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ABSTRACT
ASSESSING SPEECH PRODUCTION IN ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN
LANGUAGE: AN ANALYSIS OF INTERNATIONAL
PROFICIENCY TESTS AND GUIDELINES

Anna Belavina Kuerten

Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina
2010

Supervising Professor: Mailce Borges Mota

The present study investigated the componentseztkspg ability
that are assessed in the speaking scales of twiipnay tests of
English as a foreign language (TOEFL and IELTS) &mal guidelines
for orientations in teaching, learning, and tesA¢€ TFL and CEFR).
In the pursuit of the objective of the study, fiysteach speaking scale
was analyzed through the use of Bachman's (199%)numicative
language ability (CLA) checklist and rating instremt. This analysis
demonstrated the degree of involvement of the compts of CLA in
the speaking scales. Secondly, the speaking seales analyzed with
regard to Fulcher's (2003) framework for describitite speaking
construct. With the help of these analyses, | agded that the speaking
components of the TOEFL and IELTS speaking scatessamilar to
each other and that the ACTFL and CEFR speakinipseae highly
comparable in terms of the speaking construct. Bl@e the IELTS
speaking scale is more comparable to the ACTFL@EHER speaking
scales than to that of the TOEFL. The main findiofjthe present study
may contribute to teachers and students’ betteenstahding of the
aspects of speaking ability that are addressedidelyvused English
proficiency tests and guidelines for orientationsteaching, learning,
and testing.
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) RESUMO ) '
AVALIAGAO DA PRODUGA ORAL EM INGLES COMO LINGUA

ESTRANGEIRA: ANALISAE DE TESTES INTERNACIONAIS DE
PROFICIENCIA E DIRETRIZES

Anna Belavina Kuerten

Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina
2010

Profa. Orientadora: Dra. Mailce Borges Mota

Este estudo investigou os componentes da halslidead que séo
tratados nas escalas orais de dois testes dei@nafic em inglés como
lingual estrangeira (TOEFL e IELTS) e duas diresipara orientacdes
em ensino, aprendizagem e testagem (ACTFL e CHF&a alcancar o
objetivo do estudo, primeiramente, cada escalarddugdo oral foi
analisada através da lista de verificacdo e ingntonde avaliacdo da
habilidade comunicativa de linguagem proposta pachihan (1995).
Esta analise revelou o grau de envolvimento de cadaponente da
habilidade comunicativa de linguagem em todas eslas de producéo
oral. As escalas de producéo oral foram analispdEsframework para
descricdo do construto oral proposto por Fulch@032 As analises
demonstraram que os componentes da habilidadesdalae do TOEFL
e do IELTS sé&o similares enquanto aquelas do ACERCEFR séo
também muito comparaveis. Além disso, a escaladordELTS é mais
comparavel as escalas orais do ACTFL e CEFR damseala oral do
TOEFL. Os principais resultados deste estudo potamtribuir para o
melhor entendimento, por professores e estudaties;omponentes da
habilidade oral que estdo presente em exames acienais de
proficiéncia em inglés e em diretrizes internacisipara orientacdes em
ensino, aprendizagem e testagem.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Speaking is much more than language knowledgs dlsbo about
the skill to use it. To be able to speak, learnsmse to learn the
grammar and vocabulary of an L2 as well as to magironunciation.
They also have to know how to open and close caatiens
appropriately and to be able to maintain roles eeldtionships with
their interlocutors. These roles and relationshgse dependent on
numerous variables, including social distance, powad authority.
Bygate (1987, as cited in Fulcher, 2003) compgpeslsng to driving a
car and demonstrates the distinction between krdgeleand skill, as
can be seen in the quote below:

What knowledge does a car driver need? Clearlyrtghe needs to know
the names of the controls; where they are; what tteeand how they are
operated....However, the driver also needs the tkilbe able to use the
controls to guide the car along a road withoutirfgttthe various objects
that tend to get in the way; you have to be ablédadhis at normal speed;
you have to drive smoothly and without getting tdase to any dangerous
obstacles. And it is not enough to drive in a gtraline: the driver also has
to be able to manage the variations in road canthtisafety.... In a way,
the job we do when we speak is simi{pr47).

The ability to speak in an L1 is developed grdgiuend naturally
in the process of socialization through commundacatjHall, 1995, as
cited in Fulcher, 2003). Learning how to speak reifm language is
different. Three major differences between L1 ardgdroduction are
explained by Poulisse (1999). These are the amaofinlanguage
knowledge, the level of automaticity, and the pneseof the L1 traces
in L2 speech.

The first difference between L1 and L2 speectdpetion is in
the amount of knowledge speakers have. L2 speakave more
difficulty to express themselves due to incomplatewledge, whether
grammatical and/or lexical, than L1 speakers. Téeosd difference
concerns the level of automaticity or fluency. Bignificant differences
between L1 and L2 speech are related to tempopedcss of speech,
such as speech and articulation rate (Ejzenbe@);20ortkamp, 2000;
Riggenbach, 1991), pause length and length of RamtKamp, 2000;
Riggenbach, 1991), and disfluency markers, such regsetitions
(Ejzenberg, 2000), self-corrections (Lennon, 199%Nd hesitations
(Fortkamp, 2000). Finally, the third difference rtiened by Poulisse



(1999) is that the L2 system is incomplete and @srsequence, L2
speakers may make a use of a fully developed Liesyswhether
deliberately or accidentally. There are variousoas why L2 speakers
switch to the L1 deliberately. Poulisse (1990) axp these switches as
the use of compensatory strategies when a laclexatdl knowledge
occurs. Such switches may take place when the E2kgp wants to
show his identity, to draw the attention of oth&ra specific message,
and in other situations (Giesbers, 1989; Grosj882).

According to Poulisse (1999), the first two diffaces between
L1 and L2 speech can be accounted for by the mugedl models of
speech production. Levelt’s (1989) monolingual elpdor example,
can explain incomplete L2 knowledge by supposiral the lexicon of
the L2 speaker is based on the L2 lexical items $h& has acquired.
Moreover, different lexical items may not have Yulestablished
relationships. Poulisse (1999) claims that the s@atifference, the lack
of automaticity, can be explained by assuming that speech
production is serial, step-by-step processing etntiorpho-phonological
and articulatory levels that demands a lot of ditenfrom the speaker.
Thus, this leads to non-automatic processes. Tlatirex monolingual
models of speech production cannot give an explamdor the third
characteristic of L2 speech, that is, the fact ttf2aspeech carries traces
of the L1. On the whole, bilinguals are able to essafe the two
languages. However, there are also bilinguals ithiatthe languages.
Models of L2 speech production tend to explain esibility to mix
and the ability to separate the two languages. B&thelt’'s (1989)
monolingual model and De Bot's (1992) bilingual mbaf speech
production will be discussed at a greater lengtGhapter 2.

Various language testers (e.g., Allison, 1999|clver, 2003;
Hughes, 1989; Luoma, 2004) suggest that speakitigeisost difficult
skill to assess reliably because there are various systematic and
unsystematic variables that may affect raters’ sitation test scores.
Bachman (1990) claims the systematic factors camfbiaree types:
communicative language ability, test method, andsg®l attributes.
Among these factors, communicative language ah#itgonsidered to
be the central orfe.

The termsassessmergnd evaluationare sometimes used interchangeably, but erroneously
The termassessmeris closely related to the tertesting It is an instrument to collect
language and test information (Davies et al., 188Scited in Schadrack, 2004). As for the
termevaluation it goes beyond assessment in order to make judignoe decisions (Davies

et al., 1999, as cited in Schadrack, 2004)

Bachman’s framework of communicative languagétglfiCLA) is presented in Chapter 2.



Test method refers to the characteristics of & that are
important when eliciting test performance. Bachr{e®90) proposed a
framework of test method facets that includes fmegor categories: the
testing environment, the test rubric, the inputtést taker receives, the
expected response, and the relationship betweent @pd response
(p.119). This variation is systematic because gf@mple, if the format
of the test is consistent, it will not be affectedany aspect whether
given in the afternoon or evening.

Personal attributes that influence test perfoceaimclude test-
taker characteristics, such as sex, age, natignedisident status, native
language, level and type of general education,tgpel and amount of
preparation or prior experience with a given t&ichman & Palmer,
1996, p.65). These characteristics are also sysitehecause they have
a steady influence on test performance. If an iddiai demonstrates his
knowledge of politics in one test, it seems obvithat this knowledge
can affect his performance on another test.

Moreover, performance on language tests can betaffdy some
unsystematic or random factors that refer to sommumstances that
cannot be predicted or these are temporal. Thesaréamay include the
emotional state of a test taker on the day of Xagneor some changes in
the test environment, such as the place or tintestihg.

When developing a new language test, a majordegtloper’s
concern is to minimize the effects of the facttrat tmay lead to errors
in measurement of language ability, that is, tedthwod, personal
attributes, and random factors. According to Baahr(i990), if the
effects of test method and random factors are numeid) that is,
measurement error is minimized, the reliabilityasfguage test scores is
maximized. Personal attributes are seen as soofcest bias, or test
invalidity (Bachman, 1990, p.168).

