLA is rated across proficieteels in both tests and
guidelines. For example, the component Lexis isimatlved at Band 1 in the IELTS
speaking scale. It is graded as zero becauseatasist language is impossible to rate
and they provide no communication. As for the congra Phonology at Level Al in
the CEFR, it is somewhat involved because spealtersble to pronounce memorized
words and phrases without difficulty that leadséone basic interaction. For instance,
component Cohesion at the Intermediate-Mid level tie ACTFL Proficiency
Guidelines is critical at a basic level becausekees can make up just one sentence or
few sentences by combining what they already knatlv thie information they get from
interlocutors. To demonstrate the rating categentitally intermediate”, let us look at
component Rhetorical organization at Score 3 in FDETest takers at this level are
able to provide sustained and coherent responseiglhh “overall development is
somewhat limited”. Finally, component Syntax istical advanced at Level C2 in
CEFR because of their “consistent grammatical obndf complex language” and
ability to produce a lengthy discourse using vasioannectors and cohesive devices.

To answer the second research question thatresj@ibout comparability of
speaking construct across the proficiency tests guidlelines, Fulcher's (2003)
framework for describing the speaking construetpplied.

The aspects of speaking ability reviewed in Chaptare compared across the
levels of the tests and guidelines’ speaking scal€gst, this comparison is made
between the TOEFL and IELTS speaking scales. Tihénmade between the ACTFL
and CEFR speaking scales. Finally, the aspectspefking ability are compared
between the tests and guidelines’ speaking sdatesexample, in comparing the aspect
of speaking ability, such as pronunciation betwiéenguidelines, it is possible to show

that this component starts to be addressed at l&val the CEFR, which is the lowest
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level. In the ACTFL, this component starts to bdradsed at the Novice-Mid level, the
second lowest level.

After carrying out the analysis and making comparigcross the tests and
guidelines’ speaking scales, | can present the lasions regarding the aspects of

speaking ability that are included in the tests gmdelines’ speaking constructs.

CHAPTER IV
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ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter, | present the analysis of the TOHELTS, ACTFL, and CEFR
speaking scales. In section 4.1, | will present disduss the results of the analysis of
the TOEFL speaking scale, and in section 4.2, tbbslee IELTS speaking scale will be
dealt with. Section 4.3 and section 4.4 will previthe results of the analyses of the
speaking scales of the two guidelines, ACTFL anéfFRE

In section 4.5 | will discuss the comparabilitytbe aspects of the speaking as
assessed by TOEFL and IELTS. In section 4.6, | #idtuss the comparability of the
aspects of speaking as assessed by ACTFL and CERRIly, section 4.7 will deal
with the comparability of the aspects of speakisgaasessed by both the proficiency

tests and the guidelines.

4.1 The TOEFL speaking scale

The description of the test taker's performancthatscore of zero is presented
in Table 2. In this description, the test takerresozero if s/lhe does not attempt to
discuss the topic or if the response given is rssbeaiated with the topic. Here, the
assumption is that the test taker is not able tioudate a response or that even if s/he
speaks but the response is unrelated to the tdpcspeaker’'s response will not be
considered. This is an indication that, as we sak later, TOEFL places emphasis on

content of speech more than on form, at least erativer levels of proficiency.

Table 2

TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 0

Score  General Description Detiv/ Language Use opit Development
0 Speaker makes no attempt to respondeSponse is unrelated to the topic.

The next score is the score of 1. Its descriptimoss the criteria is presented in
Table 3 and Bachman’s (1995) communicative languagéty (CLA) checklist is

presented in Table 4.



Table 3
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 1

Score  General Description Dty Language Use  Topic Development

The response is very Consistentpnciation, Range and control of Limiteceraint

limited in content and/  stress, artdnation grammar and teonis expressed
or coherence or is only difficultiesuse vocabulary severely  fBsponse generally
1 minimally connected considerabdéelner limit or prevent lacksstance beyond
to the task, or speech is effort; expression of ideas expression of very basic
largely unintelligible.  delivery choppy, and connections eail Speaker may be
A response at this level fragmented, among ideas. Some un#kustain speech
is characterized by at telegraphic low-level response to complete the task and
least two of the frequpatises may rely heavily ormay rely heavily on
following: and fitasions. practiced or formuglaiepetition of the prompt.

expressions.

Table 4
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for &cbr
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Score
LEX 1
Grammatical MOR 1
competence  STX 1
PG 1
Textual COH 2
competence ORG 2
IDE 2
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

As can be seen in Table 2, the speech of a TGfaRdidate which is scored at
1, is characterized in the general descriptiorhefrubric, as limited in terms of content
and coherence. It is also important to mention taadidates are able to get score 1 if
their response presents the characteristics aast kwo categories out of three. These
categories are delivery, language use, and topieldpment. According to the rubrics
for score 1, the delivery of the speaker at thigllés choppy due to frequent pauses and
hesitations. From the perspective of the listemegreat effort has to be made to

understand speakers of this score because of thsistent difficulties mainly in
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pronunciation, stress, and intonation. In the aatgdanguage use, the aspects of
speaking assessed in the rubric are range andotafitgrammar and vocabulary, and
use of formulaic expressions. Finally, in termsdefvelopment of the topic, speech
production at the score of 1 is characterized eldng substance and relevance as well
as relying heavily on repetitions.

Thus, the rubric for the score of 1 on the TOBEKt seems to emphasize
content, coherence, and relevance, but also praatiorg stress, intonation and
continuity of speech. In terms of lexicogrammatiaapect, the rubric mentions control
of grammar and vocabulary, but except for the u$epmacticed or formulaic
expressions, it does not specify components ofethte® dimensions of language.
Therefore, at this point of the analysis it is plolesto argue that for the very low levels
of proficiency, it is content more than grammatiftaim and accuracy that receives the
greatest emphasis in speaking. The rubric also asipés those aspects of speaking
related to pronunciation, stress, and intonation.

The analysis of the rubric for score of 1 on TIR@EFL test from the perspective
of Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist shows that speglat this score is assessed in
terms of grammatical competence, textual competesoe illocutionary competence,
as can be seen in Table 4. However, the compowémach of these competences are
not equally rated. For instance, as for grammatoahpetence, its components (lexis,
morphology, syntax, and phonology) are rated lipedchbecause, as can be seen in the
rubric, the speech of score 1 candidates displayg imited grammatical competence.
Textual competence, on the other hand, is ratexin2e in at least 3 criteria (general
description, language use, and topic developmefi@rence and connection of ideas as
well as relevance and substance of content areionedt For the same reason, the
components of illocutionary competence (ideaticarad heuristic), which is related to
expression of ideas and extension of knowledge,atze rated 2. At this score, the

rubric does not make any explicit mention of the 0§ manipulative and imaginative
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functions in L2 speaking. Moreover, the componaftsociolinguistic competence are
not discussed explicitly in the rubrics of TOEFLheT same is true for strategic
competence, which is not assessed in this profigiclest'® Taken together, this
analysis shows that at score 1 speakers teste@B¥II will be requested to be able to
express ideas more than to display knowledge gtilstic items per se.

Table 5 presents the description of the speakegbperformance at score 2 of

TOEFL. The analysis of this rubric with respecBachman’s (1995) CLA checklist is

provided in Table 6.

Table 5
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 2
Score  General Description Daty Language Use Topic Development
The response addresses Speéeisisally The response demonstrates The mesgde
the task, but development intelligithough limited range and control  comeedo the task,
of the topic is limited. lisemeffort is of grammar and vocabulattyough the number
2 It contains intelligible needeetause of These limitations often  fideas presented or
speech, although problems unclearddaimn, prevent full expression of  theelepment of
with delivery and/or awkwandtonation, ideas. For the most part,  aflis limited.
overall coherence occur;  or chogpythim/ only basic sentence tyasasic ideas
meaning may be paceameg may  structures are used are expressed with
obscured in places. be otest in places. successfully and spoken  teéidnélaboration
A response at this level with fluidity. (details and support)
is characterized by at Structures and vodabu At times relevant
least two of the following: magxpress mainly simple substance may be
(shortydéor general vaguely expressed or
propositions, wiimple  repetitious.
or uncleannections Connections of ideas

made alahgm (serial may be unclear.
listing,rganction,
juxtaposition).

Table 6
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for cdr
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # oBe 2

8 Due to space limitations, the components of Ga# are not discussed in the scores’ descriptions

and, as a result, are graded zero in the CLA cistaidll not be repeated further. Thus, two
components of lllocutionary competence and Sodjelistic competence as well as Strategic
competence in the context of TOEFL will not be dissed in the present study.
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LEX 2

Grammatical MOR 2
competence  STX 2

PG 2
Textual COH 3
competence ORG 3

IDE 3
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence HEU 3

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

The comparison of oral performance at score lh& o6f score 2 shows that
there is a difference in quality of speaking fromedevel to the other. The general
description at score 2 emphasizes the relevantbeofesponse to the task. However,
problems with topic development are expected. Algiothe speaker is able to produce
intelligible speech, delivery and/or overall cohrere can present problems. Similarly to
the response at score 1, the speaker responsecaaé 2 should involve the
characteristics of at least two categories, wheelivery, Language Use or Topic
Development. Speech at score 2 can be generallgrstodd, though with some effort.
This is a consequence of articulation and intomagicoblems. In addition, choppiness
in rhythm and pace may occur as well. The impogaoic meaning is stressed in the
category delivery, which may be unclear sometimesabse of the difficulties in
delivering the message. Speech at this score,rinst®f language use, is assessed
through grammatical and vocabulary range and cbniioe rubric again places an
emphasis on content, where expression of ideasngeded by the limitations of
lexicogrammatical aspects. However, in this desionp the rubric is more specific than
the rubric for score 1 in what concerns languageking explicit mention to the

linguistic aspects, which characterize speechiatsitore. These include basic sentence
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structures, simple and short propositions. Accaydinthe description of the score of 2,
the speaker makes use of simple or unclear commsgtisuch as serial listing,
conjunction, and juxtaposition along produced psijans. Finally, with respect to
topic development, the speaker’s response at &demonstrates some substance and
relevance. Basic ideas are provided on the wholbkiclw results in a limited
development of the topic.

To reiterate, at this level content again receivese emphasis than form. The
general description of the speaker’s performanckides information about the limited
degree of topic development. Moreover, the rubighlights the importance of content
in all the categories: Delivery, Language Use, aongic Development. However, the
discrepancy between content and form is not a®lasyin score 1. In this rubric we
have clear indication that L2 speech productionls® assessed in term of its formal
linguistic aspects.

Now turning to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, thealysis shows that L2
speaking at score 2 is assessed in terms of graocamnatompetence, textual
competence, and illocutionary competence. All congmbs of grammatical competence
are rated equally as 2 out of a possible 5. Asbmaread in the rubric, the speaker at
score 2 demonstrates limited lexicogrammatical aetence. Aspects of delivery such
as articulation, intonation, rhythm, and pace aseased at their basic level. At this
level, the speaker can be understood, though vaténer's effort. In regard to textual
competence, its components at score 2 are ratezt&ube of the emphasis given to
coherence, connection of ideas and relevant sutssfarall categories of the rubric, that
is, the categories Delivery, Language Use, andcTDivelopment. Similarly to textual
competence, two components of illocutionary commete(ideational and heuristic
functions) are rated 3. In order to develop thactothe speaker must communicate
some basic ideas, but these lack details and supporeover, the speaker may express

relevant substance, but this can be vague or tiepesti
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In conclusion for the analysis of score 2, the FQEandidate will need to
provide basic ideas related to the task. In additiothe meaning, s/he will be required
to demonstrate language knowledge, which involeeseslimited control of grammar,
vocabulary, and pronunciation. As for spoken fltyidihis aspect of oral performance is
noticed in basic sentence structures. In otherscad®ppy rhythm and pace are typical.

The next score under analysis is the score a)se formal description is
presented in Table 7. The analysis of this desoripiccording to Bachman’s (1995)
CLA checklist is presented in Table 8.

Table 7
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 3

Score  General Description Daty Language Use Topic Development

The response addresses  Speechésally clear, The response demonstrates Resppnsastly

the task appropriately, with sditnedity of fairly automatic and coherent and
but may fall short of expressithough minor effective use of grammar  austd and

3 being fully developed. difficuksievith and vocabulary, and  conveys relevant
It is generally intelligible pronumtion, intonation, fairly coherent expression aslénformation.
and coherent, with some  or pacirgranticeable  of relevant ideas. Overall
fluidity of expression, and mayuire listener Response may development is
though it exhibits some  effortiatés (though exhibit some imprecise mitkd, usually
noticeable lapses inthe  overdklligibility is  or inaccurate use of lacks elaboration
expression of ideas. not sigantly vocabulary and or specificity.
A response at this level  affected) grammatical structures Relationships
is characterized by at or be somewhatited between ideas may
least two of the in the randestbuctures  at times not be
following: used. Thiayraffect immediately clear.

overall fluency, but it does
not seriously interfere with
thenmmunication of

the roage.

Table 8
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for cd&r
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Iltem # Score
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LEX 3

Grammatical MOR 3
competence  STX 3

PG 3
Textual COH 3
competence ORG 3

IDE 3
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence HEU 2

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

The speech production of a TOEFL candidate isest@ if s’/he demonstrates
the characteristics of at least two categories tindreDelivery, Language Use, or Topic
Development. According to the general descriptiba,speaker’s response is relevant to
the task, but may be not fully developed. Inteltliiy and coherence are typical for the
response. The delivery of speech is mostly clear ssmmewhat fluid. Although the
speaker has small problems with intonation, proraiioa, or pacing, his or her speech
has overall intelligibility. In the category langy& use, the use of grammar and
vocabulary, as well as coherence, is assessedermbre, with respect to the topic
development, L2 speaking at score 3 is recogninedoéing generally coherent and
sustained as well as for demonstrating relevanddeafs. Development of the topic is
limited and elaboration or specificity may not begent.

Based on this analysis, | can argue that theigutmr score 3 of TOEFL
highlights the importance of content, coherenceal exlevance of ideas. Moreover,
pronunciation, intonation, pacing and fluidity afpeession are also important. With
respect to lexicogrammatical aspects, the rubriwiges a description of grammatical

and vocabulary use, which is reasonably automaiit effective. However, it may be
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imprecise or inaccurate. Thus, at score 3, it aarigued that content and form receive
equal importance in L2 speaking.

The analysis of the rubric for score 3 from tleespective of Bachman’s (1995)
CLA checklist demonstrates, as can be seen in Tahileat L2 speaking at this score is
assessed according to grammatical competence atecdmpetence, and illocutionary
competence. These three competences are ratedlyeqlibé speech of score 3
candidate is generally clear. The use of vocabuay grammar may vary from fairly
automatic and effective to imprecise or inaccurttés important to mention that the
rubric emphasizes that overall fluency may be adf@cby the Ilimitations of
lexicogrammatical aspects, but these limitations ra greatly interfere with the
response. Moreover, a TOEFL candidate at scorerdstrates the ability to provide a
coherent response. However, the response usueky fall development because of the
absence of elaboration or specificity. A score Bdidate is able to express ideas
appropriate to the task and the importance of #fiity is highlighted in general
description as well as in two categories Language Bnd Topic Development. S/he
tries to elaborate the response by providing sagfevant information. Although some
language problems occur, the speaker is able tvaddhem and, as a result, to use all
language knowledge available in order to commuaitia¢ message.

Having analyzed the rubric for score 3, | conelutdat TOEFL candidates at
score 3 will be required to demonstrate their gbilo express ideas or information
appropriately to the task where coherence andiffuaf expression will be examined.
Moreover, knowledge of linguistic items is also ess®d. Thus, lexicogrammatical
aspects and pronunciation features are aspectpeafcs production considered for
assessment.

Finally, | focus on the highest score that carob&ined by TOEFL candidates,
score 4. The description of this score across theria is presented in Table 9 and

Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist for score 4 is pd®d in Table 10.
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Table 9
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 4

Score  General Description Dty Language Use  Topic Development

The response fulfills  Generally waticed  The response demonstrates Resposisgtained

the demands of the flow (fluicbeassion). effective use of grammar  anddefit to the

task, with at most, Speechéacl it may and vocabulary. It exhibits tdsks generally
4 minor lapses in include mitapses or a fairly high degree of vaelleloped and

completeness. Itis minor diffites with  automaticity with good cokat; relationships

highly intelligible pronunciati or control of basic and between ideas are

and exhibits sustained, intonationgrat, complex structures (as rdleaclear

coherent discourse. which doaftect appropriate). Some minor  progi@s of ideas)

A response at this level overall intghility. (or systematic) errors are

is characterized by all noticeable, but do not

of the following: obscure meaning.

Table 10

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for cbr
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = crital basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Score
LEX 4
Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4
PG 4
Textual COH 4
competence ORG 4
IDE 4
lllocutionary  MAN 0
competence HEU 4
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

The general description of candidate’s speedtarte 4 places emphasis on the
demands of the tasks. Only minor lapses in compéste are acceptable. The speech is
also characterized in terms of high intelligibileyd sustained coherence. In contrast to
the previous scores, the response at this scortddshave the characteristics of all three
categories, that is, delivery, language use, apit tdevelopment. The delivery of the
speaker at this score is generally well-paced dadr.cHowever, the speaker may
demonstrate some difficulties whether with pronation or with intonation patterns.

Nevertheless, overall intelligibility remains. Inet category language use, the aspect of
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speaking, which is assessed in the rubric for sebrés the use of grammar and
vocabulary. In addition, the speaker should hagmad control of basic and complex
sentence structures. However, in terms of topiceligment, the response is
characterized as sustained, sufficient to the @ehkerally well-developed and coherent.
Finally, conveyed ideas should have a clear pregras

Therefore, the rubric for score 4 of TOEFL sedm$iave equal emphasis on
content and form. In terms of content, the speakeuld produce a response relevant to
the task and develop it so that the connectionsd®at ideas are clear. In terms of form,
grammar and vocabulary should be used effectiviitelligibility should not be
influenced by some lapses in pronunciation or iatiam.

From the perspective of Bachman’s (1995) CLA &hist; speaking at this score
is assessed in term of grammatical competenceyaiegbmpetence, and illocutionary
competence. All components of these three compeseace rated equally as 4. The
speaker at this level displays good control of greenand vocabulary. S/he uses basic
and complex sentence structures appropriately. iBeie fact that some slight errors
are evident, meaning remains clear. Intelligibilty also not affected by minor
difficulties with pronunciation or intonation. Tllemponents of textual competence are
very important as well, since coherence and coioreci ideas are mentioned in the
categories general description and topic developnierthe same vein, the importance
of two components of illocutionary competence ipbasized. The speaker at score 4 is
able to express relevant ideas with clear relatigss Although s/he may have some
minor lapses or difficulties when delivering the ssage, for example, with
pronunciation, intonation, grammar or vocabularhessucceeds in producing a
sustained and highly intelligible response.

In the light of the above, | can conclude thagaders tested by TOEFL receive
score 4 if they generate speech that is accepbaifein content and form. With respect

to content, they should produce a well-developed anherent response, which
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responds to the demands of the task. As regards, fitreir response should display
knowledge of lexicogrammatical aspects as wellfgganunciation and intonation.

In sum, the TOEFL independent speaking rubricgHzeen analyzed with the
help of Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist and ratimgtiument. Taken together the
results of this analysis, | argue that the TOEFlbries include the following
components of communicative ability. These are gnatical competence, textual
competence, and illocutionary competence. The coenps of each competence,
besides the component of illocutionary competeneaipulative functions that is not
involved, are present at an advanced level in teesof 4. In addition, sociolinguistic
competence and strategic competence are not irvohegoss any of the TOEFL
independent speaking rubrics.

Having analyzed the TOEFL rubrics, | would likettirn the focus to the IELTS
speaking band descriptors. The analysis of eack lascriptor will be provided in

section 4.2.

4.2 The IELTS speaking scale
The description of the two lowest bands, thaBend 0 and Band 1, is provided

in Table 11.

Table 11
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 0 and Band 1

Band Fluency and Lexical resource Grammatical range Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy
1 * no communication possible

* no rateable language

0 * does no attend
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As can be seen in this description, Band 0 refersandidates who are not
present at a test. Test takers gets Band 1 if thairperformance is impossible to rate or
if they are not able to communicate anything. A# d¢se seen later on, IELTS
emphasizes form and temporal aspects of speech thanecontent where these are
assessed across all categories: Fluency and cakereaxical resource, Grammatical
range and accuracy, and Pronunciation.

The next band is Band 2. Table 12 presents therigi¢gion of Band 2, and Table

13 presents Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist for baad.

Table 12
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 2
Band Fluency and Lexical iese Grammatical range Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy
2 * pauses lengthily * only prods « cannot produce * speeclitésno
before most isethwords basic sentence ntefligible
words remorized forms
utterances
* little communication
possible
Table 13

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Band
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Band




Ixxii

LEX 1
Grammatical MOR 1
competence STX 0
PG 1
Textual COH 0
competence ORG 0
IDE 0
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

As can be seen in Table 12, the speech of an $&tandidate which is rated
Band 2 contains a lot of pauses, and, as a rdgtl#, communication is observed.
Lexical resource enables the speaker to produggesivords or memorized phrases. In
addition, the speaker lacks the ability to build hasic sentence structures. From the
perspective of the interlocutor, Band 2 speech ssally unintelligible. From this
description, it can be argued that Band 2 placegreat emphasis on grammar,
vocabulary, and intonation, as well as on tempaspkcts of speaking such as pauses.