Thus, considering all these issues, | becamereisiied in
investigating the assessment of speech productiorwidely used
proficiency tests - the Test of English as a Fareiginguage Test
(TOEFL), thelnternational English Language Testing System (I§), T

3 Bachman (1990) sees the concepts of reliability\alidity as “complementary aspects of a
common concern in measurement — identifying, estigaand controlling the effects of
factors that affect test scores” (p.160). Bachnif9Q) argues that reliability and validity
are two characteristics of test scores that arsetloconnected. However, validity is the
most important characteristic where reliabilityates necessary conditions for it. Thus, we
may think about test scores as valid if they alialsle (Bachman, 1990).



and guidelines for orientations in assessing lagguakills - the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) amgrisan
Council for the Teaching of Foreign Languages (AC)I' this study,
| attempted to define the speaking constructs asehtests and
guidelines and to determine whether there is coafyilty across them.

When talking about language tests, | could ndtdiscuss their
importance in our society. Shohamy (2007) referdeiis as power
tools, which are used in two areas: in the realnsasfiety and in the
realm of education. International language testse Haecome primary
tools for immigration purposes in a number of depeld countries such
as the USA, the UK, Japan, and Australia. Theseaamgmber of other
countries administer language tests for residermay especially for
citizenship. IELTS, for instance, is an immigrati@guirement for non-
native English speaker in Canada, New Zealand, Anodtralia.
Moreover, international language tests are widslyduby governments,
institutions, and central authorities all over tiwerld for educational
purposes. Here, they serve as an educational towolugh which
immigrant students are admitted to many Englistakipg colleges and
universities. Both IELTS and TOEFL are admissioguieements for
non-native English speakers who want to enter apmedmstitution at
many English speaking countries such as the USA, W, and
Australia.

In order to make inferences about the individuadBnguage
ability based on the scores s/he has obtained mguage test, the
relationship between performance on language tsts on non-test
tasks (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). The next sectiol tiverefore
address this issue.

1.1 Language use and language test performance

Bachman and Palmer (1996) claim that it is dsderno
demonstrate the correspondence between generalalgmguse and
specific use of language in a testing situatiorwd want to make
inferences about speakers’ language ability. Thearhers argue that a
framework where performance on a language testdddd as a distinct
sample of language use is of great importance. ksualt, they provide
a framework where the same characteristics areadribr both general
language use and language test performance.

The correspondence between language use andatzmgiest
should be considered in the way one designs, desebnd uses
language tests. The characteristics of the langusge tasks and
situation and of the language users and the tketdashould also be



taken into account when designing a language Tesk characteristics
should be considered in order to show the ways hiiclwtest tasks
corresponds to language use tasks. Moreover, thdiVicharacteristics
should be looked at in order to elicit the invohents of these
characteristics into language use tasks and t@st.ta

According to the framework proposed by Bachmad Balmer
(1996), the characteristics of the language useértlaat of the test taker
involve topical knowledge, affective schemata, dadguage ability
(p.12). Topical knowledge, or knowledge schematabaies real-
world knowledge of the individual such as cultutalowledge or
knowledge of a specific area. Affective schematawarderstood as the
affective or emotional correlates of topical knodge. Bachman and
Palmer (1996) argue that these two characterisacsinfluence both
language use and language test performance. Mardanguage tests
can be designed so that these characteristics tdaffect adversely the
performance — quite the contrary - language testexg benefit from
these characteristics. Finally, an individual chteastic that is of great
interest to language testing is language abilitye Purpose of language
tests is to make inferences abotlt it.

1.2 The study

The present study attempts to analyze the conmpeioé speaking
ability that are assessed in the speaking scalésproficiency tests
and guidelines. The analysis of the speaking cocistvas based on
Bachman et al's (1995) communicative language ability (CLA)
checklist and rating instrument and Fulcher's (906amework for
describing the speaking construct, which will bdeeed in chapter 2.

The following two research questions were pursued

1. How do the TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and CEFR speaking
scales assess speech performahce?

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

The first research question addresses the comfoé CLA in
the speaking scales as well as the extent to wthiebe components are
involved in these scales. In order to answer thisstjon, | analyzed the

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

® TOEFL is an abbreviation for the Test of EnglishaForeign Language Test; IELTS- the
International English Language Testing System; ACTFAmerican Council for the
Teaching of Foreign Languages; and CEFR - the CamiBoropean Framework of
Reference.



four speaking scales with the help of Bachman et §1L995) CLA
checklist and rating instrument. This checklistossed on Bachman’
(1990) framework of CLA, which was developed foe fiurpose of test
analysis. Based on the findings of the test cordeatysis, Bachmaet
al. (1995) concluded that although the ratings coudd pgmssibly
subjective, they were highly consistent acrossedkifit raters. He
explained the consistent results by the ratingrumsént itself, which
enabled the raters to focus attention on very fipaspects, rather than
on general categories. Analyzing the speaking sal&@ OEFL, IELTS,
ACTFL, and CEFR, it was essential to pay particafgiention to each
facet of communicative language ability. The secoeskarch question
aims at comparing the proficiency tests and guigsliin terms of their
speaking constructs. To answer this question, lemae of Fulcher’s
(2003) framework for describing the speaking camtr This
framework is an adaptation of Bachman and Paln{@896) model of
language ability. | consider this framework to Ewrelevant to the
present study because Fulcher (2003) has made tamponodifications
regarding specifically the aspects of the speakorngstruct.

The materials under analysis were the speakimagescof the
TOEFL and IELTS proficiency tests and the ACTFL a@&EFR
proficiency guidelines. For each proficiency test guideline’ speaking
scale the analysis consisted of determining whetti@re was
involvement of the CLA components at each proficietevel, and if
there were, to what extent. Then, the aspects edikipg, as proposed
by Fulcher (2003), were analyzed in order to see degree of
comparability across the speaking scales.

1.3 Organization of the thesis

This thesis is organized in 5 chapters. In chapidrpresent an
introduction to some of the issues that motivatesl ton carry out the
present study. Here, | also present the aim okthdy and its research
questions and the organization of the thesis.

Chapter 2 brings a review of the literature thas feaund relevant
for the present study. The monolingual model ofespeproduction
proposed by Levelt (1989) and the bilingual modeppsed by De Bot
(1992) are considered. | also discuss Bachman'80)1#amework of
CLA and Fulcher's (2003) framework for describiniget speaking
construct, which was based on the work of BachnmahRalmer (1996).
Information about the proficiency tests and gurdesdi, whose speaking
scales were submitted to the analysis, is alscepted. Finally, some
studies in the area of speaking assessment assvexyi



In chapter 3, | describe the method employechis $tudy and
present the context of the study and research iqnestthe materials
analyzed and the instruments and procedures cliostre analysis.

The results of the analysis are presented intehdp The TOEFL
speaking scale is analyzed first. Then, | turnhte EELTS speaking
scale. Finally, the results of the ACTFL and CERRaking scales are
introduced.

Chapter 5 consists of a general conclusion abfweitanalyzed
speaking scales, Pedagogical implications are alsecified. The
limitations of the study and suggestions for furttresearch are
addressed in the last section of this chapter.



CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
2.1 Introduction

The present review of literature aims tovile the theoretical
base for this study which, as already said, ingagts the assessment of
speaking ability in two international proficiencyests of English
(TOEFL and IELTS) and two guidelines for orientaso(CEFR and
ACTFL). Therefore, this review of literature is argzed into eight
subchapters: the present introduction (2.1), mooetpeech production
(2.2), Bachman’s theoretical framework of commutivea language
ability (CLA) (2.3), defining the speaking constry2.4), international
proficiency tests and guidelines (2.5), and redeaon speaking
assessment (2.6).

In order to understand L2 speech productiopedims essential to
start the discussion with the process of speeatiygtmn both in L1 and
L2. Thus, Levelt’s (1989) influential monolingualodel of speech
production is presented first, and then the biladguodel proposed by
De Bot (1992) is discussed.

The aim of a language test is to assess test'saknowledge
about a foreign/second language and the abilitys® it. In order to
describe the test taker's language ability, Bachifi®®0) proposes a
theoretical framework of communicative languagelitghb{CLA). In
addition, in designing tests test developers shdafthe the ability, that
is, the construct that they attempt to measure.tfk®rpurpose of the
present study, Fulcher's (2003) framework for dbsay the speaking
construct will be presented. Moreover, informatadyout the tests and
guidelines, whose speaking scales are under asalisiprovided.
Finally, a review of selected empirical studiesspeaking assessment is
provided.

2.2 Models of speech production

The language modality under investigation in thesearch is
speech production. Speaking is considered to kghdyhcomplex skill
that involves the interaction of several processiogponents (De Bot,
1992; Fulcher, 2003; Levelt, 1989, 1995; Luoma, 400 his view is
supported by two speech production models: a mogodl model
proposed by Levelt (1989, 1995) and its bilinguatsion proposed by



De Bot (1992). Levelt's (1989) blueprint for theesiref describes the
processing components involved in the generationLbf speech
production, whereas De Bot (1992) explains how jp2esh production
operates. These two models will be reviewed next.

2.2.1 Levelt’s (1989) monolingual model

Levelt (1989) proposes a monolingual model thatheen very
influential in the area of Speech Production (siggiié 1). The model
involves four components: a Conceptualizer, a Ftatog an
Articulator, and a Speech-comprehension systemuraerstand how
the speech production process operates, these oemisowill be
discussed next.

According to Levelt (1989), the speaker undergbesplanning
phase before producing speech. This phase is Hedcas the first
component in his model, which is labelled the Cptealizer. It is in
the Conceptualizer that the intention to speak imaigs. As an
intentional activity, speaking involves generatitie message to be
expressed and monitoring what is being said and Adwese activities
demand the speaker’s high attention. The outpthefConceptualizer is
called a preverbal message.

6 Levelt’s (1989) blueprint for the speaker is na tinly model of L1 speech production (for
example, Dell (1986) has also proposed a modef)th@ purpose of the present proposal,
only Levelt's monolingual model of language prodoctis reviewed as it attempts to
integrate independent, automatic modules into gpbete speaking system and is, therefore,
a much more comprehensible model.



10

CONCERTLALIZER /
dmrorss rmode
L e e e e = e e e s e m e e SHILEFRON KOMTRIEDE,
gzﬁzfsgtﬁ'- -[ ﬁmma. Bic.
|
mamierng
pEvernal nessans parsed speech
FORMULATOR
. o SPEECH
il thlmn\ COMPREHENSION
s .? Iemmas SYSTEM
surtacy sirgchure foemmes: ST
r -
phonokagical o o
enending o
et plan
1l speechi] T “m“ﬂ‘r‘"‘?
ARTICULATOR ALDITION
1

| = venspepch i

Figure 1 A blueprint for the speaker. (Levelt, 1989, p.9

Levelt (1989) assumes that the planning of aqrieal message
operates in two stages: macroplanning and micropign
Macroplanning involves the elaboration of the comiuative intention,
which means that this stage is responsible for rphanthe content.
During the second stage - microplanning - the speplans the form of
the message.

The product of the Conceptualizer, that is, treverbal message,
is the input of the next component, the Formulaidrich is in charge of
two processes: grammatical encoding and phonologireoding.
Grammatical encoding is in charge of formulating ntagtic
constructions, whereas the function of phonologiredoding is to build
a phonetic or articulatory plan. To activate thgm®cesses, the
Formulator needs to access the mental lexicon wakdexical items
(lemmas) are stored. Lexical items represent allinformation about a
particular word, that is, its syntactic, morphotmji and phonological
properties.

The result of grammatical encoding is a surfaogctire, which
is defined as “an ordered string of lemmas groupeghrases and
subphrases of various kinds” (Levelt, 1989, p.Thjs surface string is
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further processed by the phonological encoder. Theult of
phonological encoding — a phonetic or articulatplan — provides the
speaker with a chance to see how the planned néteria going to be
articulated. Levelt (1989) calls this phonetic pillaternal speech.

In the next processing component of Levelt's @9 odel, the
Articulator, internal speech is transformed intoexvspeech. Overt
speech is the actual speech that is available tto the speaker and the
interlocutor. The Articulator executes overt speeath the help of the
articulatory apparatus, which controls the movemaftlungs, larynx,
pharynx and mouth.

Levelt's (1989) model includes a Speech-comprsioensystem
that is in charge of monitoring and correcting tlysficies in speech.
With its help, the speaker can check the prevermassage before
producing overt speech, that is, before it is genthe Articulator, in
order to detect any errors (Dell, 1980). Howevelf-sorrection occurs
in overt speech as well. Moreover, the Speech-cehgmsion system
allows the speaker to notice any failures in therlocutor's speech.

Admitting that speaking is normally an intentibmativity and
that this intentional activity is controlled by tspeaker, Levelt (1989)
claims that the speech production process is kargelomatic. Levelt
(1989) argues in favor of this idea as follows. Tirg component of the
model, the Conceptualizer, is a highly controlledgess because it
takes much attention from the speaker to constiuetmessage and
further control it in internal or overt speech. Hoxgr, the speaker can
easily retrieve the information and modify it ifagssary. All the other
components of the model are considered to be lapggbmatic because
the speaker barely controls formulating and aritng of the message.
These components process in parallel without intemg with each
other. Thus, the high degree of automaticity alloive speaker to
produce fluent speech.

Although there have been many attempts to expierprocess of
speech production (e.g., Dell, 1986; Dell & Reid880; Fromkin,
1971; Garrett, 1975, 1976, 1980; Shattuck-Hufnad®ig2, 1987),
Levelt's (1989) model is considered to be the miogpbortant and
influential and has been greatly cited both in Lida 2 speech
production literature. The model reveals how comptbe speech
production process is and how the four autonomougonents operate
incrementally.

Having reviewed the model of L1 speech productibavélt,
1989), | will now move on to De Bot's (1992) propb$or L2 speech
production and how it operates.
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2.2.2 De Bot's (1992) bilingual model

Supposing that a bilingual production model shouidt
qualitatively differ from the monolingual one, DeoB(1992) adopted
Levelt's mode{ and proposed a bilingual production model to antou
for L2 speech production. In De Bot's (1992) pragdptevelt's (1989)
model underwent only necessary changes. These ehamjl be
described next.

As has been seen in Levelt's (1989) model, it is tlme
Conceptualizer that the message is generated. TheisBot (1992)
argues that the decision of the language to be isedade in this
component. This decision is influenced by the sitima which the
speaker analyses before speaking in a particulagukge. De Bot
(1992) assumes that the process of macroplanniag rtms in the
Conceptualizer is language-independent, whereas ptueess of
microplanning is specific for each language. Acewgdto De Bot
(1992), concepts are not lexicalized similarly fhl@anguages. Poulisse
(1999) brings an example of the Spanish languagecampares it to
the English language (p. 59). These languages hdifferent
specifications for terms of spatial reference. pash we have three
words to talk about spatial distance: proximqlli medialahi, and
distalalli. In English there are two words to express disgtamtation:
proximalhere and distathere De Bot (1992) argues that the preverbal
message should already carry this language spécfiicmation to be
lexicalized in the Formulator. This view has beemmorted by the
theory of bilingual lexicorfsas well (Kroll & de Groot, 1997).

As for the second component of Levelt's (1989)deip the
Formulator, De Bot (1992) suggests that it is laggispecific, that is,
there are different processes for grammatical armbnglogical
encoding. For example, languages from differentegaties of
morphological typology such as English and Finmishnot have the
same syntactic and morphological encodihg® account for such
phenomenon as code-switching, De Bot (1992) prapts® there are

There are other models that have Levelt's mode89)l@s a basis. Examples include the
models of Bierwisch and Schreuder (1992) and Pseibsd Bongaerts (1994).

Kroll and de Groot (1997) proposed a model, whagplains that the lexical representations
for two different languages are independent, beir ttonceptual representations are shared.
In other words, a bilingual has two lexical stoaesl one primary conceptual store.

Finnish uses possessive suffixes. One can exgiessumber of the possessors and their
persons in singular or in plural by changing théfisuexcept for the third person. For
instancetaloni meansmy house(s)vheretalomme- our house(sjor the first persortalosi
—your(sing.)house(s)andtalonne- your(pl.) houses(sjor the second person; atalonsa—
his/her/their house(dpr the third person.
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two speech plans that bilinguals produce simultasko one for the
language spoken at the moment and one for the dayeguoiot used at the
moment of speech. This explains why bilinguals al#e to stop
producing one language and switch to another foresgeason or other.
Moreover, De Bot (1992) adopted Paradis’ (1987)bst Hypothesis”
and argues that the lexicon is language indepenBienthim, bilinguals
rely on one single lexicon, where lexical elemefteach languagare
stored in different subsets.

Finally, the output of the Formulator is sentthe Articulator,
which does not have systematic division for the tarmyuages. De Bot
(1992) argues that this explains phonological fatence from the L1,
that is, foreign accent. But he admits that bilalguvho have regular
contact with the L2 can develop their own langusgeeific sounds and
produce speech accurately.

Based on Levelt's (1989) monolingual model, Det' 8¢1992)
proposal accounts for the following L2 phenomeniffegnt lexical
items, different grammatical and phonological emegdphonological
interference from the L1, and code-switching. Alth De Bot's (1992)
model seems to provide a possible account for le2dp production, it
is not without limitations. De Bot realized thatdamms a result, De Bot
and Schreuder (1993, as cited in Poulisse, 19983a@ the bilingual
model. Firstly, this revision concerns the inforimatabout language
choice that is presented in the form of a languagein the preverbal
message, where each language cue may have diffaieles. Secondly,
the revision involved a new component Verbilizeattrappears in
between the Conceptualizer and the Formulator. ékbilizer maps
fragments of conceptual structure from the prevennaessage to
semantic representations of lexical items in theict. After the
process of dividing the message into lexicalizabteincks, lexical
access takes place. Here, De Bot and SchreudeB,(E29 cited in
Poulisse, 1999) supported their assumption thatdawguages lexicalize
in a different way.