The analysis of Band 2 from the perspective otiBaan’'s (1995) CLA
checklist demonstrates that L2 speaking, at thizelleis assessed in terms of
grammatical competence and illocutionary competehlmevever, the components of
these competences are not rated equally. As regmedsmatical competence, lexis,
morphology and phonology are rated 1 because, mdeaseen in the descriptor, the
speech of Band 2 candidate displays very limiteowkadge of grammar, vocabulary,
and pronunciation. Only one component of illocuéion competence, heuristic
functions, is involved in L2 speaking. This componés rated 2 because Band 2
candidate’s oral performance is based only on meewrwords or phrases. Other

component of illocutionary competence such as madaije functions is not assessed
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across any of the IELTS speaking band descripfbine components ideational and
imaginative functions are not involved in L2 spewkat Band 2. These components are
involved in L2 speaking from Band 3 and Band 7 peesively. The components of
sociolinguistic competence dialect and registemateassessed across any of the IELTS
speaking band descriptors. Consequently, they moll be mentioned again in the
context of the IELTS speaking band descriptorsaliyn strategic competence is not
involved at Band 2, though is involved from Band 4.

In conclusion, this analysis shows that at Banth@ speaker is required to
display language knowledge. Moreover, the tempasalkect of speaking is assessed in
term of pauses, which are very noticeable beforstmmrds. Content is very limited
because Band 2 candidate are limited in theirtghidi convey messages. Thus, at Band
2, formal and temporal aspects of speaking are paicattention to than content.

Band 3 is the next band to be discussed. Itsrigisn across the four criteria is
presented in Table 14 and the analysis of Band® fthe perspective of Bachman’s

(1995) CLA checklist is presented in Table 15.

Table 14

IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 3

Band Fluency and Lexiesdource Grammatical range Pronunciation
coherence and acayra

3 « speaks with long pauses ¢ uses simptalvalary < attempts basic sentence < shows séme

« has limited ability to link to convey personal forms but with limited the feeta of
simple sentences infation success, or relies on  Band 2 and some,
« gives only simple * hasuficient apparently memorized but not all, the
responses and is vatzly for less utterances positive features
frequently unable to familtapics * makes numerous errorsof Band 4
convey basic message except in memodze
peEssions
Table 15

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for B&nd
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Banc
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LEX 1
Grammatical MOR 1
competence STX 1
PG 1
Textual COH 1
competence ORG 0
IDE 1
lllocutionary MAN 0
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

According to the description in Table 14, BandaBdidates are able to provide
only simple responses. In those long pauses asemreBand 3 speakers are not able to
express basic meaning. Their vocabulary and granararmlso basic. Consequently,
candidates at Band 3 have difficulty to build simgkentence structures as well as to
link them. In addition, their response is heavilgseéd on error-free memorized
expressions. In the category pronunciation, Bawdr8lidates demonstrate some of the
features of Band 2 and 4. All in all, it can bewed that the descriptor for Band 3
places emphasis on fluency, coherence, and prosiowi In terms of
lexicogrammatical aspects, the descriptor mentitres level of grammatical and
vocabulary control. It specifies that the range@dabulary is limited to familiar topics
such as personal information. As for grammar, basittence forms and memorized
expressions are produced. Therefore, at this pafithe analysis, | may claim that
formal and temporal aspects continue to receiveeatgr emphasis than content at this
level of proficiency.

In regard to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, #malysis of the descriptor for
Band 3 demonstrates that this level of proficielcpssessed in terms of grammatical

competence, textual competence, and illocutionargpetence. However, they are not
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rated equally. Similarly to the previous band, toenponents lexis, morphology, and
phonology are rated 1. The component syntax igratbecause Band 3 candidate is
able to produce memorized expressions and some dasiences. For the same reason,
the component cohesion is rated 1. In addition,dBaeandidate tends to connect these
sentences but this ability is limited.

Two components of illocutionary competence arsessed in Band 3. The
component ideational functions is rated 1 becausadB3 candidates can provide
personal information based on the vocabulary thegwk Moreover, these speakers
attempt to communicate basic information but mdshe time without success. As for
heuristic functions, this component is rated 2 beeahe response of Band 3 candidates
rely heavily on memorized words and expressionseithey try to communicate
something employing new words and expressions, Mumsesrrors occur.

To conclude the analysis of Band 3, | argue t@atakers at this level of
proficiency will be required to demonstrate langaidmowledge more than to express
ideas. The response is assessed in terms of leaimogatical aspects and pronunciation
as well as coherence and fluency. Moreover, corienbmes to be emphasized from
Band 3.

Band 4 is the next band of IELTS speaking barstuetors and its description
is presented in Table 16, which is followed by Baean’s (1995) CLA checklist for this

band presented in Table 17.

Table 16
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 4
Band Fluency and Lexicalaerce Grammatical range nunciatior

coherence and accuracy
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4 « cannot respond without < is able to talk abeproduces basic sentence ¢ uses a limited range
noticeable pauses and familiar topics butorms and some correct  of pronunciation

may speak slowly, with  can only cen simple sentences but feature

frequent repetition basieaning on subordinate structures  fgite to control

and self-correction unfaaritopics are rare features but lapses are
« links basic sentences and médegpient « errors are frequent and freque

but with repetitious use  errarsviord choice may lead to mispronunciations are

of simple connectives e rardigmpts to misunderstanding egtrent and cause

and some breakdowns paraphrase some difficulty for the

in coherence the listener

Table 17

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Band
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Band 4
LEX 2
Grammatical MOR 2
competence STX 2
PG 2
Textual COH 2
competence ORG 1
IDE 1
lllocutionary  MAN 0
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

As can be seen in Table 16, this descriptionigdes/more information about the
features of IELTS Band 4 candidate than the bamstsugsed previously. According to
the description of responses at this level of preficy do not have noticeable pauses,
though slow flow of speech with numerous repetgi@amd self-corrections is present.
As for coherence, a Band 4 candidate can connesit lsentences using simple
connectors. In the category language use, s/hestiiisient range of vocabulary to
discuss familiar topics. However, this categoryhhights that this speaker can express
ideas on unfamiliar topic but only basic meaningravided, and errors in word choice
occur frequently. Paraphrasing is a part of a Bamandidate’s discourse. Knowledge

of syntax is mentioned in two categories - flueaogl coherence and grammatical range
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and accuracy. Grammatical errors are frequent imtesee structures. From the
perspective of the listener, common mispronunaiatidead to difficulties with
intelligibility. Thus, | argue that at this levebrinal and temporal aspects of speaking
ability are again more emphasized than contenhodigh this band descriptor provides
information on content and coherence, linguistigpeas$s are also more specified at this
level.

With respect to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklisaple 17 shows that speaking
at this band is assessed in terms of grammaticalpetence, textual competence,
illocutionary competence, and strategic competertéewever, they are not rated
equally. The components of grammatical competemeeraed 2 because a Band 4
candidate has some basic knowledge of vocabulahgeammar. In addition, his or her
pronunciation may cause some difficulty in undardtag because s/he lacks some
pronunciation features. The component cohesioatéxr2 and the component rhetorical
organization is rated 1. The speaker demonstratesoh her ability to link basic
sentences into connected discourse. However, thefusmple connectors is repetitive.
Moreover, when providing some information, lapseshe consistency of ideas occur
frequently. Ideational functions and heuristic ftimigs are rated 1 and 2, respectively.
This rating is similar to Band 3 because the disaney between the two bands in these
aspects is not significant. Finally, strategic cetepce is rated 1 because Band 4
speakers rarely resort to such strategies as parspd.

The analysis of Band 4 shows that this proficjetevel is rated in terms of
content, form, and temporal aspects. However, fbiamd temporal aspects are more
heavily stressed than content in this band descriph the process of assessment, it
seems that IELTS raters pay a great attentionddirtiguistics aspects mentioned in the
description such as vocabulary, grammar, and p@atian. There is little information

about discourse coherence and content.
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The next band is Band 5. Its description candael in Table 18 and its analysis

in term of Bachman’s (1990) CLA checklist is presehin Table 19.

Table 18

IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 5

Band Fluency and Lexicalaerce Grammatical range nBnciation
coherence and accuracy

5 « usually maintains flow ¢ manages to talk ¢ produces basic sentence ¢ shows all théipesi

of speech but uses about familiar andforms with reasonable features afid4 and
repetitions, self- umiiiar topics accuracy some, but not all,
correction and/or slow  but uses vocabularsesua limited range the positive fesgof
speech to keep going with ledit of more complex Band 6
* may overuse certain flexilyilit structures, but these
connectives and « attesriptuse usually contain errors
discourse markers paragizut with  and may cause some
 produces simple mixedcass comprehension
speech fluently, but problems

communication causes
fluency problems

Table 19
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Band
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Banc
LEX 2
Grammatical MOR 2
competence  STX 2
PG 2
Textual COH 2
competence ORG 2
IDE 2
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

The speech of an IELTS candidate for Band 5 iaradterized in terms of
fluency and coherence as sustained flow with répes and self-corrections. Simple
discourse sounds fluent, that is, it does not mre$eng pauses or unnecessary
hesitation. However, when the speaker attemptsrtmlyce a more complex one,

fluency problems occur. Connectors and discoursekemsa may be overused. The
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speaker has sufficient lexical resource to dis€assliar and unfamiliar topics, but this
use is not flexible. Grammatical range is discussetérms of the sentence structure
use. A Band 5 candidate is able to produce basitesees, which are reasonably
accurate. As for complex sentences, this use lierdimited because of the amount of
errors that may lead to miscomprehension. Similady Band 3, the category
pronunciation does not provide specific informatiétfere, pronunciation at Band 5 is
characterized by all positive features of Band 4 arst some of Band 6. Thus, the
descriptor for Band 5 places more emphasis on obimecomparison to the previous
band descriptors. Here, IELTS candidates shoulelgit to provide more complex
communication, which involves expression of ideagamiliar as well as on unfamiliar
topics. Nevertheless, the importance of form andhptral aspect continues to
predominate over content.

From Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, as preseimenable 19, the analysis of
Band 5 descriptor shows that speaking at this @ity level is assessed with respect
to grammatical competence, textual competencecutionary competence, and
strategic competence. The first three competencegeaded equally, except for two
components of illocutionary competence -manipugatwid imaginative functions- that
are rated 0. As mentioned above, Band 5 candidetes sufficient grammatical and
vocabulary control to express ideas on familiar amdfamiliar topics. Their
pronunciation is in between Band 4 and 6. With réda textual competence, a Band 5
candidate uses connectives and discourse markepeaking. However, the overuse of
these cohesive devices may also happen. The comigoideational and heuristic
functions, which relate to expression of ideas exténsion of knowledge, are also rated
2. Finally, strategic competence is rated 1, whobans it is somewhat involved in
speaking at this band. A Band 5 candidate attemappmraphrase some ideas, but this
does not always happen successfully. Based onlibeeaanalysis, | conclude that in

order to be scored at Band 5, IELTS candidatesemyeired to demonstrate their ability



IXxx

to express ideas on familiar and unfamiliar topiosaddition, their simple discourse
should be fluent and reasonably accurate.
Band 6 is the next band under analysis. Tabled@ains its description, and

Table 21 presents Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklisthis band.

Table 20

IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 6

Band Fluency and Lekiesource Grammatical range Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy

6 * is willing to speak at < has a wide enough ¢ uses a mix of simple + uses a range of

length, though may vocabulary to discussand complex pronunciatioatfees
lose coherence at times topics at length and structures, but with with mixed cahtr

due to occasional make meaning dfear limited flexibility « shows some effidee
repetition, self- spite of inappriacies « may make frequent use of featbs
correction or e gerlgrparaphrases  mistakes with his ts not sustained
hesitation successfully complex structures, e can gelebe

* uses a range of though these narel understood throughout,
connectives and discourse cause comprehension ughamispronunciation
markers but not always problems of individual words or
appropriately sounds reduces clarity

at time
Table 21

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Bénd
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Band ¢
LEX 3
Grammatical MOR 3
competence  STX 3

PG 3
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Textual COH 3
competence ORG 2
IDE 3
lllocutionary  MAN 0
competence HEU 3
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

As can be seen in Table 4.20, the oral performarican IELTS candidate for
Band 6 is characterized as limited in terms of cehee and fluency. Band 6 candidate
possesses a wide vocabulary. His or her discouns&ios simple as well as complex
sentence structures, but flexible use of thesectstrels is limited. When employing
complex structures in discourse, frequent mistak&e place. However, these rarely
lead to miscomprehension. In addition, a Band 6dicte demonstrates a mixed
control of pronunciation features. Although dissmuiis generally understood, some
mispronounced words or sounds affect comprehenfiemimportant to notice that the
Band 6 descriptor refers to the wowappropriacy when discussing the use of
connectives and discourse markers as well as aibtdary. This places emphasis on
formal aspects of speech rather than of contenteber, Band 6 candidate reaches
clarity in meaning with the help of lexical resoesc And what may reduce this clarity
is mispronunciation of single words or sounds.

In reference to the analysis from the perspeatvdachman’s (1995) CLA
checklist, speaking at this proficiency level issessed in terms of grammatical
competence, textual competence, illocutionary cdemme, and strategic competence.

Grammatical competence is more important at thigelle All components of
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grammatical competence are rated 3. A better cbwotrovocabulary, grammar and
pronunciation is noticed at this band. In referencethe components of textual
competence, cohesion is rated 3 and rhetoricalnargtion is rated 2. Candidates at
Band 6 show their ability to speak at length wheerange of connectives and discourse
markers are utilized. However, this use may notagbvbe appropriate. In addition,
when they provide lengthy discourse their messagg mot always be sensible. This is
a result of some rare repetitions, self-correctionshesitations. The component of
illocutionary competence, ideational functionstated 3 because IELTS candidates for
Band 6 can discuss topics at length expressing cesaning. As regards the other
component, heuristic functions, it is rated 3 beeaspeakers expand their knowledge of
language by trying to produce lengthy discourse@simg complex sentence structures.
Facing comprehension problems, they solve themasd, result, obtain some language
knowledge. Finally, strategic competence is soméwheolved at Band 6. These
candidates resort to paraphrasing and this usensrglly successful. Concluding this
analysis, | reiterate my assumption that formal semdporal aspects continue to have
more emphasis than content in Band 6 descriptor.

Table 22 and Table 23 present the descriptiddaofd 7 and Bachman’s (1995)

CLA checklist for this band, respectively.

Table 22
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 7

Band Fluency and Lexiesdource Grammatical range ronBnciation
coherence and accuracy




Ixxxiii

7 * speaks at length without < uses vocabulary < uses a range of * shows @&lgbsitive
noticeable effort or loss resource flexibly complex structures featureBand 6 and
of coherence to discasariety with some flexibility ~ somayt not all, the
* may demonstrate oficep « frequently produces positive features of

language-related * LE@BeE less error-free sentence®and 8
hesitation at times, or conmamd idiomatic though some
some repetition vocabulary and grammatical mistakes
and/or self- correction shaesne awareness persist
* uses a range of stgfe and collocation,
connectives and discourse with samappropriate
markers with some choices
flexibility uses paraphrase
effectively
Table 23

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Band
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Banc
LEX 3
Grammatical MOR 3
competence STX 3
PG 3
Textual COH 3
competence ORG 3
IDE 3
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence HEU 3
IMG 2
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

According to the description in Table 22, the esppe of Band 7 candidates
presents a flexible control of vocabulary and graanmwhich enables them to discuss a
variety of topics as well as to produce error-freentences. Some less common
vocabulary and idiomatic expressions become agbdnis or her discourse. In regard to
fluency and coherence, Band 7 candidates are ablgraduce a lengthy discourse
effortlessly and without losing coherence. Theselaiates also show the ability to use
various connectives and discourse markers somefidwbly. However, repetition
and/or self-correction may occur in speech. In rexfee to pronunciation, it is

characterized in terms of all the positive featw&®8and 6 and just some of Band 8.
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Thus, this band descriptor also indicates formal gamporal aspect as of greater
importance than content. Control of grammar, votayuand pronunciation features as
well fluency and coherence is essential for IELESt takers to obtain a high band like
Band 7.

The analysis of the descriptor for Band 7 frora gerspective of Bachman'’s
(1995) CLA checklist suggests that speaking at ghisficiency level is assessed in
terms of grammatical competence, textual competeficeutionary competence, and
strategic competence. All components of grammaticampetence and textual
competence are rated equally as 3. Band 7 candmdatgood lexical and grammatical
resource. Nevertheless, some inappropriacy in vetiaice or grammatical mistakes
happen. Knowledge of phonology is somewhere in éetwBands 6 and 8. Moreover,
candidates at Band 7 show the ability to use varmnnectives and discourse markers
somewhat flexibly. They can also produce lengtlsgdiirse effortlessly. Ideational and
heuristic functions are rated similarly to the poer¢ band, that is, 3. In addition,
candidates at Band 7 have good vocabulary resotocespress ideas on a range of
topics. However, they still make some mistakes, ggample, in word collocation.
Noticing these mistakes, they are able to correetmt and, as a result, extend their
language knowledge. Such extension happens in gitodriem-solving situations. In
addition, imaginative functions get involved atstproficiency level. This component of
illocutionary competence is rated 2. Band 7 carntdgl&nrich their language with the
use of some idiomatic expressions. Finally, stiategmpetence is rated 1 because
speakers use a similar to the previous bands gyatieat is, paraphrasing. Therefore,
this analysis shows that at Band 7 candidatesnei#ld to demonstrate knowledge of
lexicogrammatical aspects as well as control ofpmal aspects more than ability to
elaborate on ideas. As a result, | argue thatfioimal and temporal aspect, more than

content, that receive the greatest emphasis irksgea
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Band 8 is the next band, which description isspnted in Table 24. Table 25

presents its analysis from the perspective of Baatisn(1995) CLA checklist.

Table 24
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 8
Band Fluency and Lexiedource Grammatical range Pronunciation

coherence and acayra

8 « speaks fluently with only ¢ uses a wide vocabutauses a wide range of  « uses a wide rafige o

occasional repetition resource readligl structures flexibly pronunaatifeatures
or self-correction; exibly to convey « produces a majority sustains flexible use
hesitation is usually @se meaning of error-free of features, with only

content- related and e uses less common sentences with only occasionpéss
only rarely to search alidmatic very occasional * is easy to understand
for language vocabulary skillfully, inappropriacies or  throughout; L1

» develops topics thnaccasional basic/nonsystematicaccent has minimal
coherently and nadcuracies errors effect on
appropriately uges paraphrase intelligibility

effectively as required

Table 25
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for B&nd
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # arizl 8
LEX 4
Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4
PG 4
Textual COH 4
competence ORG 4
IDE 4
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence HEU 4
IMG 3
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

According to the description in Table 24, Bancb8didates demonstrate fluency
where rare repetition or self-correction occurse Tésponse is characterized as coherent
and appropriate. As for lexical resource, it isfisignt to express precise meaning.
Moreover, candidates at Band 8 make use of lessnmonand idiomatic expressions in

their responses with some inaccuracy. Paraphrasinigne effectively. Their speech
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contains mainly error-free sentences. However,cbasinonsystematic errors can be
present. From the perspective of the listener, #reyunderstood effortlessly because of
a variety of pronunciation features that they usS@ally, in terms of L1 accent, it
minimally affects intelligibility. As a result, lan argue that the description of Band 8
emphasize fluency, coherence and relevance, whiehdascribed in the category
fluency and coherence. It is important to highligihdt the category lexical resource
describes the ability of IELTS candidates to conyegcise meaning. Control of
vocabulary and grammar is discussed in the categitekical resource and grammatical
range and accuracy, respectively. In addition,ittngortance of form is present in the
category pronunciation, where pronunciation featuamd effect of L1 accent are
described. Therefore, at this point of the analiggian be argued that content as well as
form and temporal aspect receive equal emphasigaaking.

The analysis of the descriptor for Band 8 frora gierspective of Bachman’s
(1995) CLA checklist shows that speaking at thimdas assessed in terms of
grammatical competence, textual competence, illooaty competence, and strategic
competence. Grammatical competence and textual eemqge are rated 4. Candidates
at Band 8 display good knowledge of vocabularyygretical, and pronunciation. As
for the components of textual competence, theyrated 4 because Band 8 candidates
are able to develop responses with coherence.gardeto illocutionary competence,
ideational and heuristic functions are rater equadl 4. They demonstrate the ability to
discuss a variety of topics flexibly. When some asional inaccuracies or
inappropriacies occur, Band 8 candidates are ableotrect them. As a result, they
achieve better intelligibility. With respect to igiaative functions, they are rated 3 as
candidates at Band 8 use figurative language im thecourse in the form of idioms.
Although they show a skilful use of idiomatic exgg®ns, occasional inaccuracies take
place. Finally, strategic competence is rated &t th, this competence is somewhat

involved in speaking because they are able to paasp effectively.
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In the light of the above analysis, | argue thatdescriptor for Band 8 of IELTS
places equal emphasis on formal and temporal gsfleehcy, coherence, but also
relevance and content. In terms of lexicogrammhbtiaspects, the band descriptor
mentions a wide vocabulary as well as grammar ressywhich enable the speaker to
develop topics coherently and appropriately wheressing precise meaning.