Having described both monolingual and bilinguabdels of
speech production, | turn now to an influentiahfieavork proposed by
Bachman (1990) in the area of Language testing,(which presents
the components of communicative language abilitLA)C This
framework was the basis of Bachman's (1995) CLAkl&t and rating
instrument as well as of Fulcher's (2003) framewfunkdescribing the
speaking construct. Thus, this framework will béeeed next.
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2.3 Bachman’s theoretical framework of communicatie language
ability

In an attempt to describe communicative langudmiégya(CLA),
Bachman (1990) proposes a theoretical frameworkctwhxpands on
earlier models of communicative competence, suchCasale and
Swain’s (1980) and Savignon’s (1983) models. Trasnework of CLA
agrees that “the ability to use language commuiniglgt involves both
knowledge of or competence in the language, andctpacity for
implementing, or using this competence” (Bachma@90l p. 81).
Moreover, this framework extends previous models way that tries to
explain how CLA components interact with each othemwell as with
the language use context.

The framework of CLA proposed by Bachman (1990)stsis of
three components: language competence, strategipatence, and
psychophysiological mechanisms. Language competareders to
specific knowledge components that are used in agmization through
language. Strategic competence represents the Imespacity for
utilizing the components of language competenca tommunicative
situation. Finally, the psychophysiological meclsams involve the
neurological and psychological processes that oggring the language
execution. Involved in language use, psychophygiold mechanisms
are distinguished between the channel (auditorgual) and mode
(receptive, productive). Nevertheless, the desonpof this framework
will focus on two broad areas: language knowledgesompetence, and
strategic competence because it is “this combinatid language
knowledge and metacognitive strategies that previdaguage users
with the ability, or capacity, to create and intetpdiscourse, either in
responding to tasks on language tests or in ndnleguage use”
(Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 67).

In the context of CLA framework, Bachman (1993cdsses the
components of language competence, which is coetprief
organizational competence and pragmatic competéee Figure 2).
Each of these competences consists of several ccaeg Although
Bachman (1990) utilizes a diagram that represehnés Hierarchical
relationship, the components function all togetaed have effect on
each other. A brief description of how these congmis interact with
each other in language use situation will be predidext.
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Figure 2 Components of language competence (Bachman, p0,

Organizational competence is in charge of contrgllithe
structure of language in order to produce and celmed
grammatically correct utteran¢@sand organize them into oral text.
Thus, organizational competence includes gramniat@rapetence and
textual competence.

Grammatical competence consists of to knowledgeoébulary,
morphology, syntax and phonology/graphology, whishnvolved in
order to produce and comprehend accurate utteramcesegard to
textual competence, it is comprised of knowledgecohesion and
knowledge of rhetorical organization. Cohesion imgs explicitly
marked relationships within utterance or sentergewall as among
utterances or sentences. Rhetorical organizatioesponsible for the
overall developments in conversations or writtextste

Another component of language competence, prigma
competence, concerns the relationship betweenanttes and their

10 Bachman and Palmer (1996) accept the distinctidwdsn “utterances” and “sentences”
provided by Brown and Yule (1983), where “utterasicare spoken and “sentences” are
written. In this proposal | will follow this distation and use “utterances” to refer to oral
language.
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meanings. Thus, pragmatic competence consists of dategories:
illocutionary competence and sociolinguistic corepet.

lllocutionary competence addresses four languagacro-
functions. Ideational functions are used to tranefeinterpret meaning
activating our life experience. With these functiowe are able to
express ideas, feelings, and knowledge. Manip@dtinctions are used
when we want to affect a situation. Manipulativedtions can be of
three types: instrumental, regulatory, and intévael. We use
instrumental functions to have people do somethsugh as request,
order, and commands. Regulatory functions are eyedido control
people’s behavior, for example, a statement ofstubews. Interactional
functions are used when dealing with interpersoakitionships, such
as greetings, compliments, apologies. Heuristictfions allow us to
extend knowledge about the world, for example, rdurieaching,
learning, problem solving, and memorizing. Finallypaginative
functions enable us to bring life to language ia tlse of metaphors,
telling jokes, attending plays or films, which exteour knowledge for
humorous or esthetic purposes.

The use of language according to a particularosattural and
discourse context is possible due to sociolinguisbmpetence. This
competence is comprised of sensitivity to diffeendn dialect or
variety, sensitivity to differences in registersensitivity to naturalness,
and ability to interpret cultural references amgiifes of speech.

Sensitivity to differences in dialect or variety defined as
knowledge of conventions that establish the appaitgouse of regional
and social varieties or dialects. An ability to Useguage according to
variations in register is important for languageereasbecause these
variations can be noticed, such as variations iokep or written
discourse. A third ability under sociolinguisticnopetence, sensitivity
to naturalness, is related to the use of languagenatural way, that is,
utterances are not only linguistically correct laiso sound native.
Finally, the ability to interpret cultural refereggcand figures of speech
allows language users to understand correct mesumihgpeech figures
as well as to know some cultural aspects speaifithe context. For
example, to understand a certain figure of spdadlguage users should
know more than the meaning of words.

Having discussed the components of language cemge | now
turn to strategic competence. Bachman (1990) egtbrtide definition

Y The termregistermeans a variation in language use within a digldetliday, McIntosh &
Stevens, 1964).
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formulated by Feerch and Kasper (1983). BachmanQ(j1g6nsiders
strategic competence to be “an important part bfcalnmunicative
language use, not just that in which languagetssilare deficient and
must be compensated for by other means” (p.100¢oiing to this
extended definition, strategic competence consistaree components:
assessment, planning, and executfon.

The assessment component enables languagetoisartain the
communicative goal. Thus, in order to do this, lzame users need to a)
identify the information necessary for the commatiie® goal in a
specific context; b) determine the most effectaeguage competences
(native language, second or foreign language), hlwhiead to
communicative goal accomplishment; c¢) find out toenmon abilities
and knowledge of the interlocutor; and d) evaluatbether the
communicative goal has been accomplished, andijftgewhat extent.

The planning component involves language usksision about
how to use the items from their language competdncerder to
accomplish the communicative goal. For examplelaifguage users
participate in a monolingual conversation, relevaams from their
native language competence are retrieved. In tise o& a bilingual,
second or foreign language conversation, languagesisearch for the
relevant items in the native language, interlanguade system, or the
second or foreign language.

Finally, the execution component considers theevant
psychophysiological mechanisms in order to planctiennel and mode
relevant to the communicative goal and context.

In summary, the language competence model shtves
relationships between its components: organizaticompetence and
pragmatic competence. Organizational competencé&hwtonsists of
grammatical competence and textual competence,lesndanguage
users to create and interpret grammatically aceutdterances, and
produce a set of utterances that are cohesivelatdrically organized.
Pragmatic competence, which is formed of illocutign competence
and sociolinguistic competence, provides languaggersu with
knowledge of language functions, of sociolinguistiorms, and of
cultural references and figurative language. Sgiateompetence has

12 A recent expansion of Bachman’s framework is the proposed by Bachman and Palmer
(1996), which provides a further expansion of tbke of strategic competence as a set of
metacognitive components: goal setting, assessrardtplanning, and the role of topical
knowledge (knowledge schemata) and affective scteemdanguage use.



18

three functions, which determine the most effectiveeans to
accomplish the communicative goal. They are assgsplanning, and
execution.

Bachman’s (1990) has become the basis for theloj@wment of
English proficiency tests for non-native speakevi@owell, 1995).
Clarkson and Jensen (1995) applied this framewmtké development
of rating scales, for the purposes of assessingdesl achievement in
English. Bachman’s (1990) framework of CLA is relav for the
purposes of the present study, which analyzes pleaking scales of
international proficiency tests and guidelines rdga speaking
assessment. This framework became the basis famhénstruments
utilized for the analysis. These instruments arehBzanet al.'s (1995)
CLA checklist and rating instrument, and Fulchd2803) framework
for describing the speaking construct.

Having presented the framework of CLA proposedlaghman
(1990), I now want to consider Fulcher's (2003)nfeavork for
describing the speaking construct. This framewsrlan adaptation of
Bachman and Palmer’'s (1996) model especially feessing speaking.
The next section presents this framework.

2.4 Defining the speaking construct

The ability to speak in a foreign language isagalty the main
goal of many learners (Luoma, 2004; Mota, 2003;gRipbach, 1991;
Lennon, 1990; Bygate, 1987). Back in 1961, Ladoogeized the
importance of this skill, saying that “[tlhe abjlito speak a foreign
language is without doubt the most highly prizedglzage skill” (as
cited in Fulcher, 2003, p.18). As has been saidv@bepeaking is a
highly complex matter and this explains the diffiguteachers and
raters have when dealing with its assessment (Byl@003; Luoma,
2004). In order to provide reliable assessment, e to understand
what constitutes the speaking ability that is gdim¢pe measured. Thus,
the speaking construct should be defined (Ful@@g3).

First of all, it is necessary to understand tlerdrconstructand
distinguish it from the wordoncept(Fulcher, 2003). The researcher
claims that the wordonceptrefers to some abstract matter, whereas the
word constructdefines something evident. He brings an example to
illustrate this difference. In the learning contetkie wordachievement
is an abstraction because it cannot be observedtlgir On the other
hand, the wordachievedthat is used by teachers to show students’
achievement can be observed and also graded (Ful26@3, p.18).
Thus, the wordachievements a concept, and the woethievedis a
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construct. According to Fulcher (2003), when we tvandefine the
construct of speaking “it is therefore necessanytlitcs construct to be
associated with ‘things’ that can be observed,thatithese ‘things’ can
be scored” (p.18).

Speaking is averbal use of language that serves for
communication (Fulcher, 2003). As in writing, {herpose of speaking
is to transmit information to others. Although bativolve productive
mode, they differ in terms of channel: visual chelr{written) and audio
channel (spoken). Moreover, there are a numbertleéroaspects in
which speaking is different from writing. Speechinigea ‘real-time’
phenomenon should be produced with a certain sfi®gghte, 1987).
On the other hand, writing requires time to thipkan, produce, and
sometimes correct (Fulcher, 2003). This explainsy vdpeech is
characterized by less formal use of vocabd arghort sentences,
repetitions, repairs that are not appropriate iting.

Based on the Bachman and Palmer model (1996)h&wu(2003)
proposes a framework for describing the speakingstcoct. As can be
seen, Fulcher (2003) made some necessary chandghs tmodel in
order to use it for assessing speaking. This fraonevdescribes the
aspects that, according to the researcher, shoaléhduded into a
construct definition (see Appendix A). These arglaage competence,
strategic capacity, textual knowledge, pragmaticovdedge, and
sociolinguistic knowledge. Each of these aspedidwipresented next.

Language competence includes phonology, accusacyfluency.
Phonology deals with the patterns of speech soged in a particular
language. Thus, this component of language comgpetenvolves
pronunciation, stress, and intonation. Pronungiati® an important
aspect of speaking because the intelligibility @frtigular words is
dependent on it. Stress is also essential in spgge¢hmay provide an
additional meaning to the words in the utteranceénei/ a word is
stressed it indicates that this word carries thestmimportant
information. Finally, variations of tone (voice newent) and pitch are
associated with intonation.

Another aspect of speaking ability is accuracgcdkding to
Fulcher (2003), accurate speaking is associatedh witror free

3 However, the speed pressure on the speaker dbssem to be the only explanation for this
particular trait of oral production. Choices of budnd of the lexicon are better explained in
terms of lexical access, which in turn depends speets such as the nature of input
previously received and the frequency of a cetigie of item in the input.



20

discourse. Of course, L2 learners make errors vamaking but these
errors may vary in their seriousness. There aghtsérrors that do not
interfere with understanding, for example, an omis®f the morpheme
[s] in the third-person- singular verb. Serious oesr lead to

misunderstanding of the intended message, forrinstawrong word

order or subject omissions are not acceptable glifn Having this in

mind, raters should be aware of the types of eitoeg may ignore or
pay attention to and ‘punish’ when assessing spgaki

The last aspect of speaking ability that is dised in the context
of language competence is fluency. According toclkert (2003), the
notion of fluency is associated with the level afanaticity to produce
speech. When we talk about fluent speech it mdaamisthhe process of
planning what to talk about and retrieving the sseey knowledge of
vocabulary, syntax and phonology is automatic. Latkfluency is
therefore characterized by a slow, halting pace #so may cause
misunderstanding. Fulcher (2003) enumerates thagshena that may
be associated with non-fluent speech. They aretdtiesis (filled or
unfilled pauses), repetition of syllables or wordseselecting
inappropriate words, restructuring sentences, amcecting the use of
cohesive devices to link the ideas.

Fulcher (2003) argues that both accuracy andndyeare
necessary for successful communication because lidtener’s
understanding may be affected by lack of accurany/ca fluency.
However, fluency and accuracy are seen as two dppaspects of
speaking. The learner may achieve oral fluencyhat éxpense of
accuracy, that is, speech can be fluent but inateuor accurate but
dysfluent (Fulcher, 2003). Rating scales distinguisem as separate
components of assessment: accurate use of vocalmdrgrammar and
spontaneous and well-paced speech flow.

Fulcher (2003) includes strategic capacity in tbenstruct
definition where achievement and avoidance strategan be noticed in
the learner or test-taker's speaking. Achievemérgtegies are used
when there is a lack of language knowledge thatriietes with
communication. Thus, in order to achieve a comnativie goal the
learner applies the following strategies: overgalimation, paraphrase,
word coinage, restructuring, cooperative strategiede switching, and
non-linguistic strategie¥. Each of these strategies will be explained
next.

14 Fulcher (2003) didn't include the strategy of apqimation in a framework for describing
the speaking construct, though he discusses itsitbdok. Approximation strategy is used
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Fulcher (2003) explains that overgeneralizationuos when the
learner assumes that there are no exceptions tgrédmemar and uses
her/his general knowledge. For instance, the ‘reté for the English
past tense is typically overgeneralized and irr@gulerbs get the
morpheme [ed] like in “holded”. Paraphrasing hagpehen the learner
cannot remember a needed word and uses a synonyiesoto explain
it with other words. Word coinage takes place wtenlearner invents a
new word for an unknown one, for example, “air 'bétr “balloon”.
The learner uses a restructuring strategy whenrséilizes that her/his
utterance has not been understood and s/he triexpiain it using
different words. Cooperative strategies help ttarler in the situation
when s/he does not know a word and asks the intgdo for help as
well as when s/he wants to make sure that his rgeskas been
understood. Code switching in conversation is commehen the
learner has difficulty to remember a needed worgdloase and he uses
his L1. Other non-linguistic strategies, such asienor gestures are also
benefited by speakers (Fulcher, 2003).

Another type of strategies that Fulcher (2003nsiders is
avoidance. Avoidance strategies are used in oroeavbid certain
language use that presents difficulty. Thus, theramce is based on the
language system that the learner has control afidance strategies can
be formal and functional. Formal avoidance is diffi to detect. For
instance, the learner can avoid the use of passige in speech but this
can be detected only by the overuse of active yaicavoid a certain
topic due to the lack of appropriate vocabularyndfional avoidance
occurs when the learners abandons a conversatibouwvieven trying to
complete the utterance.

Textual knowledge is the next aspect that Ful¢k@®3) includes
in a construct definition. Admitting that speakisga structured activity,
he distinguishes the learner’'s ability to take $ymse adjacency pairs,
and openings and closings in conversations.

In L1 conversation, learners know when they qaeak or when it
is the interlocutor to hold the turn. This seemgerdifficult for them in
the L2 context because, firstly, the learner shdndda good listener to
know when it is her/his turn to speak and, secqrdifferent rules about
turn taking may be used by the target-languageesocior example,
social rank in such countries as Japan and Koaggs gin important role

when the learner lacks a specific word and repldagih a more general one, for example,
“eagle” for “bird".
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in conversation, and a person of a high rank cabeanterrupted by the
lowest rank

Adjacency pairs are fundamental in conversatitboctire, in
which the first part predicts the second part (@wifi, 1976; Schegloff
& Sacks, 1973). The following examples of adjacepeyrs are very
common: question-answer, greeting-greeting, invitahcceptance
(refusal), complaint-apology (Fulcher, 2003, p..36)

New topics in conversation are introduced andigind to an end.
For speakers, it is important to know how to de.thiihis knowledge
shows speakers’ ability to structure conversatiand control them.
Fulcher (2003) illustrates this by an example ofrdpg a conversation
with regular greeting such as “Hi, how are you?’ewhlwo people meet,
and an example of closing a conversation, for msawith the use of
“bye” (p. 38).

Fulcher (2003) argues that knowledge of the gratiwal and
phonological system of the target language is mmugh. Pragmatic
competence is important for successful communigatidVithout
knowing or by breaking these rules, the learnereagkagmatic errors
that may lead to serious misunderstanding. Thigmatic competence
includes appropriacy, implicature, and expressigigdn

An appropriate use of language according to ihton is very
important. According to Fucher (2003), the waoagpropriacy is a
construct that implies the degree to which a wareb@ression used by
the speaker is acceptable in a particular situafon example of this
can be the use of address terms, that is, how @eaqdiress their
interlocutors when meeting or departing. Fulchef0@ included
pragmatic appropriacy in the speaking construdhdiei.

There are various ways to express the same kdgeher (2003)
offers as an example the utterance “close the dashich can be
communicated in different ways, for instance, “Weed a little less
draught”, “The room’s cold”, “I'm freezing” or “Wer you born in a
barn?” (Fulcher, 2003, pp. 42-43). He calls theHerances indirect
speech act§ Although they carry the same meaning, which isltse
the door, they may have different impact on listen€&ulcher (2003)
calls this aspect implicature and includes it i $peaking construct.

Talking about expressing being, Fulcher (2008jgsests that test
takers’ language use can be restricted by the xbrite illustrates this
by referring to different social status. Languageies according to the
person’s position, whether superior or junior. Reajefine their status

5 The theory of speech acts was originally deveddpeAustin (1962).
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and role through the kind of language they uset Td®rs need to be
sensitive to this peculiarity of the language e&govhen they need
to participate in role-play or simulation duringgttest.

Sociolinguistic knowledge enables learner to uaaguage
appropriate to situations, topics or the culturethaf target language.
Oral performance is related to the situation amdidipic of conversation
may influence learner’'s speech. An unknown topig riead to little
participation in conversation. Finally, culturaldmledge and the use of
cultural references or figures of speech help kE&rnconvey and
understand meaning appropriately.

Overall Fulcher’'s (2003) framework demonstratbst tthe
construct of speaking ability is multifaceted. Taeak a second/foreign
language one should not only learn grammar andbrdaey (accuracy),
pronunciation and intonation, but should also awtiire the process of
planning, formulating and producing the utteraniiesntly. In case of
difficulty in conversation, learners have variousatgies at their
disposal such as overgeneralization, paraphrasoug-switching, non-
linguistic strategy, etc. Moreover, the speakemusthé@now how to open
and close conversations, when to begin and whestof speaking. In
addition, cultural and social conventions seem #® dssential in
communication.