The last band under analysis in the context & HELTS speaking band
descriptors is Band 9. The description of IELTSdidates’ performance is presented in

Table 26 and the rating according to Bachman’s 199 A checklist for this band is

presented in Table 27.

Table 26

IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 9

Band Fluency and Lekiesource Grammatical range  Pronunciation
coherence and accyrac

9 « speaks fluently with only ¢ uses vocabulary with < uses a full range of * uses arfaige of

rare repetition or Il flexibility and structures natuial pronunciation
self-correction; pisgon in all topics and appropriately  features with
any hesitation is content- « usesngitic language < produces consistently  preci and
related rather than to naltyrand accurately — accurate structures subtlety
find words or grammar apart from ‘slips < sustains flexible
* speaks coherently with characteristimative use of features
fully appropriate speakeresge throughout
cohesive features « is effortless to
« develops topics fully understand

and appropriately

Table 27
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Band
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # rsko
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LEX 4

Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4

PG 4
Textual COH 4
competence ORG 4

IDE 4
lllocutionary ~ MAN 0
competence  HEU 4

IMG 4
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1
competence

As can be read in Table 26, a Band 9 candidatguges fluent speech. In Band
9 speech, only rare repetitions or self-correcticans be noticed. Hesitations are related
to content and not to vocabulary or grammar issdes.for coherence, Band 9
candidates have a good control of cohesive dewdndsprovides a fully developed and
appropriate response. The range of vocabulary esadbé candidate to demonstrate full
flexibility and precision across all topics. Morewy idiomatic expressions sound
natural and accurate. In the category grammatmade and accuracy, the aspects of
speaking that are assessed are range, appropridcgcauracy of grammar structures.
Finally, in terms of pronunciation, speech productiat Band 9 in IELTS is
characterized as precise, subtle, and effortlessntterstand. Thus, the descriptor of
Band 9 seems to place equal emphasis on contemt,aiod temporal aspect. Candidates
at Band 9 are expected to produce coherent ang fdleloped discourse where
hesitations are only content-related. The rangeoofbulary and grammar is wide and
is used naturally and accurately across all topiesaddition, because of speakers’
pronunciation, the response is highly intelligible.

According to the analysis of the descriptor ofnBa9 on IELTS from the

perspective of Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, &g at this band is assessed with
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respect to grammatical competence, textual competettocutionary competence, and

strategic competence. All components of these ctenpes, except for strategic

competence, are rated 4, that is, all of these ooets are involved critically at an

advanced level. The components of grammatical ctenpe are described in their

respective categories, that is, lexical resourcamgnatical range and accuracy, and
pronunciation. In regard to textual competenceés gxamined in the category fluency

and coherence, which describes candidate’s coatrobhesive devices as well as the
degree of topic development. In reference to laggufunctions, ideational, heuristic

and imaginative functions are discussed in at IBasitegories (fluency and coherence
and lexical resource). There is no information dlwaundidates’ ability to use strategies.
By suggesting that Band 9 candidates have all thsitipe features of candidates at
Band 8, | assume that the former also resort tagfaasing and use this achievement
strategy effectively. Thus, strategic competenceated 1, that is, it is somewhat

involved at this band. Finally, this analysis leadshe conclusion that candidates at
Band 9 will be required to convey ideas on thedpp demonstrate good control of

linguistic items, and to speak fluently.

In sum, the IELTS speaking band descriptors limen analyzed in terms of the
components of CLA framework proposed by BachmarB@)l9Each band has been
rated according to the CLA rating instrument fronto05 (Bachman, 1995). Taken
together, | argue that the IELTS speaking band rggscs involve the following
components of communicative language ability. Thase grammatical competence,
textual competence, illocutionary competence, arithteglic competence. The
components of the first three competences are vedoat their advanced level in Band
9. Sociolinguistic competence and one componentillo€utionary competence,

manipulative functions, are not involved across afithe IELTS band descriptors.
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Having analyzed the IELTS band descriptors, | nam to the analysis of the
ACTFL proficiency guidelines for speaking. Eachfimiency level will be analyzed in

the next section 4.3

4.3 The ACTFL speaking scale

The analysis of the ACTFL proficiency guidelinesllivgtart with its lowest
proficiency level, Novice Low. The description dfet Novice-Low level is provided
next and the results of its analysis according asHBnan’s (1995) CLA checklist are

presented in Table 28.

NOVICE LOW

Speakers at the Novice-Low level have no real fonel ability and, because of
their pronunciation, they may be unintelligible.vén adequate time and familiar
cues, they may be able to exchange greetings, thiee identity, and name a
number of familiar objects from their immediate gamment. They are unable to
perform functions or handle topics pertaining te thtermediate level, and cannot
therefore participate in a true conversational argje.

Table 28
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Meviow
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Novice Low
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LEX 1
Grammatical MOR 1
competence STX 0
PG 1
Textual COH 0
competence ORG 0
IDE 0
lllocutionary ~ MAN 1
competence HEU 0
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

According to the description of the Novice-Low levepeakers at this level of
the ACTFL speaking scale have a very limited apiid communicate. The aspects of
speech production that are mentioned in the rulmdude pronunciation and
intelligibility, but the emphasis in the descripti®f oral performance is given to
functions of language which, at this level, arerexwge greetings, give information
about their identity and name object they are famiwith. However, Novice-Low
speakers cannot take part in conversations. Fjntdlg level advances information
about the Intermediate level. Novice-Low speakemsnot discuss topics that are
related to the Intermediate level, such as self famdily, some daily activities and
personal preferences, purchasing or ordering foblous, | can argue that the
description of this level seems to emphasize thpomance of functional speaking
ability. Looking at the situations, in which Novitew speakers are able to participate,
it is possible to claims that from the very loweééwf proficiency of the ACTFL, it is
content, more than form, that receives the greaesthasis in speaking. Later on we

will see that communicating meaning has strongierite of this speaking scale.

Analyzing the rubric from Bachman’s (1995) CLA ckkst perspective, we

can see that speaking at this level is assessgdrotdrms of grammatical competence.
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Its components lexis, morphology and phonologysamewhat involved. Novice-Low
speakers have limited lexical, morphological an@mahogical language and that is
why their attempts to communicate may not alwayssbecessful. The component
syntax is not involved since the rubric does nohtio& any aspect of grammar because
speakers are not able to participate in a real @s@ation. The components coherence
and rhetorical organization are not involved dugh® speakers’ inability to provide
spoken discourse. In regard to language functigis, manipulative functions are
somewhat involved at this level because Novice-Epeakers are able greet their
interlocutors and introduce themselves. The ACFpeaking scale does not discuss
dialect as a variation of spoken language in usesacall its proficiency levels. Thus,
the component dialect is graded zero and it witl In® mentioned further. As for the
component register, it is not involved at this levmit is involved from the Advanced
level. In the same vein, strategic competence ismmlved at this level, but we can

see that Novice-Mid speakers demonstrate someyatuiluse strategies.

Taken together, the analysis of the Novice-Loveleshows that speakers will
be required to demonstrate their ability to trarisméaning, which may be obscured
because of their limited knowledge of phonologywsdwer, they are able to produce
some information if adequate time and familiar caesat their disposal. It is important
to notice that the description of oral performaratethe Novice-Low level of the
ACTFL speaking scale does not make any explicérefce to grammatical aspects.
Therefore, at this point of the analysis it is ploigsto argue that for the ACTFL lowest
proficiency level, it is content more than form tthiaceives the greatest emphasis in

speaking.

The description of the next level, that is, Nevidid, is presented below. The
results of the analysis of its rubric accordingBachman’s (1995) CLA checklist are

presented in Table 29.
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NOVICE MID

Speakers at the Novice-Mid level communiaaiaimally and with difficulty by
using a number of isolated words and memorizedsgisréimited by the particular
context in which the language has been learned. nWiiesponding to direct
guestions, they may utter only two or three wortdla Eime or an occasional stock
answer. They pause frequently as they search ragplsi vocabulary or attempt to
recycle their own and their interlocutor’'s wordsedduse of hesitations, lack of
vocabulary, inaccuracy, or failure to respond appately, Novice-Mid speakers
may be understood with great difficulty even by pathetic interlocutors
accustomed to dealing with non-natives. When cabtb@dto handle topics by
performing functions associated with the Intermediavel, they frequently resort
to repetition, words from their native languagesince.

Table 29
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for idevid
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Novice Mid
LEX 1
Grammatical MOR 1
competence STX 0
PG 1
Textual COH 0
competence ORG 0
IDE 0
lllocutionary  MAN 1
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

As can be seen from this description, the rubpiaces emphasis to
communication mentioning that Novice-Mid speakeeven minimal communicative
ability. Their speech is characterized as full cluges and hesitations, lack of
vocabulary, inaccuracy, or irrelevance to the dgaastWhen Novice-Mid speakers
participate in conversations they rely greatly solated words and memorize phrases.
Their oral performance may be understood with bifficdlty by sympathetic
interlocutors who are accustomed to converse wath-matives. Here, we again have
information about the Intermediate level. When Neviow speakers are asked to put

across a message on the topics related to themetiate level, they may resort to
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repetitions, L1 words or simply refuse to talk. $hthe rubric for the Novice-Mid level
of the ACTFL describes temporal aspects of speeatiystion (pauses and hesitations)
and places emphasis on vocabulary, though no gignifmention of grammar is made.
As a result, | can argue that in this proficieneydl content again receives more
emphasis than form.

Now turning to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, w@n see that L2 speaking
at the Novice-Mid level is assessed in terms ofgnatical competence, illocutionary
competence, and strategic competence. Grammatiogdetence is assessed in terms of
lexis, morphology, and phonology, which are ratqdadly as 1. The component syntax
is not involved yet because Novice-Mid speakenst@abuild up complete sentences. In
regard to illocutionary competence, two componefmgnipulative functions and
heuristic functions) are involved. However, theseponents are not rated equally. The
component manipulative functions is rated 1 becalydce-Mid speakers participate
in conversation minimally, but are able to manipail# somehow. The component
heuristic functions is rated 2 because these speakeke use of learned words or
phrases, though this use is a rather limited. Bind&lovice-Mid speakers apply some
strategies trying to compensate for the deficiandgnguage abilities. The first strategy
| focus on is code switching. Novice-Mid speakemsymesort to their native language
when their interlocutors speak the same languagelilly with the topics of a higher
demand, that is, related to the Intermediate léNeljice-Mid speakers may simply stay
silent. This is avoidance strategy. Thus, strategiopetence is rated 1.

Having analyzed the Novice-Mid level with the fneff Bachman’s (1995) CLA
checkilist, | can conclude that at this level thieritidoes not emphasize form in terms
of grammatical control. After reading this desddpt we can perceive that knowledge
of vocabulary is discussed only in terms of meamiagsmission in conversation. There
is also a mention of the temporal aspects of spgakvhich are pauses and hesitations.

Therefore, at this point of analysis, | continueatgue that in the ACTFL lowest levels
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it is content and temporal aspect of speaking astdform that receive the greatest
emphasis.

Finally, the last sublevel at the ACTFL Novicevdé is Novice High. The
description of this level is cited next and theults of the analysis of its rubric
according to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist candzal in Table 30.

NOVICE HIGH

Speakers at the Novice-High level are able to leadlariety of tasks pertaining to
the Intermediate level, but are unable to sustamopmance at that level. They are
able to manage successfully a number of uncomplicaebmmunicative tasks in
straightforward social situations. Conversation restricted to a few of the
predictable topics necessary for survival in thgegtlanguage culture, such as basic
personal information, basic objects and a limitedhber of activities, preferences
and immediate needs. Novice-High speakers respmsdriple, direct questions or
requests for information; they are able to ask anlery few formulaic questions
when asked to do so.

Novice-High speakers are able to express persoeahimg by relying heavily on
learned phrases or recombinations of these and whet hear from their
interlocutor. Their utterances, which consist mostif short and sometimes
incomplete sentences in the present, may be hegtamaccurate. On the other
hand, since these utterances are frequently omdgresions of learned material and
stock phrases, they may sometimes appear surgyidingnt and accurate. These
speakers’ first language may strongly influencertpeonunciation, as well as their
vocabulary and syntax when they attempt to persmndheir utterances. Frequent
misunderstandings may arise but, with repetition rephrasing, Novice-High
speakers can generally be understood by sympatmeédocutors used to non-
natives. When called on to handle simply a var@gdtyopics and perform functions
pertaining to the Intermediate level, a Novice-Hgpeaker can sometimes respond
in intelligible sentences, but will not be ablestestain sentence level discourse.

Table 30
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for MeuHigh
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Novice High




XCVi

LEX 2

Grammatical MOR 2
competence STX 1

PG 2
Textual COH 0
competence ORG 0

IDE 1
lllocutionary ~ MAN 2
competence HEU 2

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

The description of the Novice-High level presentabove discusses the
characteristics of its speakers. According to théscription, the speech of Novice-
High speakers resembles the speech of Intermedfaker because Novice-High
speakers demonstrate the ability to talk abouteissinat are associated with the
Intermediate level. However, their performancehét kevel is not sustainable. Novice-
High speakers are able to participate in conversatactively, but in a limited way, for
example, they can respond to simple questions akdfeav standard questions. In
terms of their language, they attempt to build sis@ntences in the present tense.
Moreover, the description stresses speakers’ acgusad fluency. The speech of
Novice-High speakers may be fluent and accuratenwthey use learned material in
their oral performance. The influence of L1 canbetunderestimated. Pronunciation,
vocabulary and syntax may present this influencenvkpeakers attempt to express
opinion with their own words. Thus, we can notibattthe rubric for the Novice-High
level starts to involve information about grammapect. However, it continues to

emphasize more content than form. In additionydhe of intelligibility is undeniable.

From the perspective of Bachman’s (1995) CLA &hst; the analysis of the

Novice-High level displays that speaking at thiefmiency level is assessed with
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respect to grammatical competence, illocutionarympetence, and strategic
competence. The components of grammatical competelegis morphology, and
phonology, are rated 2, and the component syntaratied 1. According to the
description of this level, learned phrases or thetombinations are mainly employed
by Novice-High speakers. Generally short and somesti incomplete sentences
characterize their speech. Moreover, the influesfcel pronunciation may hinder the
interlocutor's comprehension. Unlike Novice-Mid sgers, Novice-High speakers
attempt to express their personal ideas or thoughtsaigh having limited language
knowledge. Thus, the component of illocutionary petence, ideational functions, is
rated 1. As for manipulative functions, this com@onis rated 2 because Novice-High
speakers are able to express some personal predsrand immediate needs as well as
to make some formulaic questions. As their languasgeis greatly based on memorized
words and phrases, the component heuristic furetisnrated 2. Furthermore, to
overcome misunderstandings in conversations, Nedigh speakers utilize the
strategy of rephrasing. These strategies can letpach mutual understanding. As a
result, this competence is rated 1. Concludingathelysis of the Novice-High level, |
can argue that content and temporal aspect contmbiave more emphasis than form.
Speakers should express ideas with some hesitancy than display knowledge of

linguistic items per se.

Having analyzed the Novice level, | turn my focaghe Intermediate level. As
commented before, the Novice level description adga information about the
Intermediate level. They explain what Novice speakean or cannot do in
comparison to the Intermediate speakers. The Iteiate level is divided similarly to
the Novice level into Low, Mid, and High. The amsdg of these three sublevels are

presented next.
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The description of the Intermediate-Low levepissented below and the results
of the analysis of its rubric according to Bachnsa{1'995) CLA checklist are presented
in Table 31.

INTERMEDIATE LOW

Speakers at the Intermediate-Low level are ableaidle successfully a limited

number of uncomplicated communicative tasks by torgawith the language in

straightforward social situations. Conversatiomeistricted to some of the concrete
exchanges and predictable topics necessary forivalirin the target language

culture. These topics relate to basic personalmmébion covering, for example, self
and family, some daily activities and personal @refces, as well as to some
immediate needs, such as ordering food and makimgles purchases. At the

Intermediate-Low level, speakers are primarily tea@cand struggle to answer
direct questions or requests for information, heyt are also able to ask a few
appropriate questions.

Intermediate-Low speakers express personal mearbgg combining and
recombining into short statements what they knowd wahat they hear from their
interlocutors. Their utterances are often filledhahesitancy and inaccuracies as
they search for appropriate linguistic forms andalwlary while attempting to give
form to the message. Their speech is charactebyeequent pauses, ineffective
reformulations and self-corrections. Their pronation, vocabulary and syntax are
strongly influenced by their first language but, ispite of frequent
misunderstandings that require repetition or regihtg Intermediate-Low speakers
can generally be understood by sympathetic intattos, particularly by those
accustomed to dealing with non-natives.

Table 31
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for tntediate Low
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Interdiete Low
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LEX 2

Grammatical MOR 2
competence  STX 2

PG 2
Textual COH 1
competence ORG 1

IDE 2
lllocutionary ~ MAN 2
competence HEU 3

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1
competence

According to the above description, the speechigirmediate-Low speakers is
characterized by hesitancy, pauses, inaccuraciésraffective self-corrections when
they try to give form to the message. Their L1 curgs to affect pronunciation,
vocabulary and syntax. Moreover, they demonstiagg &bility to discuss on a wide
range of topics that are important for survivaidifferent culture. These topics include
some basic personal information and expressioroofesimmediate needs. From the
perspective of the interlocutor who has experierioe deal with non-native,
Intermediate-Low speakers generally provide comgmslve discourse. Without any
doubt, the description of these speakers leads donalusion that communication is
greatly emphasized. This can be perceived in trexifipation of the examples of
conversational topics. Although form starts to heluded in the description of this
level, at this point of the analysis, it is possilbb claim that content receives more
emphasis than form.

The analysis of the Intermediate-Low level frame pperspective of Bachman’s
(1995) CLA checklist shows that speaking at thigeleis assessed in terms of
grammatical competence, textual competence, illooaty competence, and strategic

competence. All components of grammatical competeace rated 2. Textual



competence becomes to be assessed at this leveermediate-Low speakers are able
to perform on some uncomplicated communicativesaboreover, they can combine
and recombine the information they know with the timey are exposed to in real social
situations. Thus, the components cohesion and nibakmrganization are rated 1. In
regard to illocutionary competence, the componemsational functions and
manipulative functions are rated 2. Intermediate/Lspeakers perform on a greater
number of topics associated with expressing petsoeaning. Furthermore, they can
ask guestions and request information relatedeo tmmediate needs. The component
heuristic functions is rated 3 because speaketsheion of language knowledge is very
high and continuous at the Intermediate-Low lev&hally, in order to overcome
misunderstandings in communication, which are chbgdack of language knowledge,
Intermediate-Low speakers resort to the followingategies: reformulation and
rephrasing. This component of CLA is rated 1. Taatode, the emphasis of content in
the description of the Intermediate-Low level istsined. Although the rubric mentions
control of grammar, it specifies the componentshig language dimension in a very
brief outline. Temporal aspect of speaking in terofshesitations and pauses is
mentioned as well. Nevertheless, we can see tladéscription of this level pays
particular attention to the delivering of meaning.
The next level under analysis is Intermediate .Misl description can be read
next and Bachman'’s (1995) CLA checklist for thigdleis presented in Table 32.
INTERMEDIATE MID
Speakers at the Intermediate-Mid level are ableaadle successfully a variety of
uncomplicated communicative tasks in straightfoovasocial situations.
Conversation is generally limited to those predildaand concrete exchanges
necessary for survival in the target culture; thé@sgude personal information
covering self, family, home, daily activities, inésts and personal preferences, as
well as physical and social needs, such as foaghmshg, travel and lodging.
Intermediate-Mid speakers tend to function reabtiveor example, by responding
to direct questions or requests for informationwideer, they are capable of asking
a variety of questions when necessary to obtaiplsinmformation to satisfy basic

needs, such as directions, prices and servicesn\tddéed on to perform functions
or handle topics at the Advanced level, they prevs®me information but have
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difficulty linking ideas, manipulating time and asp, and using communicative
strategies, such as circumlocution.

Intermediate-Mid speakers are able to express pafrsueaning by creating with
the language, in part by combining and recombinkmpwn elements and
conversational input to make utterances of sentémicgth and some strings of
sentences. Their speech may contain pauses, rdfdgroms and self-corrections as
they search for adequate vocabulary and appropliatguage forms to express
themselves. Because of inaccuracies in their vdaapand/or pronunciation and/or
grammar and/or syntax, misunderstandings can ocbut, Intermediate-Mid

speakers are generally understood by sympatheterlooutors accustomed to
dealing with non-natives.

Table 32
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for tntediate Mid
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = crital basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Interdiete Mid
LEX 2
Grammatical MOR 2
competence  STX 2
PG 2
Textual COH 2
competence ORG 2
IDE 2
lllocutionary ~ MAN 2
competence  HEU 4
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

According to the description of the Intermedibtit level, we can see that the
speech of Intermediate-Mid speakers is charactrireterms of temporal aspect
(pauses), vocabulary, pronunciation, syntax, amangnar. At this level the speaker is
expected to handle successfully various uncomgitatommunicative tasks. These
tasks are based on personal information, for exenfpmily, hobbies, and home, and
physical and social needs, for example, shoppnageting, and lodging. Intermediate-
Mid speakers are noticed to participate activelganversations. The description of this
level advances information about the Advanced ldvehling with the topics related to

the Advanced level, Intermediate-Mid speakers fdifBculties with linking ideas,
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verbal categories such as time and aspect as svabiag communicative strategies, for
example, circumlocution. Therefore, the rubric lné intermediate-Mid level seems to
have a sustained importance of content, pronupciaéind temporal aspects. In terms of
lexicogrammatical aspects, the rubric mentions soomrol of vocabulary, which is
restricted to the topics, and limited control ohmmar. It is important to highlight that
although some inaccuracies with vocabulary, grammranunciation, or syntax occur,
the Intermediate-Mid speakers’ discourse is gelyec@mprehensible for interlocutors
that usually deal with non-natives. Thus, at thisnp of analysis, | can argue that
content receives the greatest emphasis in speakidgs level.