Let us now draw attention tiaternational proficiency tests and
guidelines whose speaking scales are the subjeenalysis in the
present study. A brief background of each test gmideline will be
provided in the next section.

2.5 International proficiency tests and guidelines

Before talking about proficiency tests and guidedinl would like
to discuss the terrmroficiency Proficiency in an L2 is one of the most
fundamental concepts in Applied Linguistics (lwaalet al., 2008). In
the literature, the term “proficient” is generallged interchangeably
with other terms, such as “fluent”, “knowledgeabl&ompetent”, but
there is no clear consensus among applied lingarsta definition for
“proficiency” (Canale & Swain, 1980; Davies, 198@gram, 1985;
North, 2000; Stern, 1983; Taylor, 1988; Vollmer81%® This term may
be used differently by different researchers. Fostance, Hadley
proposes a very broad definition of proficiencykaswinga language
(1993). Accordingly, the purpose of general preficy tests is to see if
the candidate has an appropriate level of Engtistope with everyday
or academic situations. The examples of such testsld be the
Cambridge examinations (First Certificate Examiratand Proficiency
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in English Examination), the General English Prieficy Test (GEPT),
The Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOERId The
International English Language Testing System (IEL.T

Hughes defines proficiency as *“sufficient commantl tbe
languagdor a particular purpos&(1989, p. 9). There are also tests and
guidelines that define the concept of proficien@cading to their
purpose. An example of this would be a test desigoeelicit the test-
taker’'s level of English when applying for coursesspecific subject
areas: business (for instance, the Business EnGistificates (BEC),
the Test of English for International Communicat(@®EIC); law (for
instance, the Law School Admissions Test (LSAT);ditiee (for
instance, the Medical College Admission Test (MCAP)ofessional
and Linguistic Assessment Board (PLAB).

The proficiency tests whose speaking scales haga belected
for the present study are the TOEFL and IEtTShis choice is
supported by their wide use and recognition in ¢oes where English
is an influential language. For example, one céra the TOEFL test in
more than 7000 institutions in 130 countries (EZ&10)*’ As for the
IELTS test, over 1,2 million candidates take thesttannually. It is
recognized by more than 6000 institutions in 120ntoes (IELTS,
2010).

The Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOERLam
international English proficiency test. According the information
provided in the TOEFL official website, the testsafast administered
in 1964 and since that time it has undergone maapges (ETS, 2010).
The test has already had three different formatsnputer-based,
internet-based and paper-based. Introduced in1B9%, the computer-
based test (CBT) had almost the same content aséttliéional paper-
based test with the exception of some types oftmumssthat could be
offered only on a computer screen. In 2006, the @BE replaced by
the internet-based test (iBT) and now is widelyduaeound the world.
In the regions of the world where the iBT is notiable, the paper-
based test (PBT) is provided. Both tests are takeone day. The
difference between the TOEFL PBT and iBT is in #teicture. The

6 The TOEFL and IELTS tests are tests for specifippses as well. Both assess the ability of
an individual to use and understand the Englisguage in an academic setting.

™ The official website of Educational testing Seevi€TS) does not provide the information
about the number off candidates that take TOEFlualtyas The number of around 750.000
candidates is mentioned in some website resoulrtdact, ETS administers more than 50
million tests every year, including the TOEFL an@HIC tests, the GRE test and the Praxis
Series assessments (ETS, 2010)
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PBT measures the candidate’s skills in readingerdiag and writing.
Writing skills are measured with the Test of WrittEnglish (TWE),
which is a part of the TOEFL PBT. The candidate @&e the Test of
Spoken English (TSE) as an additional part to tB& B measure the
speaking skills of those who need a speaking sddre.iBT includes
four sections to measure the four skills: readiistening, speaking, and
writing.

As for scores, these are given for each sectiontlaen a total
score is provided. In addition, test takers recdi®edback on their
performance as well as advice for improvement frhetype of skill.
Test scores are claimed to be objective and undbibeeause they are
provided anonymously by ETS certified raters (EZ&10). No passing
or failing score is reported. The requirementssicores are established
by institutions. In addition, TOEFL iBT scores aadid for two years.

The International English Language Testing System, IELTS
another English language proficiency test, whosakipg scale will be
analyzed in the present study. IELTS is jointly austered by
University of Cambridge ESOL Examinations (CambeidgSOL), the
British Council and IDP: IELTS Australia, and itdzane operational in
1989. Although the test went through revision i®3.9its development
is continuous, and in July 2001 its Speaking Tea$ wevised. Since
2005, candidates have been able to take a congmderiersion of
IELTS in some IELTS centers (IELTS, 2010).

There are two formats of IELTS: Academic and &ahTraining.
The difference between these two formats is relédethe purpose of
candidates in taking the test. The Academic Modsléntended for
those who intend to study or obtain training thtougnglish at an
undergraduate or graduate level. Candidates whogaieg to an
English-speaking country to gain work experienceasrimmigration
purposes to Australia, New Zealand or Canada shialdel the General
Training Module (IELTS, 2010).

IELTS is designed to assess the language akifitpon-users
(score 0) as well as of expert users (score 9).t&skeis comprised of
four tests: Listening, Reading, Writing, and SpegkiListening and
Speaking tests are the same for both formats, ishaAcademic and
General Training® Reading and Writing tests are different because of

8 Back in 1989, IELTS had four modules, where Lisigrand Speaking were non-specialized,
and Reading and Writing were specialized. The mseislized modules were intended to
measure general English. The specialized modusésdeandidates’ skill in particular areas,
according to their study course.
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the purposes of a format. The topics of Listeningd &peaking tests in
the Academic Module are related to education, waweitbe topics of
these tests in the General Training Module arengisédor living and
working in an English speaking country (IELTS, 2D1Dhe first three
tests - Listening, Reading and Writing - must benpleted in one day.
Candidates may choose whether to take the Spedkisigin the period
of seven days before or after the day of the dtinere tests. As there is
just one Speaking Test for both formats, the sapealdng scales are
administered in the process of assessment. Thisre$the tests can be
used within two years. In addition, there is notrieson on the
candidate re-taking the test.

Having provided some general background information the
TOEFL and IELTS tests, | will now turn to two proincy guidelines,
whose speaking scales have been chosen for inaistigThese are the
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign lan@sadACTFL)
Proficiency Guidelines and the Common European Eveork of
Reference for Languages (CEFR, or short CEF). Ghgothese two
guidelines is not a neutral decision. Their infloerin the areas of SLA
and LT has been recognized by many researchers Brigdley, 1998;
North, 2000; North & Schneider, 1998). It is imgort to highlight that
course designers, textbook writers, testers, teachad teacher trainers -
in fact, all who are directly involved in languatgaching and testing -
tend to follow the orientations given in these dueunts. The guidelines
define teaching and learning objectives and methadal provide
necessary tools for proficiency assessment.

The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines were developedl1®86 by
Amerian Council on the Teaching of Foreign Langudge use in
academic environments in the United State. Sinen tthe ACTFL
Proficiency Guidelines have been used as a mearsssdssing the
proficiency of a foreign language speaker in eddour language skills:
speaking, writing, reading, and listening. In 1988 ACTFL Proficiency
Guidelines-Speaking were revised. The changesesetiguidelines were
a result of years of oral testing and use of thielajmes as well as of
various research projects and academic contril&itibine revision of the
ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines-Speaking led to a bethterpretation of
the levels’ descriptions. A significant change waade related to the
Advanced level, where it was subdivided into Hilytid, and Low. This
division was intended to describe speakers’ pragrdsough the
Advanced level more finely.

These guidelines present descriptions of differétels of
language proficiency. These levels were based enfitle levels that
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were developed by the US Foreign Service Institlitee description of
these levels involves global characteristics ofgnated performance in
each language skill: listening, reading, writinghda speaking.

Interestingly, the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines wecreated in
order to improve foreign language learning in tH@ALAnd this intention
was realized. Shohamy (1990) claims that these efines are
“successful in drawing attention to goals, stanslaeshd accountability”
(p. 385). Most importantly, Bachman and Savigno88@) emphasize
that “guidelines for measuring language proficiencgn enhance
accountability and strengthen the  profession” (p.80)3

It is important to mention that the ACTFL ProficenGuidelines
do not measure the students’ achievement durintg#traing process. On
the contrary, these guidelines are intended togmze the proficiency
levels, that is, what students are able or notatavidh the language. In
addition, they are used for global assessment.

The CEFR is an important framework for modern laggi
education within the European context. Its guidsdimre widely used in
L2 teaching and learning because it provides asb&si language
syllabus elaboration, curriculum guidelines, exaations, and textbooks
(Council of Europe, 2001). Published in two dradtsions in 1996 by the
Council of Europe, the CEFR got feedback from #erg, and as a result,
the document was revised. Its commercial publishireg realized in
2001. The CEFR was available in two languages: imgind French.
Later, the translations of this document into 2deoanguages appeared
(Little, 20086).