Analyzing this level from the perspective of Bawm’s (1995) CLA checkilist,
we can see that speaking is assessed in termsaofngatical competence, textual
competence, illocutionary competence, and strategienpetence. Grammatical
competence and textual competence are rated 2,ighatll components of these
competences are involved critically at a basic lleliermediate-Mid speakers have
critical basic lexical, morphological, syntacticahd phonological knowledge. As a
result, their conversation topics are generallyidya®r example, to give personal
information or to express some physical or soce#ch Besides limited grammatical
competence, Intermediate-Mid speakers have som#egong with connecting ideas or
facts. As for language functions, Intermediate-Mjmbakers tend to participate more in
conversations by responding to direct questionsragdesting some information when
needed. Here, the component manipulative functisnsrated 2. Similarly, the
component ideational functions is rated 2 becantrhediate-Mid speakers are able to
discuss a variety of uncomplicated topics. The eegof involvement of heuristic
functions is critically advanced, that is, it ised 4, because these speakers expand their
language knowledge by participating actively in wensations. They are able to use
interlocutors’ input in their discourse. Conseqienthey develop not only grammar

knowledge but also textual one. Finally, there somme strategies that these speakers
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tend to use in order to overcome certain challerigesommunication. One of the
strategies with which they have difficulty is cirlocution®. Reformulations are
employed at this level as well. Strategic competeiscrated 1. Taken together, this
analysis continues to support my assumption thatecw is more emphasized than
form. A detailed description of speakers’ commuti@ability in different topics and
concise information about their linguistic knowledgad to such conclusion.

Intermediate-High, which description is preseretbw, is the last sublevel to
be discussed within the Intermediate level. Thailltesof the analysis of this rubric
according to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist aresprged in Table 33.

INTERMEDIATE HIGH

Intermediate-High speakers are able to conversk ®atse and confidence when
dealing with most routine tasks and social situeiof the Intermediate level. They
are able to handle successfully many uncomplicagstts and social situations
requiring an exchange of basic information relatedwork, school, recreation,

particular interests and areas of competence, thiwegitation and errors may be
evident.

Intermediate-High speakers handle the tasks pértato the Advanced level, but
they are unable to sustain performance at thal lever a variety of topics. With

some consistency, speakers at the Intermediate ldigh narrate and describe in
major time frames using connected discourse ofgoapd length. However, their
performance of these Advanced-level tasks will bithone or more features of
breakdown, such as the failure to maintain theati@m or description semantically
or syntactically in the appropriate major time fegrthe disintegration of connected
discourse, the misuse of cohesive devises, a fieducin breadth and

appropriateness of vocabulary, the failure to sssftdly circumlocute, or a

significant amount of hesitation.

Intermediate-High speakers can generally be unawmistby native speakers
unaccustomed to dealing with non-natives, althatlhghdominant language is still
evident (e.g. use of code-switching, false cogndital translations, etc.), and
gaps in communication may occur.

Table 33
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for imtediate High
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced
Item # Intezdiate High

19 Fulcher (2003) talks about this strategy in thegary of the paraphrasing strategy as its altemat
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LEX 2

Grammatical MOR 2
competence STX 2

PG 2
Textual COH 2
competence ORG 2

IDE 3
lllocutionary  MAN 2
competence HEU 4

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

According to the description provided above, &pea at the Intermediate-High
level of the ACTFL speaking scale can demonstratefidence when they discuss
topics related to basic information, for examplerky school, and interests. They also
can handle tasks, which are associated with theaAckd level, though their
performance is not sustained. It is important totioa that they can produce connected
discourse while narrating and describing. IntermatdHigh speakers are able to
perform on the task, which are related to the Adeanlevel. However, their discourse
presents one or more problems, for example, syatactsemantic failures, the misuse
of cohesive device, inappropriate vocabulary, aeddent hesitations. Intelligibility is
generally reached by native speakers, who are sed to deal with non-natives. Thus,
the rubric for the Intermediate-High level seemstophasize content and coherence,
but also temporal aspect of speaking (hesitatioHswever, in this description the
rubric is more specific than the previous rubrinswihat concerns language, making
explicit indication of lexicogrammatical errors theharacterize speech at this level
(inappropriateness of vocabulary and major timen&p Therefore, content again
receives more emphasis than linguistic aspectsthieutliscrepancy is not as large as in

the previous levels.
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Now turning to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, wan see that the speech in
the Intermediate-High level is assessed in termgrafmmatical competence, textual
competence, illocutionary competence, and strategiopetence. The components of
grammatical competence and textual competence abed r2. Intermediate-High
speakers are able to speak on a variety of uncoatptl topics at ease. However, they
face difficulties with appropriateness of vocabyjasyntax and pronunciation when
dealing with the Advanced level tasks. In regardetxtual competence, Intermediate-
High speakers provide connected discourse with soomsistency when narrating or
describing. The language use of Intermediate-Higlkeakers involves ideational,
manipulative, and heuristic functions. As highligthtabove, they are able to discuss a
variety of uncomplicated topics with ease and awice. As a result, the component
ideational functions is rated 3. The component maative functions is rated similar to
the Intermediate-Mid level, that is, 2. The compunkeuristic functions is rated 4
because Intermediate-High speakers extend thegjutge knowledge greatly. Finally,
they employ some strategies. As the native langsttidas an influence on the target
language, it also affects the use of strategiesct®l by these speakers. They are
circumlocution, code switching, false cognates, kedal translations. These strategies
pave the way towards a better understanding byenapeakers who are not used to
foreign speech, though some communication gaps ireeitable. Here, strategic
competence is rated 1. Taken together, this asatygiws the predominance of content
in speaking. Speakers at the Intermediate-Highl lenie be required to express ideas
more than to display linguistic knowledge, but tiliscrepancy is not so large.

Having discussed the two ACTFL proficiency leyethat is, Novice and
Intermediate, | now turn to the Advanced level thas already been mentioned before
in the context of the Intermediate level. To staith, the description of its first
sublevel, Advanced Low, is provided below, andrésults of the analysis of its rubric

according to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist aresprged in Table 34.
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ADVANCED LOW

Speakers at the Advanced-Low level are able to Ibaral variety of
communicative tasks, although somewhat haltinglytimies. They participate
actively in most informal and a limited number afrrhal conversations on
activities related to school, home, and leisureviiets and, to a lesser degree,
those related to events of work, current, public personal interest or individual
relevance.

Advanced-Low speakers demonstrate the ability toata and describe in all

major time frames (past, present and future) iragaph length discourse, but
control of aspect may be lacking at times. They bandle appropriately the

linguistic challenges presented by a complicationrexpected turn of events that
occurs within the context of a routine situationcommunicative task with which

they are otherwise familiar, though at times tlksicourse may be minimal for the
level and strained. Communicative strategies such raphrasing and

circumlocution may be employed in such instances.their narrations and

descriptions, they combine and link sentences icbmnected discourse of
paragraph length. When pressed for a fuller accdbey tend to grope and rely
on minimal discourse. Their utterances are typjcalbt longer than a single

paragraph. Structure of the dominant languageilisestdent in the use of false

cognates, literal translations, or the oral panalgrstructure of the speaker's own
language rather than that of the target language.

While the language of Advanced-Low speakers maymbeked by substantial,
albeit irregular flow, it is typically somewhat aitned and tentative, with
noticeable self-correction and a certain grammhbtmaghness. The vocabulary of
Advanced-Low speakers is primarily generic in natur

Advanced-Low speakers contribute to the convemsatigh sufficient accuracy,
clarity, and precision to convey their intended sagg without misrepresentation
or confusion, and it can be understood by natieakers unaccustomed to dealing
with non-natives, even though this may be achiettedugh repetition and
restatement. When attempting to perform functiondandle topics associated
with the Superior level, the linguistic quality agdiantity of their speech will
deteriorate significantly.

Table 34
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Aubed Low
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Advzd Low
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LEX 3

Grammatical MOR 3
competence STX 3

PG 3
Textual COH 2
competence ORG 2

IDE 3
lllocutionary ~ MAN 2
competence  HEU 4

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 1
Strategic STC 1

competence

As it can be noticed, the description of the Awhed-Low level is longer and
more detailed than the previous ones. Accordinyitodescription, speakers are able to
converse on a greater number of topics. They parfoetter on informal situations.
However, they can converse using formal langudgmjgh this use is restricted. They
have a good command of English grammar. In order their message to be
comprehensible, they use different verb tenses, ¥et use of verbal aspect is
unsustainable. The words such as accuracy, claaity] precision are used to
characterize their speech. However, these tragtsaifficient for the definite situations
mentioned in the description, for example, relatedoutine or hobby. They cannot
perform this way on the tasks of the Superior leVakir L1 still has some influence on
L2 speaking. This influence can be noticed in tlee wf false cognates, literal
translations, or in the way they organize oral geaphs. Thus, | can argue the rubric
for the Advanced-Low level highlights the importanof content, coherence, and
relevance of ideas, but also of form. The contrblgeammar and vocabulary is
discussed in this description, where the componeitsese two language dimensions
are specified. Therefore, at this point of the gsia| it is possible to claim that content

and form receive similar emphasis in this levepwfficiency.
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The analysis of the rubric for the Advanced-Lawdl from the perspective of
Bahcman’s (1995) CLA checklist shows that speedidyetion at this level is assessed
in terms of grammatical competence, textual competeillocutionary competence,
sociolinguistic competence, and strategic competeHowever, these competences are
not rated equally. The components of grammaticahp=ience are rated 3 because
Advanced-Low speakers demonstrate a good knowletigeammar. The components
of textual competence are rated 2 because theglbdeeto provide connected discourse
not longer than a paragraph. Similarly to InterraggliHigh speakers, they can combine
information and use cohesive devises in order tmeot ideas between sentences. With
respect to language functions, Advanced-Low spesakave the same features of the
Intermediate-High speech. The component ideatifunattions is rated 3 because of
their ability to express their point of view on wneplicated topics, mainly informally.
Similarly to the Intermediate level, the componemnipulative functions is rated 2.
The component heuristic functions is rated 4. AdealhLow speakers still have gaps in
language knowledge and their active participationconversations and interactions
with native speakers enrich their knowledge. Mosgp¥advanced-Low speakers have
sensitivity to differences in register. They carffedentiate the use of language
according to the situation, whether formal or inmf@t one. Thus, the component
register is rated 1. When Advanced-Low speakers $mme linguistic difficulties they
use the following strategies: rephrasing and cilogotion in order to compensate

these gaps. Here, strategic competence is rated 1.

Having analyzed the rubric for the Advanced-Ldwan come to a conclusion
that speakers at this level will be required to destrate their ability to express ideas in
a coherent and lengthy discourse. Sufficient glaptecision, and accuracy are typical
features of the Advanced-Low level speech. Thergegm of this level highlights that

Advanced-Low speakers are able to narrate and idesor all major time frames.
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Therefore, | can assume that knowledge of linguigeéms become to have equal

importance with content.

The next level under analysis is Advanced-Migd.déscription is cited next, and

the results of its analysis according to Bachm&t@95) CLA checklist are provided in

Table 35.

ADVANCED MID

Speakers at the Advanced-Mid level are able to leawith ease and confidence a
large number of communicative tasks. They partieipectively in most informal
and some formal exchanges on a variety of contogies relating to work, school,
home, and leisure activities, as well as to evehtsurrent, public, and personal
interest or individual relevance.

Advanced-Mid speakers demonstrate the ability toat@ and describe in all major
time frames (past, present, and future) by progda full account, with good
control of aspect, as they adapt flexibly to themdeds of the conversation.
Narration and description tend to be combined atehivoven to relate relevant and
supporting facts in connected, paragraph-lengttodise.

Advanced-Mid speakers can handle successfully atidrelative ease the linguistic
challenges presented by a complication or unexgetten of events that occurs
within the context of a routine situation or comnuative task with which they are
otherwise familiar. Communicative strategies susktiacumlocution or rephrasing
are often employed for this purpose. The speechAd¥anced-Mid speakers
performing Advanced-level tasks is marked by sutighflow. Their vocabulary is
fairly extensive although primarily generic in nagu except in the case of a
particular area of specialization or interest. Doanmit language discourse structures
tend to recede, although discourse may still reflee oral paragraph structure of
their own language rather than that of the targeglage.

Advanced-Mid speakers contribute to conversations wariety of familiar topics,

dealt with concretely, with much accuracy, cla@tyd precision, and they convey
their intended message without misrepresentatiocoofusion. They are readily
understood by native speakers unaccustomed tondewiith non-natives. When

called on to perform functions or handle topicsoaiged with the Superior level,
the quality and/or quantity of their speech willngeally decline. Advanced-Mid

speakers are often able to state an opinion orcoiéitions; however, they lack the
ability to consistently provide a structured argmmen extended discourse.
Advanced-Mid speakers may use a number of delagtngtegies, resort to
narration, description, explanation or anecdotesionply attempt to avoid the
linguistic demands of Superior-level tasks.

Table 36
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Athed Mid
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced
Item # Adwed Mid
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LEX 3

Grammatical MOR 3
competence STX 3

PG 3
Textual COH 3
competence ORG 3

IDE 3
lllocutionary ~ MAN 3
competence  HEU 4

IMG 2
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 2
Strategic STC 2

competence

As we can notice, this description is also lomgl @etailed. According to it,
speakers at the Advanced-Mid level are able to eme/confidently and effortlessly on
a wide range of topics related to their routinehsas studies, work, public, and personal
life. Although these speakers have quite a vasalolary, they tend to use general
words. But this tendency is not observed when tiadly about their interests. Their
narrations and descriptions are expressed in ctesheparagraph-length discourse,
which contains all major verb tenses with good raraf verbal aspect. They are able
to resolve linguistic challenges, which occur irmgounexpected situations, rather
easily. The language of Advanced-Mid speakers istmaccurate, clear, and precise. As
a consequence, no misrepresentation or confusicar®ovhen they converse with
native speakers. Here, content and form continadsave equal emphasis. We have
clear indication that speech production at the Adeal-Mid level will be assessed in
terms of its content as well as it formal linguisdispects.

According to Bachman'’s (1995) CLA checklist, ttesults of the analysis show
that speaking at the Advanced-Mid level is assessederms of grammatical
competence, textual competence, illocutionary cdemme, sociolinguistic competence,
and strategic competence. All components of granealatompetence are rated 3

because Advanced-Mid speakers have a good coritvoicabulary and grammar. Both
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components of textual competence are rated 3 dbaeduse these speakers are able to
combine narration with description. Although these aable to provide structured
arguments, they cannot do it in a lengthy discaufdefour language functions are
involved in the language of Advanced-Mid speakdrgey take an active part in
conversations. This participation implies the espren of information such as feelings
or ideas. Thus, the components ideational and mébatipe functions are rated 3. In
regard to the component heuristic functions, raied 4 because when solving linguistic
challenges they extend their knowledge of langudgereover, they enrich their
knowledge through the interaction with other people for the component imaginative
functions, these speakers may include anecdotesheir discourse. Thus, this
component is rated 2. Advanced-Mid speakers cardleasome tasks that require
formal and informal language. Here, the componegister is rated 2. The influence of
L1 becomes less strong at this level and this camdtice through the choice of
strategies. The strategies that they often resogré circumlocution and rephrasing.
Moreover, they can employ some delaying strategigsn they need to perform a task
related to the Superior level. When the linguisteanands of these tasks are too high
and they do not have control over such languagedpply avoidance strategies, that is,
they try to avoid having to use this language. €hsgategies contribute to a successful
completion of communicative tasks. Thus, strategimpetence is rated”2.

In the light of the above, | can conclude thaadqers in the Advanced-Mid level
produce speech, where content, form and tempopaicasre assessed. With respect to

content, they should demonstrate the ability taatarand describe. As regards form,

20 |nterestingly, this level introduces the teooncretenesshat defines the topics that Advanced-Mid
speakers are able to talk about. According to GaAn{B006), “The term concreteness refers to the
clarity of questions, statements, and informatipp’311). Here, it contrasts with the tealmstractness
that will be introduced in the Superior level. THiesmonstrates that although these speakers ar¢oable
discuss a variety of topics, their speech pattarasased on concrete topics, i.e. facts and irgtom
They are not able to talk about things that arerelated to real situations.
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their discourse should display knowledge of lexiemgmatical aspects. And, finally,
their speech is noticeable for substantial flow.
The last sublevel the Advanced level is Advaneggh. Its description is
presented below, and the results of the analysierding to Bachman’s (1995) CLA

checklist are presented in Table 37.

ADVANCED HIGH

Speakers at the Advanced-High level perform all #ubed-level tasks with
linguistic ease, confidence and competence. Thewhle to consistently explain in
detail and narrate fully and accurately in all tifnemes. In addition, Advanced-
High speakers handle the tasks pertaining to thpei®ur level but cannot sustain
performance at that level across a variety of ®pidey can provide a structured
argument to support their opinions, and they maystiact hypotheses, but patterns
of error appear. They can discuss some topicsaatiistr especially those relating to
their particular interests and special fields gbexrtise, but in general, they are more
comfortable discussing a variety of topics condyete

Advanced-High speakers may demonstrate a well-dpedl ability to compensate
for an imperfect grasp of some forms or for limdas in vocabulary by the
confident use of communicative strategies, suclpasphrasing, circumlocution,
and illustration. They use precise vocabulary amodnation to express meaning and
often show great fluency and ease of speech. Hawexen called on to perform
the complex tasks associated with the Superion lever a variety of topics, their
language will at times break down or prove inadéguar they may avoid the task
altogether, for example, by resorting to simplifica through the use of description
or narration in place of argument or hypothesis.

Table 38
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Athed High
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced
Item # Advzd High
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LEX 4

Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4

PG 4
Textual COH 4
competence ORG 4

IDE 4
lllocutionary ~ MAN 3
competence  HEU 4

IMG 2
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 3
Strategic STC 2

competence

According to the description of the Advanced-Highel, speakers are expected
to show linguistic ease, confidence and competemteall Advanced-level tasks.
Advanced-High speakers also attempt to performasks; which demand features of
the Superior level. However, they fail to maintgierformance at the Superior level
across different topics. Moreover, they demonsteateery good control of all verbal
tenses and precise intonation. Expressing theiniops, they provide structures
arguments. They are also able to discuss topidsagtly and concretely. Although their
use of vocabulary is precise and accurate, somigations in vocabulary may occur.
Great fluency also characterizes the speech didvanced-High speakers. Therefore, |
may claim that content, form and temporal aspespefaking receive equal importance
in the description of the Advanced-High level.

The analysis of the rubric for the Advanced-Highel from the perspective of
Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist demonstrates thasp@aking at this level is assessed
in terms of grammatical competence, textual comueteillocutionary competence,
sociolinguistic competence, and strategic competeAt components of grammatical
competence and textual competence are rated 4pdeeh of Advanced-High speakers
displays very good grammatical competence. In geg@atextual competence, they may

produce structured arguments and hypotheses whalinglewvith the Superior level
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tasks, but they cannot sustain such high performamcwide range of topics. Having
good grammatical and textual knowledge, Advanced-Bpeakers are able to reach
their communicative goals. They talk about theirspeal interests and skills. Thus, the
component of illocutionary competence, ideationaictions, is rated 4. As for the
component manipulativiinctions, it is rated 3 for the same reason akerAdvanced-
Mid level. When Advanced-High speakers face compéesks, for example, the ones
related to the Superior level, they use languagepfoblem-solving. As a result, the
component heuristic functions is rated 4. With ezspgo the component imaginative
functions, it is graded equally to the Advanced-N&del, that is, 2.There is no mention
about their participation in formal and informalcianges. Thus, | suggest that their
sensitivity to differences in register is in betwegdvanced-Mid and Superior levels,
that is, critical at an intermediate level. It mgortant to highlight that L1 does not
influence the speech of Advanced-High speakers argmHaving some difficulties
that refer to vocabulary limitations, they have @d ability to apply the following
communicative strategies: paraphrasing, circumlooyutand illustrations. However,
when asked to deal with the Superior-level taskytmay resort to formal avoidance
strategies. | cannot but grade strategic compet2rimecause Advanced-High speakers

use strategies efficiently in order to completésas

Having analyzed the rubric for thedvanced-High level, | can come to a
conclusion that speakers at this ACTFL proficierieyel will be required to
demonstrate their ability to express ideas dematist easiness, competence, and
confidence. Providing fully developed and detailistourse is also a requirement for
speakers. Moreover, speech should demonstrateauteeand fluidity of expression
as well as knowledge of linguistic items. Thus, teoty, form and temporal aspect

receive equal emphasis in speaking.
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I now turn to the last proficiency level, that perior, which embraces all the
positive features discussed across other levealseatsuperiorform. The description of
this proficiency level is cited next, and the résubf its analysis according to

Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist are presented inld8f3.

SUPERIOR

Speakers at the Superior level are able to comrateith the language with
accuracy and fluency in order to participate falhd effectively in conversations on
a variety of topics in formal and informal settinigsm both concrete and abstract
perspectives. They discuss their interests andiapesds of competence, explain
complex matters in detail, and provide lengthy aotierent narrations, all with
ease, fluency, and accuracy. They explain theiniops on a number of topics of
importance to them, such as social and politicaugs, and provide structured
argument to support their opinions. They are aldeconstruct and develop
hypotheses to explore alternative possibilitieseWhppropriate, they use extended
discourse without unnaturally lengthy hesitationmtake their point, even when
engaged in abstract elaborations. Such discourbde woherent, may still be
influenced by the Superior speakers own languaterpa, rather than those of the
target language.

Superior speakers command a variety of interacive discourse strategies, such
as turn-taking and separating main ideas from stipgoinformation through the
use of syntactic and lexical devices, as well asniational features such as pitch,
stress and tone. They demonstrate virtually ncepatbf error in the use of basic
structures. However, they may make sporadic ergadijcularly in low-frequency
structures and in some complex high-frequency &tras more common to formal
speech and writing. Such errors, if they do ocdg, not distract the native
interlocutor or interfere with communication.

Table 37
Communicative Language Abilitieecklist for Superior
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # supr
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LEX 4

Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4

PG 4
Textual COH 4
competence ORG 4

IDE 4
lllocutionary MAN 4
competence HEU 4

IMG 2
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 4
Strategic STC 2

competence

The description of this level includes the advefthgly and effectively” in
reference to the speakers’ performance on a tasgerf®r speakers have a good
command of grammatical knowledge. As a result, tbag provide extensive, well
structured and cohesive discourse on a varietgm€s. Easiness, fluency and accuracy
pertain to their oral performance. They also mage of intonational features such as
pitch, stress, and tone. Some sporadic errors doctlireir discourse, but they do not
interfere  with communication or influence compresien by native-speakers.
Therefore, the description of this level emphasthesimportance of content, form, and
temporal aspect. Speaker should display very goatpetence of grammar, vocabulary
in their discourse, which does not affect natudfof language.

Now turning to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, wencsee that L2 speaking
at the Superior level is assessed in terms of gmaioal competence, textual
competence, illocutionary competence, sociolinguistompetence, and strategic
competence. The components of grammatical competand textual competence are
rated 4. Superior speakers have a good commarekiohl, morphological, syntactical
and phonological knowledge. Moreover, they are édblproduce structured arguments

and well-developed hypotheses in a lengthy andreoiieliscourse. As for illocutionary
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competence, its components ideational, manipulanek heuristic functions are rated 4
as well. According to this rubric, superior levgleskers are able to express their
opinions on different topics as well as to supplogir point of view. They converse on
subjects of their interest and importance, for gxampolitics. Their active and full
participation in conversations implies that th@induage use affects interlocutors’ way
of thinking as well as the flow of conversationsthdugh they have a well-developed
grammatical and textual knowledge, they may havmesdifficulties with low-
frequency or some complex high-frequency structutdswever, errors in these
structures do not lead to any misunderstandingil&imto Advanced-High sublevel,
the component imaginative functions is rated 2. Toewponent register is rated 4
because language is appropriate to the contextSamerior speakers know how to
adopt it according to formal and informal contdrtreference to strategic competence,
speakers at the Superior level have a good comnmdindarious interactive and
discourse strategies, for example, turn-taking istirdyuishing the main idea. Thus,
strategic competence is rated 2, that is, it ig weuch involved.

Taken together, this analysis shows that speake3sgerior level are requested
to express ideas and opinion on a variety of topudsreover, they need to display
linguistic knowledge and demonstrate fluency. Tfees | can argue that at this level
content, form and temporal aspect of speaking mratly emphasized.

In sum, the ACTFL speaking scale has been analyegarding the components
of communicative language ability (CLA) proposed IBachman (1990). All
components of CLA are involved across all the ACTIEkels, though at different
levels. The components of grammatical competemoayal competence, illocutionary
competence, with exception of its imaginative fimts$, sociolinguistic competence,
with exception of its component Register, and sgit competence are involved at an

advanced level in the ACTFL Superior level.
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Having analyzed the ACTFL speaking scale, | nam tto the analysis of the

CEFR analytic descriptors of spoken language. Eacficiency level will be analyzed

in the next section 4.4.

4.5 The CEFR speaking scale
The lowest proficiency level indicated in the EFE analytic descriptors of
spoken language is Al. The description of this llasepresented in Table 38 and

Bachman’s (1995) communicative language abilityALCLs presented in Table 39.

Table 38
CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for Al
Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherenc

Has a very basic ~ Shows only limitec Can manac very Canask an' answet Can link
repertoire of words control of a few short, isolated, mainly questions about words or

and simple phrases simple grammatiped-packaged personal details. groups of
Al related to personal structures and utterances, with Can interact in a words with
details and concrete sentence patternmuch pausing to simple way but  very basic
particular situations. in a memorized search for communication linear
repémo expressions, to s tatally dependent connectors
articulate less on repetition, like "and"
familiar words, rephrasing and or "then".

and to repairon  repair.
communication.

Table 39
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for A1
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # A
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LEX 1

Grammatical MOR 1
competence  STX 1

PG 1
Textual COH 1
competence ORG 0

IDE 1
lllocutionary ~ MAN 1
competence HEU 2

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

According to the CEFR scale division, Al spealaes Basic User. As can be
seen from the description of this proficiency levaoken language of Al speakers is
characterized as being very basic. The vocabulaey possess is very limited to
particular topics. They are able to construct senptterances that refer to some
personal information as well as some concrete .faMsreover, Al speakers
demonstrate that they know some basic grammatiaence structures. Although this
knowledge is very limited, they are able to intérddere is no information about their
ability to pronounce words, but | can suggest thay do not have difficulties with the
pronunciation of memorized words. In addition, Adeakers can make use of some
basic cohesive devices such as “and” or “then” #ratble them to connect words into
short utterances.

Thus, the analytic descriptor of level A1 seemermphasize content, coherence,
formal and temporal as aspects as well as thetyahiti interact. In terms of
lexicogrammatical aspect, the descriptor mentidms $peaker's control of simple
grammatical structures and of simple lexical resesr In addition, it specifies the
component of lexical resource, that is, the vocafyutelated to personality and some

concrete situations, but it does not specify thenponents of grammatical aspect.
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Therefore, at this point of the analysis it is ploigsto assume that for the CEFR lowest
proficiency level, it is grammatical form and acacy as well as temporal aspects that
receive the greatest emphasis. The descriptormmtaaclude those aspects of speaking
related to pronunciation, intonation, and stressweler, it mentions that A1 speakers
make a lot of paused when articulating unfamiliards.

The analysis of the descriptor for level Al frone perspective of Bachman's
(1995) CLA checklist shows that speaking at thisfiprency level is assessed in terms
of grammatical competence, textual competencecutlonary competence, and
strategic competence. All components of grammate@hpetence, the component
coherence of textual competence, and strategic etenpe are graded equally. All
should be somewhat involved in language use of gelakers. These are described in
the criteria range, accuracy, and coherence. Thpesakers demonstrate some basic
control of lexicogrammatical aspects, cohesive sk and some strategies, such as
rephrasing and repairing. The components of illecatry competence, ideational and
manipulative functions, are somewhat involved.clésnponent, heuristic functions, is
involved critically at a basic level in languagesusf A1 speakers. The components
rhetorical organization and imaginative functiome aot discussed in the context of
level A, but they are involved in the higher pragiacy levels. As for the component
dialect, it is not involved across any of the CHbBficiency levels.

Taken together, this analysis shows that at |&felspeakers assessed by the
CEFR guidelines will be requested to display knagk of linguistic items per se than

to express ideas.

Table 40 presents the description of the speakeral performance at next
proficiency level A2. The analysis of this desdoptaccording to Bachman’s (1995)
CLA checklist is presented in Table 41.

Table 40
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CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for A2

Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherenc
Uses basic sentence Uses sonmmesimCan make Can answer questio@an link
patterns with memorised structures atlye him/herself and respond to simpigoups of
phrases, groups of a few  but still understood statements. words with

A2 words and formulae systematically in very short Can indicate when simple

in order to communicate  makes basic  utterances, he/she is following connectors
limited information mistakes. even though but is rarelieab like “and”,
in simple everyday pauses, false undestmough “but” and
situations. starts and o kéep conversation  “because”.

reformulationgoing of his/her own
are very evideatcord.

Table 41
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for A2
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Iltem # A2
LEX 1
Grammatical MOR 1
competence  STX 2
PG 2
Textual COH 1
competence ORG 0
IDE 2
lllocutionary ~ MAN 1
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

The speech production is associated with levelifABe speaker demonstrates
the following characteristics. These are the usmeforized basic words and phrases,
the correct use of simple sentences, and the usasif conjunctions such as “and”,
“but” and “because” in the discourse. Again, nothiis said about the speaker’s
pronunciation, but | can suggest that s/h has basiowledge of this aspect.
Furthermore, with the respect to the topic develepinA2 speakers can communicate
some basic information from real-life situationswasll as interact in conversations
expressing some relevant ideas in simple senteAcebthey do this with some very

evident pauses, false starts, and reformulation.
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Based on this analysis, | argue that the descrifatr level A2 highlights the
importance of formal and temporal aspect. The dasuns of A2 speakers’
performance in criteria range, accuracy, fluenayd @oherence support this idea.
Moreover, they are required to participate in iatgions. Although they do not have
good lexical resource, they are able to ask singplestion and answer in simple
sentence structures.

The analysis of the descriptor for level Al frohe perspective of Bachman’s
(1995) CLA checklist demonstrates that L2 speakitthis proficiency level is assessed
according to grammatical competence, textual coemuet, illocutionary competence,
and strategic competence. The components lexisphotrgy, coherence and strategic
competence are rated equally. All are somewhatiedoin language use of A2
speakers. A2 speakers communicate some basic reessagugh their limited lexical
resource. A2 speakers apply some strategies ttgimgmpensate for the deficiency in
language knowledge. In order to make themselvesrclhey may resort to
reformulation. With respect to the components syntahonology, ideational and
heuristic functions, these are involved criticadlya basic level. The simple sentence
structures of A2 speakers are accurate, thougic brastakes are present in their
language. The ideas they express are generallyetimio simple everyday situations.
There are also components that are not discusdbe ohescriptor of level A1l. These are
rhetorical organization, imaginative functions, aredjister. Thus, the descriptor for
level A2 seems to emphasize lexicogrammatical antporal aspects, coherence, and
the ability to interact. Content is not so muchhitighted at this proficiency level.

The next proficiency level under analysis is Bhose formal description is
presented in Table 42.The analysis of this desoripwith regard to Bachman’s (1995)
CLA checklist is presented in Table 43.

Table 42
CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for B1

Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherenc
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Has enoug language
to get by, with
sufficient vocabulary
Bl toexpress him/
herself with some
hesitation and
circumlocutions
on topics such as
family, hobbies and
interests, work, travel,
and current events.

Uses reasonab Can keep going Can initiate, Can link a serie
accuhpte comprehensibly,  maintain and of shorter,
repertoife o even though close simple discrete simple

frequentbed  pausing for face-to-face  elementsinto a
"routinesid grammatical and  conversation connected linear
pattern lexical planning  on topibsit sequence of

associateth  and repair is very are familiar or opoints.
more jotatlle evident, especially personal interest.
situations. in longer stretches Can repeat back
of free production. part ofath
someone has said
to confirm mutual
understanding.

Table 43

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for B1
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # B1
LEX 2
Grammatical MOR 2
competence STX 2
PG 2
Textual COH 2
competence ORG 1
IDE 3
lllocutionary ~ MAN 2
competence HEU 2
IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 1

competence

As can be seen in this description, level B1 referspeakers who have richer

vocabulary recourse than A2 speakers do. They ale to talk about their family,

hobbies, interests, and

other general topics. M@ameoB1l speakers produce the

structures that they use frequently without a lotmistakes, that is, they speak with

reasonableness and accuracy. Similarly to the guevproficiency levels, there is no

mention of their pronunciation in this descriptBeing able to converse on topics cited

above, | can argue that B1 speakers should have sasic knowledge of phonology.

In addition, they can utter some simple elementsrigier to produce a short but

connected discourse. They are able to make thent ptear when discussing basic
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personal information such as family or hobby. Alibb their speech can contain a lot
of hesitations and pauses, they do not fail torawie comprehensibly. From this
description, it can be argued that level B1 plaaegreat emphasis on grammar,
vocabulary, fluency, coherence, and interaction.

The analysis of level B1 from the perspective ofcldaan’s (1995) CLA
checklist displays that L2 speaking at Bl is assks® terms of grammatical
competence, textual competence, illocutionary cdemme, and strategic competence.
However, not all components are rated equally. @égards grammatical competence,
lexis, morphology, syntax, and phonology are inedlvcritically at a basic level
because Bl speakers have lexicogrammatical resthates sufficient to discuss topics
related to personality. The component coherencalde involved at a basic level
because Bl speakers make use of some cohesiveesletiat help them produce
connected discourse. The component rhetorical (rgaon is somewhat involved in
language use of Bl speakers because they are @ldeptess a clear point. The
component ideational functions is critical internatel because B1 speakers are able to
discuss a variety of topics concerning their peasdife, for example, hobby, family,
and others. As regards manipulative and heuristitctions, these components are
involved at a basic level. B1 speakers are moregaddent in conversations, that is,
they are able to start, maintain and finish simgaversation. It is worth noting that
they participate this way just when topics of casations are familiar or of their
personal interest. In order to demonstrate compgbr, they attempt to repeat what
the interlocutor has just communicated to themaddition, B1 speakers try to transmit
meaning resorting to circumlocutions and repairiighough their speech can contain a
lot of hesitations and pauses, they do not faihteract comprehensibly. Here, strategic
competence is somewhat involved.

In conclusion, this analysis shows that at level $pakers are required to

display language knowledge. Moreover, the tempaspects of speaking such as
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pauses are very noticeable. Content is limitedpics related to personal interests, such
as hobby and travelling. Thus, | argue that foreral temporal aspects of speaking are
more paid attention to than content.

The next proficiency level under analysis in BEFR descriptors is B2. The
description of this level across five criteria iregented next in Table 44 and its analysis

from the perspective of Bachman'’s (1995) CLA chistkh presented in Table 45.

Table 44
CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for B2
Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherenc
Has a sufficierrange Shows a relativel Can produce  Can initiatediscourse, Can use
of language to be high degkee stretches of take his/her twiren limited
able to give clear grammatical language with  appropriate and endnumber of
B2 descriptions, express  control. Does noa fairly even conversation when cohesive
viewpoints on most make errors tempo; he /she needs to, devices to
general topics, without which cause  although he/ though he /she mayink his/her
much conspicuous misunderstapdirshe can be not always do this utterances
searching for words and can carrec hesitant as he elegantly. Can helpinto clear,
using some complex most of his/her or she searches the discussion alongherent
sentence forms mistakes. for patterns and on familiar gndu discourse,
to do so. . expressions, foaming though there
there are few comprehension, may be some
noticeably lonigviting others in, etc. "jumpiness”
pauses. inadpn
cobution.
Table 45

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for B2
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced
Item # B2
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LEX 3

Grammatical MOR 3
competence  STX 3

PG 3
Textual COH 3
competence ORG 2

IDE 3
lllocutionary  MAN 3
competence HEU 2

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 2
Strategic STC 1

competence

According to the description in Table 44, B2 dm@a are able to describe
clearly as well as express opinions on most genepats. This is possible due to their
vocabulary resource. In general, B2 speakers hawelatively high control of
grammatical knowledge. Their oral performance wstidctive in the following way.
They are able to describe and give their opiniensame complex sentences, though
wit some hesitancy and pauses. Their utterancesoamected by cohesive devices, but
the number of these devices is quite limited. Nénadess, their discourse can be clear
and coherent. However, soquenpinessoccurs in their discourse. This can suggest that
their discourse may lack organizational developm&hey may start to talk about one
thing andjumpto another one. Moreover, B2 speakers are at#gpcess their ideas or
feelings on most general topics. Finally, B2 speskean take an active part in
conversations, for example, by initiating a conaém), maintaining it by taking turns
and finishing it when they need to. In additiorgyticontribute to conversation when it
covers familiar topics. Therefore, at this pointtieé analysis, | continue to argue that
formal and temporal aspects of speaking as wealbhsrence and fluency are greater

emphasized than content.

In regard to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, thalgsis of the descriptor for

level B2 demonstrates the B2 speakers are asse@ssedns of all competences of
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CLA, though not in terms all their components. $anly to the previous proficiency
level, all components of grammatical competencle\al B2 are rated equally. These
are involved critically at an intermediate levelchase of B2 speakers’ level of
lexicogrammatical knowledge, which is good enougldiscuss most general topics.
The component coherence is also critical interntedi@cause of their ability to use a
limited number of cohesive devices. The componeetarical organization is involved
critically at a basic level as B2 speakers tenlbdse the linear sequence of their ideas.
As for illocutionary competence, its componentsait®al and manipulative functions
are involved critically at an intermediate leveR Bpeakers are able to communicate
ideas on most general topics. Moreover, they caticpgeate actively in conversations.
Heuristic functions are critical basic as whiletgapating in discussions, B2 speaker
are also learning. They try to use more complexes@e structures. Moreover, they can

already perceive their error and correct most efith

The component register is critical basic at ghisficiency level. B2 speakers do
not have very good sensitivity to the differencéeasen formal and informal language,
for example, they may not always finish conversatelegantly. Finally, strategic
competence is somewhat involved. B2 speakers mag&eofi cooperative strategies.
When they have difficulties in communicating sonegh they rely on their
interlocutors. Moreover, B2 speakers are able twecb most of their mistakes. In
addition, after they have produced a phrase omgsee and they perceive that they
have not been understood they try to say it agétim dfferent words. Here, they resort
to restructuring strategy. Avoidance strategies by part of their oral performance. |
can suggest thgumpinessin their discourse that has been discussed alefeesrto

formal avoidance.

To conclude the analysis of level B2, | arguat tpeakers at this proficiency

level will be required to demonstrate knowledgdexicogrammatical aspects as well
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as control of temporal aspects than content. Maeosuch aspects of speaking as
coherence and fluency are also emphasized. In iaddithe ability to hold a

conversation, that is, initiate discourse and takes, is also of great importance.

Finally, | turn to Proficient User, which consiststwo levels: C1 and C2. The
first level to be discussed is C1. Table 46 preséme description of this proficiency

level. Table 47 presents its analysis from the pmasve of Bachman’'s (1995) CLA

checklist.

Table 46

CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for C1

Range Accuracy lueiicy Interaction @obnce
Has a good command Consistently Can express Can select a suitablean poduce
of a broad range of maintains a him/herself phrase from a ilyaclear, smoothly
language allowing high degrée ofluently and available range of  flowing,
him/her to select a grammatical spontaneously, discourse functionsell-structured
Cl1 formulation to express accuracy; erroedmost to preface his speech,

him/herself clearly are rardfidilt effortlessly. remarks in ordert  showing
in an appropriate tospotand Only a get or to kebp controlled use
style on a wide range  generally conceptually floor and to relatef organizational
of general, academic, corrected whetlifficult subject his/her own patterns,
professional or they dour. can hinder a contribution connectors and
leisure topics range of natural, smooth skilfully to e cohesive
without having to flow of of othepeaker. devices.
restrict what he/she language.

wants to say.

Table 47
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for C1

0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involve@ = critical basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Ci
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LEX 4

Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4

PG 4
Textual COH 4
competence ORG 3

IDE 4
lllocutionary ~ MAN 3
competence HEU 3

IMG 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 3
Strategic STC 1

competence

The speech of speakers is associated with lelvéfl ey possess good language
knowledge to discuss a variety of topics. Theiidakand morphological knowledge
enables them to express what they want withoutrastyiction. Moreover, C1 speakers
make errors rarely because of their high degregraihmatical accuracy. And if there
are some they are difficult to notice and generatiyrected by speakers. In addition,
they can produce clear, smoothly flowing, and wg#ilictured speech. Discussing
various topics, C1 speakers demonstrate a goodotaritorganizational patterns and
cohesive devices. Finally, C1 speakers are abl&lio fluently and spontaneously,
generally without effort. They rarely resort toadégic competence as a language
compensatorbecause they have a good command of grammar andbuwiary.
Therefore, at this point of the analysis, it caralgued that formal and temporal aspects
of speaking as well as coherence and fluency receiyreater emphasis than content.

According to the analysis of the descriptor ofeleC1 from the perspective of
Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, speaking at thisfigiency level is assessed in terms
of grammatical, textual, illocutionary, sociolingtic, and strategic competences.
However, not all components of these competencesaaed equally. For instance, all

components of grammatical competence are rateibd jtf they are involved critically
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at an advanced level in language use of C1l spedlemsuse the speech of these
speakers is highly accurate with a good commarexidal resource. C1 speakers also
demonstrate fluency and spontaneity. On the otlaedd, one component of textual
knowledge, coherence, is rated 4 and another dwetorical organizations, is rated 3.
C1 speakers can produce a highly coherent discowitte clear development. The
component ideational functions is involved critigadt an advanced level. C1 speakers
feel more confident to discuss a wide range ofc®phs for manipulative and heuristic
functions, this component is critical intermediatiethis proficiency level. Having a
good command of language, C1 speakers participate donversation actively. | can
suggest that they are able meanipulate conversation, for instance they initiate a
conversation, maintain it by taking turns and tingppropriately. Moreover, when they
face some grammar problems they are able to ugeidae so skillfully that errors are
almost not noticed. Imaginative functions are mebived yet at this level. In regard to
register, C1 speakers are able to use languagemjgiely. This may suggest that they
are aware of the importance of language variatisnsh as formal and informal spoken
discourse. As a result, this component is critic&ermediate. Finally, strategic
competence is somewhat engaged at this level bedalisspeakers make rare use of
strategies due tot their good command of grammévanabulary.