The CEFR has multidimensional scales: the glotales, the self-
assessment grid, and the illustrative scales fratttivities of listening,
reading, spoken interaction, spoken production,ttewri interaction,
written production, note-taking, and processingt tittle, 2006). In
addition, there are scales that have analyticr@itdat concentrate on
linguistic features?

The purpose of the CEFR is to help teachers, éegyrourse and
book designers, examining bodies work with the legg and its use in
order to elaborate “language syllabuses, curriculguidelines,
examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe” €,itH006, p.169). In
relation to testing, the CEFR can be used:

1) for the specification of the content of testd araminations;

2) for stating the criteria to determine the atteént of a learning

¥ For the purpose of the present study, analytgcrietors of spoken language have been
selected for the analysis.
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objective;

3) for describing the levels of proficiency in isting tests and
examinations thus enabling comparisons to be madess different
systems of qualifications

(Council of Europe, 2001, p. 178).

| cannot but mention that the impact of the CEBR the
international scenario is noticeable. The numbelanguages to which
this document was translated says it all. The dgveént of the
Threshold level, which meets the needs of adujdage learners, made
an impact on language teaching at school. Thusnia@r advance in
language teaching across Europe in the last dagaddhe inclusion of
the first foreign language in the curriculum of Ewgrades. The
application of the CEFR to curricula of variousdsnhas been discussed
in two papers by Alderson (2002) and Morrow (2084 cited in Little,
2006). The examples of such curricula are the Swissuments for
Assessing Foreign Language Competences (IEF) Rraed the
curriculum for English as a second language irhIpsimary schools.

Having introduced some background on the profigietest and
guidelines, | want to finish this chapter with tbection devoted to the
research on speaking assessment.

2.6 Research on speaking assessment

Nowadays a great variety of studies in the arehToaddresses
the assessment of speaking. One of them is they stodducted by
Elder, Iwashita and McNamara, (2002), who inveséidethe difficulty
of oral proficiency tasks on the basis of the freumek proposed by
Skehan (1998) with 201 participants. The participgmerformed the
speaking tests made up of eight narrative taskls piitture prompts.
Their speech samples were rated using analytidaigrascales for
fluency, accuracy, and complexity specifically deped for the study.
The results demonstrated little support for Skehdh998) framework
for oral proficiency assessment. Presumably, tfesae is that this
framework had been applied before only in pedagogittexts and not
in language testing context. As a consequenceg thiere no systematic
variations in different performance conditions feach task. Other
studies which investigated the issues of oral thificulty in the testing
situation are Stansfieldt al. (1990), Stansfield (1991), Brown(1993),
Hill (1998), and Fulcher and Reiter(2003).

Gender aspects also affect the performance dnpooéiciency
tests. The results of one more study in languagintethat examined
the impact of gender in oral proficiency test aparted by O’Loughlin
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(2002). The data for this study were collected vatght female and
eight male test-takers, who performed on a pradter'S interview
under two conditions: with a female interviewer andhale one. Their
speech performance was assessed by four ratersnipdes and two
females). The score showed that gender did notuenfie the
participants’ oral performance. Other studies altmgsame line were
conducted by Maltz and Borker (1982), Tannen (198091 Coates
(1993).

One important issue that Douglas and Selinke9Z19993)
raised in their studies is raters’ performanceests. Although working
with the same speaking scales for assessment,agsyme that raters
can provide similar ratings for quite different seas. Their assumption
is that test takers may provide qualitatively diigt speech samples and
still get the same ratings. In his study, DouglE@94) investigated the
hypothesis that similar quantitative scores onrai-gkrect speaking test
represent qualitatively different performances.idiag aspects of speech
samples produced by six Czech graduate students averlyzed, such
as local and global errors, vocabulary, fluencyjtent, and rhetorical
organization. The results demonstrated very lilationship between
the scores on the tests and the language actuayuped by the
participants. Douglas (1994) suggested that to nstaled better the
process of speaking assessment think-aloud studlesuld be
conducted. Other studies which address the same Chalhoub-
Deville (1996), Upshur and Turner (1999), and Brpwmashita and
McNamara (2005).

The issues reviewed in the present chapter aneregevant for
the present study because they present a genesal ofi the area of
speech production and language testing. Levelt989)L monolingual
model and De Bot's (1992) bilingual model of speqmoduction
explain the process of L1 and L2 speaking, respagti Bachman’s
(1990) theoretical framework of CLA and Fulcher2@3) framework
for describing the speaking construct are veryagritial in the area of
language testing and specifically in the area sfirtig second language
speaking. It is worth remembering that speakingesssent is rather
challenging and many researchers are still seeki@dpest way, that is,
a more objective one, to assess this type of wbiirious proficiency
tests and guidelines are results of such atterfptsthe purpose of the
present study, some background information abouernational
proficiency tests (TOEFL and IELTS), and guidelinglse ACTFL
Proficiency Guidelines and the CEFR) was reviewedséction 2.5.
Finally, it seemed important to review some redeann speaking
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assessment in order to present the main findingedrarea (2.6). The
following chapter, Chapter 3, is devoted to thehuodtof the present
study. There, | will present the context of thedsgtuand research
questions, the materials that | have selected ler @nalysis, the
instruments and procedures of the analysis.
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CHAPTER I

METHOD

3.1. Introduction

The field of second language acquisition (SLA)s hbeen
developed greatly in recent years. A growth of fbarnals that
introduce readers to the topics of second anddorkinguage learning
such asSecond Language Researchpplied Linguistics Language
Learning Language Testingand many others is an example of the
interest in this field. Vital questions that SLAsearchers try to
investigate lead to the refinement and expansionSbA research
methods. An increasing number of research methoatiomly enable
SLA researchers with many forms of inquiry, but\ide them with
research instruments appropriated to the needgioka inquiry.

The present study is a qualitative researchhthatbeen based on
interpretative analysis. Interpretative studies ehdeen carried out
widely. Detailed information about context, pagents, and actions are
closely associated with this type of studies. |mietative analysis
implies that the research results are “the prodiicthe researcher’s
subjective interpretation of the data” (DornyeipZ0p. 38). According
to Miles and Huberman (1994), various interpreteiof the same data
are possible; though “some are more compellingHeoretical reasons
or on grounds of internal consistency” (p. 7)slimportant to highlight
that they consider the researcher as “essenttadlyrtain ‘measurement
device’ in the study” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.7)

The main aim of this chapter is to present théhowused for the
analysis of the selected tests and guidelinesgattales. Thereby the
chapter is divided into the following subsectioist Introduction, 3.2
The context of the study and research questiorss,Materials, 3.4
Instruments, and 3.5 Procedures.

3.2 The context of the study and research questions

With the growing interest to learn a second @oraign language,
language researchers and teachers started to esagedd to test and
assess learners’ language ability. As a consequemaci®us language
tests and guidelines have been developed. AccotdifdcNamara and
Roever (2006), language testing has been praditicedr society for a
long time. Tests have been used as a tool for rgalkécisions about test
takers and this decision-making has been servedafiwus educational
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and employment purposes. Possessing languagdoeses!, test takers
are able to get into an international Universityperchosen for a better
position. However, it is difficult to assess langaaskills reliably. There
are various aspects that affect the process ofseemt. One of them is
construct definition. The language skill under istigation in the
present study is speaking.

This study analyzes the speaking rating scalésmfnternational
proficiency tests- the Test of English as a Foreign Language Test
(TOEFL) and thelnternational English Language Testing System
(IELTS) - and two guidelines for orientations - The Commomopaan
Framework of Reference (CEFR) and American Coufficil the
Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) proficienayid&lines. These
materials were collected from the official websitéshe respective tests
and guidelines that have free access.

The present study pursued the following resequestions:

1. How do the TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and CEFR speaking

scales assess speech performance?

2. Is there comparability of the speaking construcbsg these

proficiency tests and guidelines?

3.3 Materials

The materials under analysis are four speakiaiesc There are
two from the international proficiency tests ana tinom the guidelines
for orientations. The criteria for selecting theswterials are the
following: their respective tests and guidelineg avidely used as
measures of English as a foreign language (EFLfjgieacy, and they
have been highly influential in the area of languagsting and
assessment. A general description of each speakalg and its levels
will be presented next.

3.3.1 The TOEFL speaking scale

The TOEFL speaking sub-test has two types of tasdspendent
and integrated. According to Browat al (2002), an independent
speaking task is based on a stand-alone statemgnoestion, that is, no
input is provided. Independent tasks may ask tardss a particular
situation or person, state and support personali@pion a specific
topic. An integrated speaking task involves comtimes of skills such
as listening and reading with speaking. These task®n an academic
topic. To answer the second research questiorspgbaking scales will
be compared across each other. As the IELTS spgakintest does not
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integrate skills, the TOEFL rating scale for assgpdest takers’
speaking ability on independent task has beentseldéor analysis.

The TOEFL speaking sub-test consists of six tadk#o
independent and four integrated. Each of theses tastated from 0 to 4,
where 0 refers to “no attempt to respond OR respananrelated to the
topic”. The scores of the tasks are summed up laed the average is
converted to a scaled score from O to 30. Baseth@riinal score, test
takers are subdivided into weak (0-9), limited (IQ; fair (18-25), and
good (26-30). The speaking scale of TOEFL is aiabtd is divided
into separate categories, which represent diffezgtdria or dimensions
across all levels. These criteria are Delivery, disage use and Topic
development. Moreover, it includes general dedoriptof the test
taker’'s response (see Appendix B). Each criteri@mvides one, two or
maximum three sentences describing test takergorses. Further
details on these criteria are provided next.