Thus, the descriptor of level C1 of the CEFR turs to emphasize formal and
temporal aspects as well as coherence and theyatiliinteract. The descriptor
mentions that C1 speakers have a broad range gfidge in order for them to discuss
topics clearly and in an appropriate style. Itnigortant to highlight that this lexical
resource enables C1 speakers to express any ideaequently, | argue that content
and form receive equal importance in L2 speakirthiatproficiency level.

Finally, the last proficiency level to be discedswvithin the scope of the CEFR
descriptors of spoken language is C2. Table 48pteshe description of this level and

Table 49 presents its analysis from the perspeofiBachman’s (1995) CLA checklist.
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Table 48
CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for C2

Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherence

Shows great flexibility Maintains costeint Can express Can interact with e@sm create

reformulating ideas grammaticainttol him/herself and skill, picking upcoherent
in differing linguistic ~ of complermhguage, spontaneously and using non-verbat
C2 forms to convey even whiletiten  at length with and intonational  cohesive
finer shades of is othessvéngaged a natural, cues apparently discource
meaning precisely, (e.g. inwfard colloquial flow, effortlessly. Can making
to give emphasis, plannimg, i avoiding or interweave/hes full and
to differentiate and to  monitorintpers’ backtracking  contribution into appropriate
eliminate ambiguity. reactions). around any the joint disise use of a
Also has a good difficulty so witfully natural variety of
command of the interlocutor refecing, organizational
idiomatic is hardly aware ualbn patterns and
expressions and of it. making etc. a wide range
colloquialisms. of connectors
aoither
cehe
devices.
Table 49

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for C2
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # C
LEX 4
Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4
PG 4
Textual COH 4
competence ORG 4
IDE 4
lllocutionary  MAN 4
competence HEU 4
IMG 3
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 4
Strategic STC 1

competence

According to the description in Table 48, C2 @ea demonstrate an ability to
use different linguistic forms. They can expressrtideas or feelings in various forms.
This is also possible due to their high degree rairgnatical knowledge. Moreover,
they are able to produce lengthy discourse nayurathe discourse that C2 speakers
produce is coherent and cohesive. It consists abws organizational patterns and

connectors as well as other cohesive devices. titiad, when they participate in
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conversation they are aware of turn taking rulesthey take turns naturally. All in all,

it can be argued that the descriptor for level GZgs emphasis on fluency, coherence,
and ability to interact. In terms of lexicogramnaatiaspects, the descriptor elicits their
consistent control of grammar and lexis. It doesspecify the range of this knowledge,
but as C2 speakers are able to express preciseingeamd have great flexibility to
reformulate ideas | can assume that they are cemifilo discuss any topics with
complex language. Therefore, at this point of thalysis, | may claim that formal and
temporal aspects of speaking continue to receigeeat emphasis, though content is
also important at this level of proficiency.

In regard to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, thaalysis of the descriptor for
level C2 demonstrates that this proficiency legehssessed in term of all competences
of CLA. The components of grammatical and textuahpetences are rated equally,
that is, they are involved critically at an advahdevel because of the speakers’
consistent lexicogrammatical control. Moreover, p2akers can produce coherent and
cohesive discourse with appropriate use of coheslegices. The components
ideational, manipulative, and heuristic functionme aated equally. All of them are
involved critically at an advanced level. C2 spealae able not only to express their
ideas easily, but also to reformulate them progdinmore precise meaning. Moreover,
they interact easily and skillfully where they caronitor interlocutors’ reactions in
conversation. In addition, they are able to usguage so proficiently that when they
make errors interlocutors are not aware of thenmiost cases. The component
imaginative functions is critical intermediate avél C2 because these speakers
demonstrate their knowledge of idiomatic expressicend colloquialism. The
component register is critical advanced becaussp@akers demonstrate good control
of formal and informal language. Finally, strategampetence is somewhat involved in
the oral performance of C2 speakers because trsmytr®d restructuring strategy in

order to avoid ambiguity.
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To conclude the analysis of level C2, | arguet thgeakers at this level of
proficiency will be required to demonstrate langeidgiowledge as well as express
ideas, Their response is assessed in terms of fanmhtemporal aspects as well as
coherence and the ability to interact.

In sum, the CEFR analytic descriptors of spoleeigliage have been analyzed in
terms of the components of CLA framework proposgdBachman (1990). Each
proficiency level has been rated according to thé\ €ating instrument from 0 to 5
(Bachman, 1995). Taken together, | argue that tBERCanalytic descriptors of spoken
language involve grammatical, textual, illocutionassociolinguistic, and strategic
competences. The components of the first two coemges are involved at their
advanced level in level C2. All components of illionary competence, besides the
component imaginative functions, which is criticgalermediate, are involved critically
at an advanced level. The component of sociolingué®mpetence, register, is critical
advanced in level C2. In regard to strategic coemed, it is somewhat involved from
level Al on.

Having analyzed the speaking rubrics of two mieficy tests of English
(TOEFL and IELTS) and two guidelines for orientasd ACTFL and CEFR) according
to Bachman’s (1995) CLA checklist, | now turn tetaspects of speaking ability that
will be compared across these two tests and gueliThis comparison will be based
on Fulcher's (2003) framework for describing theeatng construct, which was
reviewed in Chapter 3. Firstly, the aspects of kipgeof the TOEFL and IELTS rubrics
will be compared (4.5). Secondly, the aspects a@fakmg the ACTFL and CEFR
speaking rubrics will be compared (4.6). Finalhe faspects of speaking ability will be

compared across the proficiency test and guidefiresrientations (4.7).

4.5 Comparability of the aspects of speaking abiltacross TOEFL and IELTS
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Following Fulcher’s (2003) framework, the firdgpect of speaking ability to be
compared across two proficiency tests is languagepetence, which is composed of
three components. These are phonology, accuracyflaency. The first component
involves pronunciation, stress, and intonation.Kiog at the TOEFL speaking scale, it
can be seen that these phonological qualitiesiaceissed in the criterion Delivery from
the lowest score, Score 1. This supports the ioEapronunciation is an essential aspect
of speaking according to the TOEFL speaking sdaleegard to the IELTS speaking
scale, there is a separate criterion for pronuiociagind this emphasizes the importance
of the phonological aspect in speaking constructval. In IELTS, pronunciation is
assessed from the lowest band, Band 2, where ggeatemonstrate little
communication.

The next component of language competence isracguln TOEFL, accuracy
is examined in criterion Language Use from Scorkldre, raters pay attention to how
accurate grammatical structures and vocabulanesif takers are. With respect to the
IELTS speaking scale, accuracy is discussed in dviteria: Lexical Resource and
Grammatical Range and Accuracy. The assessmenmfcafacy begins from Band 2 in
this test.

Fluency is the last component of language conmgeteThe TOEFL speaking
scale includes fluency together with phonology e triterion Delivery. Here, the
guality and rate of speech are scrutinized and thesicription is present in Score 1. The
IELTS speaking scale examines this component ipegially assigned criterion called
Fluency and Coherence. Raters assess speech tamitingaccount the amount of
hesitations (pauses), repetitions, and self-camest and describe them from the lowest
band, Band 2.

According to the framework for describing the algieg construct proposed by
Fuclher (2003), the second aspect of speakingiaislistrategic capacity. The TOEFL

speaking scale does not mention the test taken$ityabp use strategies. On the
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contrary, the IELTS speaking scale includes strategpacity. Test takers of Band 4 re
required to demonstrate some use of paraphragiatggy, which is commented in the
criterion Language Resource.

Textual knowledge is the next aspect of speakinitity. According to Fulcher
(2003), “most speaking is a highly structured astiv(p.34). Fulcher (2003) follows
Anderson and Lynch (1988) who refer to speech partof ‘interactional competence’
(p.-34). Thus, he discusses the structure of tatlerims of turn taking, adjacency pairs,
and openings and closings. As the TOEFL speakingtest does not involve any
interaction because test takers record their resgmono the tasks with the help of
computers, their ability to take turns, to use ey pairs or to open and close
conversation are not assessed. However, cohesibrhatorical organization of the test
taker’s response are included in criterion TopRalelopment. The description of the
response in relevance to these components starts $core 1 in the TOEFL test. On
the contrary to the TOEFL speaking sub-test, tieeereal-life interaction between the
test taker and the examiner in the IELTS speakewien. However, the structure of
talk considered in Fulcher's(2003) framework is described in the IELTS speaking
scale. The IELTS speaking scale assesses the dedremoherence and topic
development in the criterion Fluency and Coherdraa Band 3 on.

Pragmatic knowledge is the next component froenftamework for describing
the speaking construct, within with context FulcH@003) discusses appropriacy,
implicature and expressing beiffgAppropriacy of the response to the task as well as
appropriacy of grammar and vocabulary use are désmll in the criterion Topic
Development and Lexical Use of the TOEFL speakicgjes Being a very important
aspect, appropriacy is involved from Score 1 in FQE The IELTS speaking scale

also pays special attention to appropriacy of talgieelopment, grammatical structures,

21 For Bachman (1990), pragmatic competence is coetpas two competences: illocutionary and
sociolinguistic. However, Fulcher (2003) decidessingle out sociolinguistic competence in his
framework.
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and vocabulary resource. These are examined ie tirieria: Fluency and Coherence,
Grammatical Range and Accuracy, and Lexical Resgurespectively. Signs of
appropriacy are examined from Band 3 on. Implieatand expressing being are not
present in either speaking scales.

The last aspect of speaking ability, which, adoay to Fulcher (2003), should
be included into the construct, is sociolinguigtmowledge. Here, topical knowledge is
considered in both speaking scales. The TOEFL spga&cale emphasizes the
importance of conveying relevant ideas with appedpr use of vocabulary and
grammar structures as well as developing the tdpily. Topical knowledge is
discussed in the criteria Language Use and TopieBement from Score 1 on. In
regard to the IELTS speaking scale, topical anducall knowledge are assessed. The
degree of topic development depends on the tdpikeltopic is familiar, test takers can
produce a lengthier and error-free discourse thdrenwit is unfamiliar. Topical
knowledge is involved from Band 3 on. Cultural kneege is represented in the form
of idiomatic language. Test takers are expecteddiude idioms in their speech from
Band 7 on.

The following conclusions can be drawn from tiecdssion of the aspects of
speaking ability assessed by TOEFL and IELTS. Fingt TOEFL and IELTS speaking
scales are highly comparable in terms of languag®petence. This aspect is so
important that both speaking scales describe inftbe lowest levels. The TOEFL
speaking scale cannot be compared to the IELTSkspmeacale with respect to strategic
capacity because this aspect is not included infEFL speaking scale. In regard to
textual knowledge, the speaking scales cannot bwared in terms of the structure of
task because they do not examine it. Pragmatiwlatge is assessed in both speaking
scales. The TOEFL speaking scale is comparabléaolELTS speaking scale with

respect to appropriacy. Finally, sociolinguisticoiiedge is included in the speaking
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constructs of both tests. They are comparableeima of topical knowledge. In
addition, the IELTS speaking scale assesses cuknoaviedge of test takers.

The next subchapter presents the comparabiléyapects of speaking ability
across ACTFL and CEFR, which will be similar to tb@mparability of TOEFL and
IELTS. The aspects of speaking ability will be cargd according to Fulcher’s (2003)

framework for describing speaking construct.

4.6 Comparability of the aspects of speaking abiltacross ACTFL and CEFR

The comparability of the aspects of speakingitgthdicross ACTFL and CEFR
starts with language competence. Phonology, thst faomponent of language
competence, is assessed in the ACTFL speaking.sthie component is important
because intelligibility of speakers’ discourse defgeon it. Pronunciation is discussed
from the ACTFL lowest level, Novice-Low, on. Theffdrence between Novice-Low
and Superior speakers is great. Whereas speakidrs bvice-Low level may produce
unintelligible discourse because of poor phonolagiknowledge, speakers at the
Superior level are expected to have a good comnuingitch, stress and tone.
Phonology is not discussed explicitly in the CEFfeaking scale, but after reading the
descriptors of level Al, it becomes obvious that gdeakers would not be able to
perform satisfactorily at this level without posseg some knowledge of phonology.

Accuracy and fluency are discussed together enddscriptions of the ACTFL
proficiency levels. A minimally intelligible spokediscourse, which is described in
relation to accuracy and fluency, is produced byibeMid speakers. The CEFR
speaking scale has two separate criteria for tbesgonents. These are Accuracy and
Fluency. They are assessed from the CEFR lowest lewvel A1, on.

The next aspect of speaking ability, which iscdssed in Fulcher's (2003)
framework, is strategic capacity. It is involved oth ACTFL and CEFR speaking

scales. Strategic competence is included in the FAC3peaking construct from the
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Novice-Mid level. According to the description ¢iig level, Novice-Mid speakers may
resort to code-switching as one of the types ofeatgiment strategies or silence may be
frequent, that is, avoidance strategy, when thk taguires a high level of language
knowledge, for example, the Intermediate level sagls for the CEFR speaking scale,
some strategies can be noticed in the spoken dsemf Al speakers, which is the
CEFR lowest proficiency level. Rephrasing strateglyich is discussed in the criterion
Interaction, leads to a better communication.

Textual knowledge involves the sensitivity to #teucture of conversations. In
the ACTFL speaking scale Novice-Mid speakers arpeeted to demonstrate some
limited knowledge of adjacency pairs respondinditect questions in a limited number
of words. As for Intermediate-Low speakers, thep garticipate in conversation on
predictable topics. They may also start a conviensatith a request for information. As
regards the CEFR speaking scale, Al speakers dee tabtake part in spoken
interaction, which is based on some basic lexiesburce. For instance, they can solicit
information as well as provide responses to thestiues about their personality. In case
of B1 speakers, they are already able to open,taaiand close conversations about
familiar topics. Thus, knowledge of adjacency passdiscussed in the criterion
Interaction.

The next aspect of speaking ability is pragm&iowledge. The ACTFL
speaking scale looks at appropriacy of the spok&rodrse produced by speakers from
the Novice-Mid level. Al speakers also demonstegtpropriacy of their discourse to
conversation. Although they have limited knowleddesocabulary and grammar, they
can interact in a simple way. Both speaking scatesot observe implicature of spoken
discourse. As for expressing being, the ACTFL speplscale describes speakers’
ability to express on a variety of communicativekia This ability is noticed in Novice-

High speakers. In the CEFR speaking scale B1 speakew their ability to participate
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in face-to-face conversations on a range of famitigpics. Criterion Interaction
describes pragmatic knowledge of speakers.

Finally, sociolinguistic knowledge is assessedath speaking scales. In the
ACTFL speaking scale Novice-Mid speakers have sdnal knowledge. They can
respond to direct questions. As for topical knowkedNovice-High speakers take part
in straightforward social situations discussingitaspics. They are also aware of
topics that are important in order to survive ie target language cultures. This way
they demonstrate cultural knowledge. In regard he €EFR speaking scale, Al
speakers show that they have some vocabulary kdgelefor certain concrete
situations. This is described in criterion Rangkey can discuss topics related to the
personality and this is discussed in criterion natdon. With respect to cultural
knowledge, C2 speakers command a variety of idi@nd colloquialisms. This
component of sociolinguistic knowledge is includeariterion Range.

In comparing the aspects of the ACTFL and CEFRakmg constructs, | can
conclude that these guidelines for orientations faighly comparable in terms of
language competence. Both emphasize speakers’ mpriation, accuracy, and fluency.
As for strategic capacity, ACTFL and CEFR are hygbbmparable as well because
they discuss the types of strategies used by speadlereover, the ACTFL speaking
scale is highly comparable to the IELTS speakinglesowith respect to textual
knowledge. According to these guidelines for oions, speakers should be aware of
the rules for speaking, such as turn taking andcaacy pairs. In addition, pragmatic
knowledge is described in both speaking scales. AREFL and CEFR speaking scales
are highly comparable with each other in terms mdrapriacy and expressing being.
The last aspect of speaking ability that is inctide the construct of these guidelines
for orientation is sociolinguistic knowledge. Botbpeaking scales are highly

comparable with respect to situational, topicatl ealtural knowledge.
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Finally, subchapter 4.7 presents the companrgltiiit aspects of speaking ability
across TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and CEFR. The procesthefcomparison will be the

same as in the comparability of TOEFL and IELTS] ACTFL and CEFR.

4.7 Comparability of the aspects of speaking abilt across TOEFL, IELTS,
ACTFL and CEFR

Having compared the TOEFL speaking scale to thel&bne and the ACTFL
speaking scale to the CEFR one, | now focus oncthraparison of the speaking
constructs across these proficiency tests and ljugdefor orientation in this section.

Followint Fulcher's(2003) framework for descrigithe speaking construct, the
first aspect to be compared across the speakingssts language competence. All
speaking scales are highly comparable with eackr athterms of its three components:
phonology, accuracy, and fluency. Speakers’ proiation features are assessed. In
addition, the speaking scales of the tests andetjn@s describe speakers’ ability to
produce accurate and fluent discourse.

Strategic capacity is the next aspect of speadlntity. The TOEFL speaking
scale does not assess the test takers’ use cégigsitt The IELTS speaking scale, by
contrast, includes achievement strategies suchaaspprasing. As for the ACTFL
speaking scale, it describes both achievement ap@tlance strategies that speaker
resort to in challenging situations. In regard te tCEFR speaking scale, only
achievement strategies are included. Thus, | carlede that the TOEFL speaking
scale is not comparable to any other speaking scéle IELTS speaking scale and the
CEFR speaking scale are highly comparable with eatbler in terms of strategic
capacity. Both include achievement strategies éir flevel descriptors. In addition, they
show some comparability with the ACTFL speakingeca

Textual knowledge is the next aspect of spealdhdity. The TOEFL and

IELTS speaking scales do not include test takerswkedge of the conversation
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structure. Thus, they cannot be compared to theFACAhd CEFR speaking scales. In
contrast, the ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales ajf@yncomparable with each other
in terms of textual knowledge because both askessutes for speaking.

The next aspect of speaking ability to be comp@&@eragmatic knowledge. The
TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL, and CEFR speaking scales labkhe degree of grammatical
and vocabulary appropriacy in the spoken discoafspeakers. Only the ACTFL and
CEFR speaking scales describe speakers’ exprelssing in conversation. Thus, | can
conclude that these speaking scales are somewimggacable with each other in terms
of pragmatic knowledge.

The last aspect of speaking ability is sociolisja knowledge. The TOEFL and
IELTS speaking scales pay attention to topical Kedge in order to see whether test
takers develop the topic fully and appropriatelythie task. Only the IELTS speaking
scale includes cultural topic. The ACTFL and CERRaking scales assess situational,
topical, and cultural knowledge. Thus, | can come ttonclusion that the TOEFL and
IELTS speaking scales are somewhat comparablett@frACTFL and CEFR in terms

of sociolinguistic knowledge.

CHAPTER V

Conclusions, Pedagogical implications, Limitationgnd Suggestions

In this chapter, | present the main conclusidra t draw from the findings of
the present study (section 5.1). Pedagogical irafins are discussed in section 5.2.
Finally, the study’s limitations and suggestions forther research are addressed in

section 5.3.

5.1 Conclusions
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The objective of the present study was to analgeespeaking constructs of two
proficiency tests (TOEFL and IELTS) and two guidek (ACTFL and CEFR). In the
pursuit of investigating their speaking construtis) research questions were posed:

1. How do the TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and CEFR speakinglss assess speech
performance?

2. Is there comparability of the speaking construcbss these proficiency tests
and guidelines?

The analysis carried out was based on the framlevad communicative
language ability (CLA) proposed by Bachman (1990y &ulcher’'s framework for
describing the speaking construct (2003), whichrisadaptation of the Bachman and
Palmer (1996) model of CLA.

Based on Bachman's CLA checklist and rating umegnt (1995), it was
possible to reveal the components of CLA acrossTi®&FL, IELTS, ACTFL, and
CEFR speaking scales. Moreover, the degree of vewoént of each component was
revealed. Thus, the following general conclusiows €ach speaking scale were

obtained.

5.1.1 The TOEFL speaking scale: general conclusions
The components of all competences were rated thigthhelp of a five-scale

instrument, from zero to four. As can be seen ibl@a50, all components of
grammatical competence proposed by Bachman (19@0)naluded in the speaking
construct of the TOEFL rating scale for speakin{i.afe somewhat involved at Score
1. Then, they are involved critically at a basieeleat Score 2. Next, they are involved
critically at an intermediate level at Score 4.dHiy they are involved critically at an
advanced level at Score 4.

Table 50
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General conclusions for the TOEFL speaking scale
ltem# 1=smwhtinvolved 2 = critical bas./3 = critical int. 4 = critical adv.

very much
LEX Score 1 oBx 2 Score 3 Sobr

Grammatical MOR Score 1 &ch Score 3 Scbre
competence STX Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4

PG Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4
Textual COH Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4
competence ORG Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4

IDE - Score 1 Score 3 Score 4
lllocutionary ~ MAN - - - -
competence HEU - Score 1 - -

IMG - - - -

Sociolinguistic DIA - - - -
competence REG - - - -

Strategic STC - -
competence

Cohesion and Rhetorical organization are somewivaived at Scorel of the
TOEFL test. At Score 2 they are involved criticadly a basic level. Their degree of
involvement at Score 3 is critical intermediate @&nig critical advanced at Score 4 in
this proficiency test.

Two components of illocutionary competence amolved in language of the
TOEFL candidates. These are ideational and heufistictions. The first is critical at a
basic level at Score 1 and is critical basic ar&@oas well. It is critical intermediate at
Score 3. Finally, it is critical advanced at ScdreAs for Heuristic functions, they are
critical basic at Score 1 and have the same dexfr@e/olvement across other scores.
The TOEFL rating scale for speaking does not ineluthe components of
Sociolinguistic competence nor Strategic competence

Based on these findings, | argue that to thigiggemcy test, speaking is seen as
the oral ability to demonstrate grammatical, tektaand illocutionary competences.
Grammatical and textual competences should be mpegsat their advanced level. As
regards illocutionary competence, just its two comgnts, ideational functions and
heuristic functions are involved in the TOEFL spegkconstruct. The other two

language functions, manipulative and imaginative, r@ot involved across any of the
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TOEFL scores. In reference to strategic competetiee TOEFL speaking scale does

not include this component of CLA into its speakaumstruct.

5.1.2 The IELTS speaking scale: general conclusions

The analysis of thEELTS rating scale for speaking showed that all porents
of grammatical competence are included in the dpgakonstruct (see Table 5.1.2).
Components Lexis, Morphology, and Phonology areeseinat involved from Band 2,
where the component Syntax is somewhat involveeh fiBand 3 on. All components of
grammatical competence are critical basic at Barkhén, they are critical intermediate

at Band 6. Finally, they are critical advanced ah@ 8.

Table 51
General conclusions fdhelELTS speaking scale
ltem# 1 =smwhtinvolved 2 =critical bas./ 3 =dicalint. 4 = critical adv.

very much
LEX Band 2 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8

Grammatical MOR Band 2 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8
competence STX Band 3 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8

PG Bl Band 4 Band 6 Band 8
Textual COH Band 3 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8
competence ORG Band 4 Band 5 Band 7 Band 8

IDE BaRd Band 5 Band 6 Band 8
lllocutionary MAN - - - -
competence HEU - Band 2 Band 7 Band 8

IMG - Band 7 Band 8 Band 9
Sociolinguistic DIA - - - -
competence REG - - - -
Strategic STC Band 4 Band 7

competence
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Cohesion and rhetorical organization are somewhetived from Band 3 and
Band 4, respectively. Then, cohesion is involvatically at a basic level from Band 4,
and rhetorical organization from Band 5. Next, cbe is critical intermediate at Band
6 and Band 7, and rhetorical organization is @itintermediate at Band 7. Finally,
both become critical advanced at Band 8.

The components of illocutionary competence amolired in language use,
except for manipulative functions. Ideational fuons are somewhat involved at Band
3 and become critical basic at Band 5. Heuristiccwns are critical basic at Band 2.
Imaginative functions are critical basic at Bandldeational functions are involved
critically at an intermediate level at Band 6, whéeuristic and imaginative functions
are critical intermediate at Band 7 and Band &eesvely. Heuristic functions come to
be critical advanced from Band 8. Then, ideaticarad heuristic functions are critical
advanced at Band 8. Lastly, imaginative functiomsiavolved critically at an advanced
level at Band 9.

In regard to sociolinguistic competence, its congnts dialect and register are
not involved at all. As a result, they are gradedzero across all bands. Furthermore,
strategic competence becomes somewhat involvedaad Bl and its involvement
remains at this level across further bands.

Based on the findings above, | argue that theldpg construct of the IELTS
speaking band descriptors include the followingeatp These are grammatical, textual,
illocutionary and strategic competences. Almostcalihponents of these competences,
besides the component manipulative functions, mrelved critically at their advanced
levels in the IELTS speaking band descriptors. Timdy competence that is not
involved across any of the bands is sociolinguistmpetence. Thus, | conclude that
speaking in the IELTS speaking test is the abifitgt should include grammatical,

textual, illocutionary, and strategic competences.
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Table 52 presents the results of the analysis ef ARTFL rating scale for

speaking. It can be seen that the components ofrgadical competence are somewhat

involved from the Novice-Low level except for thensponent syntax that is somewhat

involved at the Novice-High level. Lexis, morphojog@nd phonology become critical

basic at the Novice-High level where syntax isicait basic at the Intermediate-Low

level. All components of grammatical competenceiavelved critically intermediate at

the Advanced-Low level. Finally, lexis and morphptoare critical advanced at the

Superior level, and syntax and phonology are afitarivanced at the Advanced-High

level.

Table 52

General conclusions fokCTFL speaking scale

ltem# 1 =smwhtinvolved 2 = criticalbas./ 3 =critical inter. 4 = critical adv.

very much

LEX Novice Low Novice High Adv. Low Superior
Grammatical MOR Novice Low Novice High Adv. Low Superior
competence  STX Novice High Intdow Adv. Low Adv. High

PG Novicaw Inter. High Adv. Low Adv. High

Textual COH Inter. Low Inter. Mid Adv. Mid Adv. High
competence ORG Inter. Low ént Mid Adv. Mid Adv.igh

IDE Novicegt Inter. Low Inter. Hig Adv. High
lllocutionary MAN Novice Low Novice Hig Adv. Mid Superior
competence HEU - Novice Mid Inter. Low tar. Mid

IMG - Adv. Mid - -
Sociolinguistic DIA - - - -
competence REG Adv. Low AdMid Adv. High Superio
Strategic STC Novice Mid Adv. Mid

competence
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In reference to cohesion and rhetorical organipatimth are somewhat involved
from the Intermediate-Low level. They become caitibasic at the Intermediate-Mid
level. The degree of their involvement is critigatermediate at the Advanced-Mid
level. Finally, they are critical advanced at th@vAnced-High level and continue at this
degree of involvement in the Superior level.

Ideational functions are somewhat involved at thevibke-High level.
Manipulative functions are somewhat involved frame fowest level, that is, Novice
Low. Heuristic and imaginative functions are invadvcritically basic at the Novice-
Mid level and Advanced-Mid level, respectively. &ienal functions are critical basic
at the Intermediate-Low level and manipulative fiows are critical basic at the
Novice-High level. Ideational and manipulative ftinos are critical intermediate at the
Intermediate-High level and Advanced-Mid level, pestively. Then, heuristic
functions are critical intermediate at the InterméziLow level and are critical
advanced at the Intermediate-Mid level. As for tdeel and manipulative functions,
they are critical advanced at the Advanced-Highelleand the Superior level,
respectively.

The component dialect is not involved at all. Wi#spect to the component
register, it is somewhat involved at the Advanceavllevel. Next, it is critical basic at
the Advanced-Mid level and it is critical intermat# at the Advanced-High level.
Finally, it is critical advanced at the Superiorde

Strategic competence is somewhat involved at theiddeMid level and it is
very much involved at the Advanced-Mid level andnains at this degree of
involvement across the other proficiency levels.

Based on these findings, | can make the followingctusions regarding the
CEFR speaking construct. The ACTFL speaking scaeds speaking as the ability to
demonstrate all components of CLA. These are gramabatextual, illocutionary,

sociolinguistic, and strategic competences. Howevat all components of these
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competences are involved equally. These compomeatgnaginative functions, which
are only involved critically at a basic level, adidlect, which is not involved across any

proficiency levels of the ACTFL. All other comporisrare critical at an advanced level

for the ACTFL speaking construct.

5.1.4 The CEFR speaking scale: general conclusions

All components of grammatical competence are irelin the language use of
speakers (see Table 53). Lexis, Morphology, Syr#ad Phonology are somewhat
involved at level Al. The degree of the involvemehtexis and Morphology remains
the same at level A2. However, components SyntaxRitonology are critical basic at
level A2. Components Lexis and Morphology becomtiicat basic at level B1.
Moreover, the involvement of all components of gmaatical competence becomes

critical intermediate at level B2. Finally, all azgtical advanced at level C1.

Table 53

General conclusions for the CEFR speaking scale
Item # 1 = smwht involved 2 = critical bas./ 3 = critical int. 4 = critical

adv.
very much
LEX Al B1 B2 C1

Grammatical MOR Al B1 B2 C1
competence STX Al A2 B2 C1

PG Al A2 B2 C1
Textual COH Al B1 B2 C1
competence ORG B1 B2 C1 C2

IDE Al A2 Bl C1
lllocutionary MAN Al B1 B2 C1
competence HEU - Al C1 C2

IMG - - Cc2 -
Sociolinguistic DIA - - - -
competence REG - B2 C1 Cc2
Strategic STC Al -
competence

In regard to the components of textual competelnoth are involved. Cohesion

is somewhat involved at level Al, where componenétBrical organization becomes
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somewhat involved at level B1. The degree of theolvement of Cohesion is

sustainable at level A2. Component Cohesion getslved critically basic at level B1.

Rhetorical organization is critical basic at le. The degree of the involvement of
Cohesion comes to be critical intermediate at I82&Iwhere of Rhetorical organization
at level C1. Ultimately, components Cohesion an@tBiical organization turn to be
critical advanced at level C1 and C2, respectively.

Examining language functions, that is, ideatipma&nipulative, heuristic, and
imaginative, | came to the conclusion that all lnérh are involved, though some of
them are involved from the lowest level and someé fAderefore, ideational and
manipulative functions are somewhat involved atele&l. Heuristic functions are
critical basic at level Al. Ideational functionseacritical basic at level A2, where
manipulative functions become critical basic aeld¥1. Ideational functions are critical
intermediate at level B1 and remain the same a IB2. With respect to manipulative
functions, they are critical intermediate at lev@2 and C1. As for imaginative
functions, they are not required in the discourssi®and Independent Users, that is,
levels Al, A2, B1, and B2. They become criticalentediate at level C2. At last,
Ideational functions are critical advanced at Isvell and C2, where manipulative and
heuristic functions are critical advanced onlyeael C2.

The component dialect is not involved at any leddéle component register is
involved critically at a basic level at B2 and beas critical intermediate at level C1.
Its degree of involvements is critical advancebbeg| C2.

In reference to Strategic competence, it is somewtvalved from level A1 and
sustains this degree of involvement across othveideof proficiency.

Thus, these finding lead to the following conclusiabout the speaking
construct of the CEFR speaking scale. Accordinthi® scale, the speaking construct
includes grammatical, textual, illocutionary, sditiguistic, and strategic competences.

However, not all their components are involved dgud@he component dialect is not
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included to the speaking construct, and strategimpetence is only somewhat

involved.

5.1.5 The comparability of speaking constructs

Having compared the aspects of speaking abtithapter 3, | came to the
following conclusions about the degree to which T@EFL, IELTS, ACTFL, and
CEFR speaking constructs converge.

It is worth noting that the speaking constructstlee TOEFL and IELTS
speaking scales are similar to each other. Highpeawability is not possible because
although both speaking sub-tests have the same piegtose, that is speaking
proficiency, they have different test methods. Heeve they are highly comparable
with respect to language competence and pragmatmwledge. They are not
comparable in terms of strategic capacity becauselrOEFL speaking scale does not
include it in its description. Textual knowledgeathimplies knowledge of the talk
structure is not involved in both speaking scaldswever, the components cohesion
and rhetorical organization, which are discussethiwithe framework of CLA, are
involved in language use, and the speaking scatéehighly comparable in this aspect.
Moreover, these speaking scales are only somewbatparable with respect to
sociolinguistic competence because the TOEFL spgadtale does not describe test
takers’ cultural knowledge.

The ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales are also yighinparable in terms of
the speaking construct. Both speaking scales défi@espeaking construct in terms of
language competence, strategic capacity, textuavkadge, pragmatic knowledge, and
sociolinguistic knowledge. These proficiency guide$ serve as orientations for
language teachers and test developers, where tmefase these guidelines to assess

students’ spoken discourse and the latter to dpuelst tasks.
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Considering the above conclusions about the coambygdy of the speaking
construct, it is possible to claim that the IELTi®aking scale is more comparable to
the ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales than to the TO&te. The IELTS speaking
sub-test involves interaction between the examamad the test taker. Moreover, it
assesses the test taker’s ability to use cultefatences, such as idiomatic expressions
or colloquialisms. All these aspects are descripethe ACTFL and CEFR speaking
scales. In contrast, the TOEFL speaking scale ielijnleaves out strategic capacity

and cultural knowledge.

5.2 Pedagogical implications

| believe that this study will contribute to teacdiebetter understanding of the
components of speaking. Based on this knowledgsy, will be able to develop tasks
according to the aspects of speaking ability theaptto assess.

Moreover, the present study may give teachersnlynebut also students, an
idea of how speaking is constructed in these twpontant international proficiency
tests, which aspects are assessed and therefi@eebeto be important in speaking.
Similarly, the study may also clarify how speakisgconstructed in the documentary
materials that are meant to be guidelines for taigons for teachers and test
developers.

Being a teacher, | know that many language teacadopt language tasks in
order to assess some aspect of speaking abilitingluheir classes, for example,
accuracy or pronunciation. However, these tasks moayalways intend to assess these
aspects specifically. Thus, | think that this stwdil motivate teachers to design their
own speaking tasks or be more considerate towhedshoice of ready-made speaking
tasks in their lessons. For instance, when teacbed to practice the pronunciation of

the particular words they should develop or loakife tasks where these words appear.
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With the help of the present study, | believattieachers will have further
evidence of what tasks to select and focus on wbaching speaking, especially for
examination purposes.

Besides using the knowledge on speaking proficida@chieve their objectives,
teachers as well as test developers might alse sh& knowledge with students and
future test takers. For instance, after asseshmgtudent’ oral performance the teacher
may provide explanations regarding this assessniaded on the criteria that the
teacher employs in the speaking assessment, Sth&stiarify the aspects of speaking
being assessed - for instance, pronunciation, acguor fluency - to the student. Thus,
students and test takers’ performance on spealigig tin lessons and testing situations
would be more conscious and would, as a consequiarkto better oral performance
because students and test candidates would be afvareat they are expected to do
and what aspects of their speaking ability aredassessed.

5.3 Limitations of the study and suggestions for filher research

The findings of the present study suggest thatpitediciency guidelines are
highly comparable to each other, and the profigigests are reasonably comparable to
each other. In addition, the guidelines for oriéintaare more comparable to IELTS
than to TOEFL. Despite that fact that | have aohiethe objectives of the study, some
limitations are also important to be mentioned. Sehdimitations lead to some
suggestions that could be taken into account itnéuresearch about speech production
assessment.

| recognize that the method | have applied isffam being objective because
the analysis of the speaking scales was based orpersonal understanding and
perception of the components of CLA and the degrfetheir involvement. Being a
novice rater, | also acknowledge that expert raterdd have a different opinion about
the aspects analyzed. Therefore, in future studmese that one expert rate should be

involved in this analysis.
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Moreover, to my best knowledge, Bachman’s (199bA checklist and rating
instruments have been used to rate test items ainspeaking scales. In future studies
an additional instrument should be used to providere reliable results. As for
Fulcher's (2003) framework for describing the spegkconstruct, this has not been
applied as an instrument to inspect the speakimgtoact in speaking scales. More
studies in this respect should be carried out.

In addition, the analysis and the comparabilitgden in the present study are
related to the tests and guidelines’ speaking scdltaybe a more reliable analysis
would be possible if | had compared the speakiadesowith their respective test items.
By doing so, | would be able to determine whethgrfimdings regarding the aspects of

speaking ability are relevant and whether thesedspare elicited by the test items.
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APPENDIX A

A framework for describing the speaking construct(Fulcher, 2003, p.48)

Language competence

Phonology
* Pronunciation
e Stress
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* Intonation
Accuracy

e Syntax

* \Vocabulary

¢ Cohesion

Fluency
e Hesitation
* Repetition

* Re-selecting inappropriate words

» Re-structuring sentences
+ Cohesion

Strategic capacity

Achievement strategies

* Overgeneralization

e Paraphrase

¢ Word coinage

* Restructuring

« Cooperative strategies

» Code switching

* Non-linguistic strategies
Avoidance strategies

» Formal avoidance

* Functional avoidance

Textual knowledge

The structure of talk
e Turn taking
* Adjacency pairs
¢ Openings and closings

Pragmatic knowledge
* Appropriacy
¢ Implicature
» Expressing being

Sociolinguistic knowledge

¢ Sijtuational

« Topical
e Cultural
APPENDIX B
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics
SCORE | GENERAL DELIVERY LANGUAGE USE TOPIC
DESCRIPTION DEVELOPMENT

The response fulfills the

demands of the task,
with at most, minor
lapses in
completeness.

It is highly intelligible

Generally well-paced

flow (fluid
expression).
Speech is clear. |
may include
minor lapses, or

The response demonstrates

effective use of grammar an|
vocabulary.

It exhibits a fairly high
degree of automaticity

d

with good control of basic

Response is sustained
and sufficient to the
task.

It is generally well
developed and
coherent;
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and exhibits minor difficulties | and complex structures relationships
sustained, coherent with (as appro priate). Some between ideas are
discourse. A pronunciation or minor (or systematic) clear (or clear
response at this intonation errors are noticeable, but progression
level is patterns, do not obscure meaning| of ideas).
characterized by all| which do not affect
of overall intelligibility
the following
3 The response addressgsSpeech is generally | The response demonstrate§ Response is mostly
the task appropriately, clear, with some | fairly automatic and coherent and sustained
but may fall short of| fluidity of effective use of grammar and conveys relevant
being fully expression, and vocabulary, and fairly | ideas/information. Over
developed. It is though minor coherent expres sion of all development is
generally difficulties with relevant ideas. Response ~ somewhat limited,
intelligible and pronunciation, may exhibit some usually lacks
coherent, with somg intonation, or pacing imprecise or inaccurate elaboration or
fluidity of are noticeable and use of vocabulary or specificity. Relation
expression, may require listener grammatical structures gr  ships between ideas
though it exhibits some| effort at times be some what limited in may at times not be
noticeable lapses in the (though overall the range of structures immediately clear.
expression of ideas. A intelligibility is used. This may affect
response at this level is| not overall fluency, but it
characterized by at least significantly does not seriously
two of the following: affected). interfere with the
communication of the
message.
2 The response addres sesSpeech is basically | The response demonstrates The response is
the task, but intelligible, limited range and control of connected to the
development of the though listener grammar and vocabulary.  task,
topic is limited. effort is needed These limitations often | though the number of
It contains intelligible because of prevent full expression | ideas presented or the
speech, although unclear of ideas. For the most | development of ideas is
problems with articulation, part, only basic sentence limited. Mostly basic
delivery and/or awkward intonation, structures are ideas are expressed with
overall coherence or choppy used successfully and limited elaboration
occur; meaning may rhythm/pace; spoken with fluidity. (details and support). A]
be obscured in meaning may be Structures and times relevant substange
places. A obscured in places vocabulary may express| may be vaguely expres
response at this level is| mainly simple sed or repetitious.
characterized by at least (short) and/or general Connections of ideas
two of the following: propositions, with simple may be unclear.
or unclear connections
made among them (serial
listing, conjunction,
juxtaposition).
Limited relevant
1 The response is very | Consistent Range and control of content is
limited in content pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary expressed. The
and/or coherence of stress, and intonatior] severely limit or prevent response generally
is only minimally difficulties cause expression of ideas and lacks substance
connected to the task, grconsiderable listener| connections among beyond
speech is largely effort; delivery is ideas. Some low-level expression of very basi¢
unintelligible. A choppy, responses may rely heavily | ideas. Speaker may be
response at this fragmented, or on practiced or formulaig¢ unable to sustain speegh
level is telegraphic; expressions. to complete the task angd
characterized by at | frequent pauses may rely heavily on
least two of the and hesitations. repetition of the
following: prompt.
0 Speaker makes no attempt to respond OR responseciated to the topic.
APPENDIX C
IELTS Speaking band descriptors (public version)
Band Fluency and coherenc Lexical resource Grammatical range and Pronunciation

accuracy
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« speaks fluently with only rare
repetition or selfcorrection;

any hesitation is content-related
rather than to find words or
grammar

« speaks coherently with fully
appropriate cohesive features

« develops topics fully and
appropriately

« uses vocabulary with full
flexibility and precision
in

all topics

« uses idiomatic language
naturally and accurately

« uses a full range of
structures naturally
and

appropriately

* produces consistently
accurate structures
apart

from ‘slips’ characteristic
of native speaker
speech

« uses a full range of
pronunciation features
with precision and
subtlety

« sustains flexible use of
features throughout

« is effortless to understang

« speaks fluently with only
occasional repetition or

self-correction; hesitation is
usually content-related and
only rarely to search for
language

« develops topics coherently and

appropriately inaccuracies basic/nonsystematic has
« uses paraphrase effectively| errors minimal effect on
as required intelligibility

* uses a wide vocabulary
resource readily and
flexibly to convey precise
meaning

* uses less common and
idiomatic vocabulary
skilfully, with occasional

* uses a wide range of
structures flexibly

* produces a majority of
error-free sentences
with only very
occasional
inappropriacies or

* uses a wide range of
pronunciation features

« sustains flexible use of
features, with only

occasional lapses

* is easy to understand
throughout; L1 accent

« speaks at length without
noticeable effort or loss of

coherence

« may demonstrate language-
related hesitation at times, or
some repetition and/or self-
correction

« uses a range of connectives and
discourse markers with some
flexibility

* uses vocabulary resource
flexibly to discuss a
variety of topics

* uses some less common al
idiomatic vocabulary and
shows some awareness
style and collocation,
with some inappropriate
choices

« uses paraphrase effectivel

« uses a range of complex
structures with some
flexibility

de frequently produces
error-free sentences,
though some
grammatical mistakes
persist

pf

 shows all the positive
features of Band 6 and
some, but not all, the
positive features of
Band 8

« is willing to speak at length,
though may lose

coherence at times due to
occasional repetition,

self-correction or hesitation

« uses a range of connectives and
discourse

markers but not always
appropriately

« has a wide enough
vocabulary to discuss
topics at length and mak
meaning clear in spite of
inappropriacies

« generally paraphrases
successfully

« uses a mix of simple and
complex structures,

e but with limited
flexibility

* may make frequent
mistakes with compleX
structures, though
these rarely cause
comprehension
problems

« uses a range of
pronunciation features
with mixed

control

* shows some effective usg
of features but this is
not sustained

« can generally be
understood throughout,
though
mispronunciation of
individual words or
sounds reduces clarity
at times

« usually maintains flow of speech
but uses repetition, self-
correction and/or slow speec
to keep going

 may over-use certain connectivess attempts to use paraphrase|

and discourse markers
« produces simple speech fluently|
but more complex

communication causes fluency

problems

* manages to talk about
familiar and unfamiliar

topics but uses vocabulary
with limited flexibility

but with mixed success

* produces basic sentence|
forms with reasonable

accuracy

* uses a limited range of
more complex
structures, but these
usually contain errors
and may cause some
comprehension
problems

« shows all the positive
features of Band 4 and
some, but not all, the
positive features of
Band 6

« cannot respond without
noticeable pauses and

may speak slowly, with frequent
repetition and

self-correction

« links basic sentences but with
repetitious use of simple
connectives and some
breakdowns in coherence

« is able to talk about familiar|
topics but can only
convey basic meaning or
unfamiliar topics and
makes frequent errors in
word choice

« rarely attempts paraphrase

* produces basic sentence|
forms and some
correct simple
sentences but
subordinate structures
are rare

« errors are frequent and
may lead to

misunderstanding

« uses a limited range of
pronunciation features

* attempts to control
features but lapses arg

frequent

* mispronunciations are
frequent and cause
some difficulty for the
listener

« speaks with long pauses

« has limited ability to link simple
sentences

« gives only simple responses and
is frequently

unable to convey basic message

« uses simple vocabulary to
convey personal

information

« has insufficient vocabulary
for less familiar topics

« attempts basic sentence
forms but with limited
success, or relies on
apparently memorised|

utterances

» makes numerous errors
except in memorised

expressions

* shows some of the
features of Band 2 and
some, but not all, the
positive features of
Band 4

« pauses lengthily before most
words
« little communication possible

« only produces isolated
words or memorised
utterances

« cannot produce basic
sentence forms

« speech is often
unintelligible

* no communication possible
« no rateable language
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0 « does not attend

APPENDIX D

The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines-Speaking (Revised999)

SUPERIOR

Speakers at the Superior level are able to comratenio the language with accuracy and fluency dep
to participate fully and effectively in conversatmon a variety of topics in formal and informattisgs
from both concrete and abstract perspectives. Tthisguss their interests and special fields
competence, explain complex matters in detail, @ogide lengthy and coherent narrations, all wiakes
fluency, and accuracy. They explain their opinionsa number of topics of importance to thesuch as
social and political issues, and provide structumegliment to support their opinions. They are &bl
construct and develop hypotheses to explore aligengossibilities. When appropriate, they U
extended discourse without unnaturally lengthy thésn to make their point, even when engagec
abstract elaborations. Such discourse, while coliersay still be influenced by the Superior speak
own language patterns, rather than those of tlgetdanguage. Superior speakers command a varfie
interactive and discourse strategies, such astaking and separating main ideas from suppor
information through the use of syntactic and lelxd=vices, as well as intonational features sugpitag,
stress and tone. They demonstrate virtually noepatof error in the use of basic structures. Howe
they may make sporadic errors, particularly in koegquency structures and in some complex hi
frequency structures more common to formal speechveriting. Such errors, if they do occur, do

distract the native interlocutor or interfere withmmunication.

ADVANCED HIGH

Speakers at the Advanced-High level perform all @abed-level tasks with linguistic ease, confide
and competence. They are able to consistently exjplaletail and narrate fully and accurately ihtiahe
frames. In addition, Advanced-High speakers hatitdetasks pertaining to the Superior level but car
sustain performance at that level across a vadétyppics. They can provide a structured argumen
support their opinions, and they may construct tiypses, but patterns of error appear. They camshs
some topics abstractly, especially those relatindpeir particular interests and special fieldexpertise,
but in general, they are more comfortable discgssinvariety of topics concretely. Advanced-Hi
speakers may demonstrate a well-developed abiligompensate for an imperfect grasp of some fg
or for limitations in vocabulary by the confiderdeuof communicative strategies, such as paraplya
circumlocution, and illustration. They use preciseabulary and intonation to express meaning atehd
show great fluency and ease of speech. Howevem wéied on to perform the complex tasks associ
with the Superior level over a variety of topicheit language will at times break down or prg
inadequate, or they may avoid the task altogefbeiexample, by resorting to simplification throutite
use of description or narration in place of arguneerhypothesis.

ADVANCED MID

Speakers at the Advanced-Mid level are able to leanith ease and confidence a large number

communicative tasks. They participate actively iostinformal and some formal exchanges on a va
of concrete topics relating to work, school, hommed leisure activities, as well as to events ofeniy
public, and personal interest or individual reles@nAdvanced-Mid speakers demonstrate the abdit
narrate and describe in all major time frames (ga®tsent, and future) by providing a full accownth

good control of aspect, as they adapt flexibly he tdemands of the conversation. Narration

description tend to be combined and interwovenelate relevant and supporting facts in connec|
paragraph-length discourse. Advanced-Mid speakanshandle successfully and with relative ease
linguistic challenges presented by a complicatiorumexpected turn of events that occurs within

context of a routine situation or communicative ktasith which they are otherwise familial
Communicative strategies such as circumlocutiorephrasing are often employed for this purpose.

speech of Advanced-Mid speakers performing Advaseeel tasks is marked by substantial flow. Th
vocabulary is fairly extensive although primarilgrgeric in nature, except in the case of a particulea
of specialization or interest. Dominant languaggcdurse structures tend to recede, although disec
may still reflect the oral paragraph structurehadit own language rather than that of the targgguage.
Advanced-Mid speakers contribute to conversationa wariety of familiar topics, dealt with concrigte
with much accuracy, clarity and precision, and thegnvey their intended message with
misrepresentation or confusion. They are readiljeustood by native speakers unaccustomed to de
with non-natives. When called on to perform funeioor handle topics associated with the Supe
level, the quality and/or quantity of their spe@ah generally decline. Advanced-Mid speakers aftero
able to state an opinion or cite conditions; howgevkey lack the ability to consistently provide
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strategies, resort to narration, description, exgii@n or anecdote, or simply attempt to avoid
linguistic demands of Superior-level tasks.

ADVANCED LOW

Speakers at the Advanced-Low level are able to Ibaadvariety of communicative tasks, althou
somewhat haltingly at times. They participate adtivin most informal and a limited number of form
conversations on activities related to school, hoamal leisure activities and, to a lesser degiezset
related to events of work, current, public, andspaeal interest or individual relevance. AdvanceavL|
speakers demonstrate the ability to narrate ancridesin all major time frames (past, present ardre)
in paragraph length discourse, but control of aspeay be lacking at times. They can han

the

gh
al

o

dle

appropriately the linguistic challenges presentgdabcomplication or unexpected turn of events that

occurs within the context of a routine situationcmmmunicative task with which they are otherw|
familiar, though at times their discourse may beiimal for the level and strained. Communicat
strategies such as rephrasing and circumlocution maemployed in such instances. In their narrat
and descriptions, they combine and link sentencts donnected discourse of paragraph length. W
pressed for a fuller account, they tend to grope sty on minimal discourse. Their utterances
typically not longer than a single paragraph. Strees of the dominant language is still evidenttia tise
of false cognates, literal translations, or thd peaagraph structure of the speaker's own languaiher
than that of the target language. While the languafy Advanced-Low speakers may be marked

substantial, albeit irregular flow, it is typicalsomewhat strained and tentative, with noticeablé $

correction and a certain grammatical roughness.vboabulary of Advanced-Low speakers is primal
generic in nature. Advanced-Low speakers contributbe conversation with sufficient accuracy, ityar
and precision to convey their intended messageowitimisrepresentation or confusion, and it can
understood by native speakers unaccustomed tondealith non-natives, even though this may
achieved through repetition and restatement. Whtemating to perform functions or handle top
associated with the Superior level, the linguigtiality and quantity of their speech will deteriers
significantly.

INTERMEDIATE HIGH

Intermediate-High speakers are able to conversh wétse and confidence when dealing with n
routine tasks and social situations of the Interiatedlevel. They are able to handle successfullpym
uncomplicated tasks and social situations requieingexchange of basic information related to w
school, recreation, particular interests and afasompetence, though hesitation and errors may
evident. Intermediate-High speakers handle thestgsktaining to the Advanced level, but they
unable to sustain performance at that level ovearéety of topics. With some consistency, spealatr
the Intermediate High level narrate and describenajor time frames using connected discourse
paragraph length. However, their performance ofeh&dvanced-level tasks will exhibit one or mg
features of breakdown, such as the failure to raainthe narration or description semantically
syntactically in the appropriate major time frareg disintegration of connected discourse, the seif
cohesive devises, a reduction in breadth and apptepess of vocabulary, the failure to succesgsf
circumlocute, or a significant amount of hesitatidntermediate-High speakers can generally
understood by native speakers unaccustomed tondealith non-natives, although the dominag
language is still evident (e.g. use of code-switghifalse cognates, literal translations, etc.§l gaps in
communication may occur.

INTERMEDIATE MID

Speakers at the Intermediate-Mid level are ablenaadle successfully a variety of uncomplica
communicative tasks in straightforward social gitwas. Conversation is generally limited to tha
predictable and concrete exchanges necessary favaluin the target culture; these include pers$o
information covering self, family, home, daily adties, interests and personal preferences, as ag
physical and social needs, such as food, shoppingl and lodging. Intermediate-Mid speakers ten
function reactively, for example, by respondinglirect questions or requests for information. Hoere)

they are capable of asking a variety of questiohenwmnecessary to obtain simple information to Bati

basic needs, such as directions, prices and serii¢ken called on to perform functions or handf@d®
at the Advanced level, they provide some informmabat have difficulty linking ideas, manipulatinge

and aspect, and using communicative strategieh, asicircumlocution.

Intermediate-Mid speakers are able to express parsoeaning by creating with the language, in pgr
combining and recombining known elements and caratemal input to make utterances of sente
length and some strings of sentences. Their speea&j contain pauses, reformulations and s
corrections as they search for adequate vocabatadyappropriate language forms to express thense
Because of inaccuracies in their vocabulary anglanunciation and/or grammar and/or synt
misunderstandings can occur, but Intermediate-Nbielakers are generally understood by sympath
interlocutors accustomed to dealing with non-native
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INTERMEDIATE LOW

Speakers at the Intermediate-Low level are ableatwlle successfully a limited number of uncompéida
communicative tasks by creating with the languaygstiaightforward social situations. Conversatisn i
restricted to some of the concrete exchanges asdigbable topics necessary for survival in the garg
language culture. These topics relate to basiopatsnformation covering, for example, self anchity,
some daily activities and personal preferencesjalsas to some immediate needs, such as ordevod|f
and making simple purchases. At the Intermediate-lewvel, speakers are primarily reactive and stieigg
to answer direct questions or requests for infoimnatbut they are also able to ask a few apprapriat
questions. Intermediate-Low speakers express parsoepaning by combining and recombining into
short statements what they know and what they fiear their interlocutors. Their utterances are ofte
filled with hesitancy and inaccuracies as they cfedor appropriate linguistic forms and vocabulary
while attempting to give form to the message. Thapeech is characterized by frequent pauses,
ineffective reformulations and self-corrections.eifhpronunciation, vocabulary and syntax are stiyng
influenced by their first language but, in spitefafquent misunderstandings that require repetitio
rephrasing, Intermediate-Low speakers can genefadlyunderstood by sympathetic interlocutars,
particularly by those accustomed to dealing with-natives.

—

NOVICE HIGH
Speakers at the Novice-High level are able to headivariety of tasks pertaining to the Intermediate
level, but are unable to sustain performance dtléval. They are able to manage successfully abeum
of uncomplicated communicative tasks in straightfand social situations. Conversation is restri¢ted
few of the predictable topics necessary for sulhiivahe target language culture, such as basisopet
information, basic objects and a limited numbegdivities, preferences and immediate needs. Nevice
High speakers respond to simple, direct questionsquests for information; they are able to asly an
very few formulaic questions when asked to do sovide-High speakers are able to express persjonal
meaning by relying heavily on learned phrases cominations of these and what they hear from their
interlocutor. Their utterances, which consist mosfl short and sometimes incomplete sentencesen th

present, may be hesitant or inaccurate. On ther dtaed, since these utterances are frequently pnly
expansions of learned material and stock phrabey, tay sometimes appear surprisingly fluent and
accurate. These speakers’ first language may diranfluence their pronunciation, as well as their

vocabulary and syntax when they attempt to per&mmaheir utterances. Frequent misunderstandjngs
may arise but, with repetition or rephrasing, Nevidigh speakers can generally be understood by
sympathetic interlocutors used to non-natives. Weedled on to handle simply a variety of topics and

perform functions pertaining to the Intermediateele a Novice-High speaker can sometimes respor|d in
intelligible sentences, but will not be able totaussentence level discourse.

NOVICE MID
Speakers at the Novice-Mid level communicate mitiynand with difficulty by using a number qf
isolated words and memorized phrases limited byptiréicular context in which the language has been
learned. When responding to direct questions, thay utter only two or three words at a time or|an
occasional stock answer. They pause frequentligeasdearch for simple vocabulary or attempt to ckcy
their own and their interlocutor’s words. BecauSaesitations, lack of vocabulary, inaccuracy, ahure
to respond appropriately, Novice-Mid speakers may umderstood with great difficulty even by
sympathetic interlocutors accustomed to dealindy wibn-natives. When called on to handle topics by
performing functions associated with the Intermediavel, they frequently resort to repetition, d®
from their native language, or silence.

NOVICE LOW

Speakers at the Novice-Low level have no real fonal ability and, because of their pronunciatitey
may be unintelligible. Given adequate time and feamcues, they may be able to exchange greetings
give their identity, and name a humber of famibijects from their immediate environment. They are
unable to perform functions or handle topics paiteyj to the Intermediate level, and cannot theeefor
participate in a true conversational exchange.

APPENDIX E
Analytic descriptors of spoken language (Councilfdeurope, 2001, pp.28-29)
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RANGE ACCURACY FLUENCY INTERACTION COHERENCE
Shows great flexibility Maintains Can express Can interact with ease | Can create coherent
c2 reformulating ideas in consistent him/herself and skill, picking and cohesive
differing linguistic grammatical spontaneously at up and using non- discourse
forms to convey finer control of length with a verbal and making full and
shades of meaning complex natural intonational cues appropriate use
precisely, to give language, even colloguial flow, apparently of a variety of
emphasis, to while attention is avoiding or effortlessly. Can organisational
differentiate and to otherwise backtracking interweave his/her patterns and a
eliminate ambiguity. engaged (e.g. in around any contribution into wide range of
Also has a good forward difficulty so the joint discourse connectors and
command of idiomatic planning, in smoothly that the| with fully natural other cohesive
expressions and monitoring interlocutor is turntaking, devices.
colloguialisms. others' hardly aware of referencing,
reactions). it. allusion making etc,
Has a good command of g Consistently Can express Can select a suitable Can produce clear,
broad range of maintains a high him/herself phrase from a smoothly
c1 language allowing degree of fluently and readily available flowing, well-
him/her to select a grammatical spontaneously, range of discourse structured
formulation to express accuracy; errors almost functions to preface speech, showing
him/ herself clearly in are rare, difficult effortlessly. Only his remarks in orde controlled use of
an appropriate style o to spot and a conceptually to get or to keep thg organisational
a wide range of generally difficult subject floor and to relate patterns,
general, academic, corrected when can hinder a his/her own connectors and
professional or leisure they do occur. natural, smooth contributions cohesive devices|
topics without having flow of skilfully to those of
to restrict what he/she language. other speakers.
wants to say.
Has a sufficient range of Shows a Can produce Can initiate discourse, | Can use a limited
language to be able to relatively high stretches of take his/her turn number of
B2 give clear descriptions| degree of language with a when appropriate cohesive devices|
express viewpoints on grammatical fairly even and end to link his/her
most general topics, control. Does not| tempo; although conversation when utterances into
without much con- make errors he/she can be he / she needs to, clear, coherent
spicuous searching fol which cause hesitant as he or though he /she may discourse,
words, using some misunderstandin she searches for not always do this though there may
complex sentence g, and can patterns and elegantly. Can help| be some
forms to do so. correct most of expressions, the discussion alon "jumpiness"in a
his/her mistakes. there are few on familiar ground long con-
noticeably long confirming tribution.
pauses. comprehension,
inviting others in,
etc.
Has enough language to Uses reasonably| Can keep going ) Can initiate, ma_intain Can link a ser_ies of
get by, with sufficient accuratply a comprehensibly, and close simple shorter, discrete
B1 vocabulary to express repertoire of even_though face-to-fa(_:e _S|mple elements
him/herself with some frequently used pausing for conversation on into a connected,
hesitation and circum- "routines” and grammatical and topics that are linear sequence
locutions on topics patterns asso- lexical plan_ning familiar or of of points.
such as family, C|ate.d with more anq repair is very personal interest.
hobbies and interests, predlgtable ewdent, _ Can repeat back part
work, travel, and situations. especially in of what someone
current events. longer stretches has said to confirm
of free mutual
production. understanding.
Uses basic sentence pattefns USes some Can make Can answer questions | Can link groups of
with memorised simple structures | . and respond to words with
A2 phrases, groups of a correctly, but still | him/herself simple statements. simple
few words and systematically understood in Can indicate when connectors like
formulae in order to makes basic very short he/she is following "and, "but" and
communicate limited mistakes. utterances, even but is rarely able to "because”.
information in simple though pauses, understand enough
everyday situations. false starts and to keep conversatior
reformu_lanon are going of his/her own
very evident. accord.
Has a very basic re_pertoire Shows only Can manage very Can ask a_lnd answer Can link words or
Al of words and simple limited control of short, isolated, guestions about groups of words
phrases related to a few simple mainly pre- personal details. Can with very basic
personal details and grammatical packaged interact in a simple linear connectors

particular concrete
situations.

structures and
sentence pattern
in a memorised
repertoire.

utterances, with
much pausing to
search for
expressions, to
articulate less
familiar words,
and to repair
communication.

way but
communication is
totally dependent on|
repetition,
rephrasing and
repair.

like "and" or
"then™.
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Livros Gratis

( http://www.livrosgratis.com.br )

Milhares de Livros para Download:

Baixar livros de Administracao

Baixar livros de Agronomia

Baixar livros de Arquitetura

Baixar livros de Artes

Baixar livros de Astronomia

Baixar livros de Biologia Geral

Baixar livros de Ciéncia da Computacao
Baixar livros de Ciéncia da Informacéo
Baixar livros de Ciéncia Politica

Baixar livros de Ciéncias da Saude
Baixar livros de Comunicacao

Baixar livros do Conselho Nacional de Educacdo - CNE
Baixar livros de Defesa civil

Baixar livros de Direito

Baixar livros de Direitos humanos
Baixar livros de Economia

Baixar livros de Economia Doméstica
Baixar livros de Educacao

Baixar livros de Educacdo - Transito
Baixar livros de Educacao Fisica

Baixar livros de Engenharia Aeroespacial
Baixar livros de Farmacia

Baixar livros de Filosofia

Baixar livros de Fisica

Baixar livros de Geociéncias

Baixar livros de Geografia

Baixar livros de Histdria

Baixar livros de Linguas
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Baixar livros de Literatura

Baixar livros de Literatura de Cordel
Baixar livros de Literatura Infantil
Baixar livros de Matematica

Baixar livros de Medicina

Baixar livros de Medicina Veterinaria
Baixar livros de Meio Ambiente
Baixar livros de Meteorologia
Baixar Monografias e TCC

Baixar livros Multidisciplinar

Baixar livros de Musica

Baixar livros de Psicologia

Baixar livros de Quimica

Baixar livros de Saude Coletiva
Baixar livros de Servico Social
Baixar livros de Sociologia

Baixar livros de Teologia

Baixar livros de Trabalho

Baixar livros de Turismo
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