The first criterion, Delivery, involves the pramaiation,
intonation, rhythm, rate of speech, and clarityspéech. The pace and
degree of hesitancy are examined as well. For ebegrtipe response of
the score of 4 should have *“[g]enerally well-pacéidw (fluid
expression). Speech is clear. It may include miapmses, or minor
difficulties with pronunciation or intonation pattes, which do not
affect overall intelligibility” (ETS, 2004).

Precision of grammar and vocabulary use as veeticamplexity
and range are examined in the Language Use criteffior instance, test
takers obtain the score of 1 when their responses Ithe following
features: “Range and control of grammar and voeaipigeverely limit
or prevent expression of ideas and connections griggas. Some low-
level responses may rely heavily on practice omfdaic expressions”
(ETS, 2004).

Finally, the Topic development criterion descsilibe relevance
of information produced by test takers, coherentc¢heir ideas, and
fullness of the response. For example, the respoansée graded as 3 if
it is “mostly coherent and sustained and conveydevaat
ideas/information. Overall development is somewlivatted, usually
lacks elaboration or specificity. Relationshipswesn ideas may at
times not be immediately clear” (ETS, 2004).

The TOEFL speaking scale does, however, inclinde averall
criterion for each level named General descript®aneral description
provides a general picture or description of takets’ speech samples.
It also informs raters about the involvement ofethrcriteria. For
example, test takers can obtain the score of héefr tresponse “is
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characterized by at least two” criteria (ETS, 2004 )order to obtain the
highest score, that is the score of 4, test takaed’ performance should
be “characterized by all” criteria (ETS, 2004).

3.3.2 The IELTS speaking scale

The IELTS speaking scale is composed of ten lewaisging
from O to 9. When test takers do not attend thi tiesy receive 0. If test
takers are unable to communicate anything or tha&mguage is
impossible to rate they obtain level 1. Level s highest level. Tests
takers at this level are considered to be expestsusf the English
language. The speaking scale is analytic becaudle absessing test
takers’ speech samples, four criteria are takemdonsideration by test
raters: Fluency and Coherence, Lexical Resourcam@atical Range
and Accuracy, and Pronunciation (see Appendix GychEof these
criteria describes what test takers actually ddn e language orally,
and this description is given in one up to threeapbs. Next, these
criteria are reviewed in more details.

The Fluency and coherence criterion assessesveditest takers
speak in English and how well their topics are tgwed. For example,
to obtain level 6 test takers should show theilinghess to produce
lengthy discourse. However, they “may lose cohereatctimes due to
occasional repetition, self-correction or hesitatiglELTS, 2006). In
addition, they use “a range of connectives andodise markers but not
always appropriately” (IELTS, 2006).

The next criterion under discussion is Lexicat®ece. Here, test
takers demonstrate their knowledge of vocabulamyelkas their ability
to paraphrase in case of some vocabulary gapsn&tance, test takers,
at level 5 “[manage] to talk about familiar and amiliar topics but
[use] vocabulary with limited flexibility” (IELTS,2006). Moreover,
they “[attempt] to use paraphrase but with mixedcsss” (IELTS,
2006).

The Grammatical range and accuracy criterion Somksentence
forms produced by test takers, that is how complact error-free they
are. Thus, test takers can get level 7 in case theg] a range of
complex structures with some flexibility” and “freently [produce]
error-free sentences, though some grammatical keistapersist”
(IELTS, 2006).

Finally, the Pronunciation criterion assesses t@sers’ speech
samples in terms of pronunciation features and these features affect
interlocutors’ understanding. For example, tesetslat level 4 “[use] a
limited range of pronunciation features” (IELTS, 0B). As a
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consequence, “mispronunciations are frequent angeceome difficulty
for the listener” (IELTS, 2006).

3.3.3 The ACTFL speaking scale

The ACTFL speaking scale is holistic because poeass to oral
language performance as a whole, that is it isdiotled into separate
aspects of performance (see Appendix D). This spgaicale provides
characteristics of four proficiency levels: Noviceéntermediate,
Advanced, and Superior. Furthermore, Novice, Inésliate, and
Advanced levels are subdivided into three subleeaish: Low, Mid,
and High. The level descriptors are continuousstayth the types of
situations and activities speakers can deal witie $trong and weak
points of speakers’ language are also discussedadiition, the
strategies utilized by speakers when gaps in lagggkaowledge occur
are included as well. However, the following aspeof language
competence have been recognized: knowledge of utargb accuracy,
fluency, topic development, and pronunciation. Eatlthese aspects
will be considered next.

Knowledge of vocabulary is very important asnkeles speakers
to express themselves on a variety of topics. Tleenwords and
phrases they know, the more freedom they haveromumicate. As for
Intermediate-Mid speakers, they “are able to harsllecessfully a
variety of uncomplicated communicative tasks imigtntforward social
situations. Conversation is generally limited togh predictable and
concrete exchanges necessary for survival in thgetaculture”
(ACTFL, 1999).

Accuracy and fluency always come together in {iegel
descriptors. The ability to use language accurataty without constant
hesitations is essential if the speaker seeks tcadgagh proficiency
level. For example, Intermediate-low speakers’ €xdhces are often
filed with hesitancy and inaccuracies as they dedor appropriate
linguistic forms and vocabulary while attempting dive form to the
message. As for Advanced-high speakers, they “warfally and
accurately in all time frames. ...may construct hjzgses, but patterns
of error appear....often show great fluency and eakespeech”
(ACTFL, 1999). Comparing these two levels, we camcpive the
difference in language quality in terms of accurang fluency.

The ACTFL speaking scale emphasizes the importafidepic
development. Here, speakers should show how wejl Hre able to
prove a connected discourse. For instance, Advaloeedspeakers
“combine and link sentences into connected diseowrfs paragraph
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length. When pressed for a fuller account, thed tengrope and rely on
minimal discourse” (ACTFL, 1999).

Finally, speakers’ pronunciation is also includéd role in oral
speech is undeniable as it may affect generaligit@lity. For example,
speakers at the Superior level “command...intonaliteetures such as
pitch, stress and tone” (ACTFL, 1999).

3.3.4 The CEFR speaking scale

The CEFR speaking scale is analytic. It is coradasf six levels
of attainment that are grouped into Basic Users - &@nd A2,
Independent Users - B1 and B2, and Proficient Us&% and C2. The
rating scale has five criteria that represent tpiale aspects of spoken
language use: Range, Accuracy, Fluency, Interactow Coherence.
Each of these criteria has descriptors of learrggysaking ability in few
sentences across six levels (see Appendix E). Thetsia will be
considered next.

The first criterion, Range, assesses speakertityalto use
language across various topics, that is, how brthesir range of
language is. For example, B1 speaker “has enougjuége to get by,
with sufficient vocabulary to express him/herselthasome hesitation
and circumlocutions on topics such as family, hebband interests,
work, travel, and current events” (Council of Euepf001).

The CEFR speaking scale describes accuracy, whitie next
criterion. It embodies speakers’ control of gramrkapwledge. For
instance, B2 speaker “shows a relatively high degye grammatical
control. [He/She] [d]oes not make errors which eamgsunderstanding,
and can correct most of his/her mistakes” (Courfddurope, 2001).

As for the Fluency criterion, it examines speakebility to
produce speech samples in a natural smooth flowiké&Jmproficient
speakers, Al speakers “[c]an manage very shollgtezh mainly pre-
packaged utterances, with much pausing to searckexjressions, to
articulate less familiar words, and to repair comioation” (Council of
Europe, 2001).

The Interaction criterion comprises, as its naays, the ability to
interact, that is, to comprehend and contributecaaversation. For
example, C1 speakers “[c]an select a suitable phfemn a readily
available range of discourse functions to prefaseaemarks in order to
get or to keep the floor and to relate his/her @antributions skilfully
to those of other speakers” (Council of Europe,1300

And lastly, the Coherence criterion considers theerall
development of discourse that speakers produces Trhplies the
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appropriate use of connectors and cohesive deviemsinstance, C2

speakers “[c]an create coherent and cohesive diseounaking full and

appropriate use of a variety of organisationalgratt and a wide range
of connectors and other cohesive devices” (Cowriddurope, 2001).

3.4 Instruments

The instruments used for the analysis consist chBenet al's
(1995) communicative language ability (CLA) cheskliand rating
instrument and Fulcher’'s (2003) framework for désog the speaking
construct. These instruments are described in Idietahe following
subsections.

3.4.1 Bachman’s communicative language ability chklist and
rating instrument
Based on the framework of CLA, which was discdsse the
review of literature, Bachmaet al. (1995) designed a CLA checklist
and rating instrument. The checklist and ratingrumsent are applied
with the purpose of revealing the components of Chléross
proficiency levels of each speaking scale presentedction 3.3.
The CLA checklist has thirteen components of CLAey are:
Grammatical competence
LEX: Lexis
MOR: Morphology
STX: Syntax
PG: Phonology/Graphology
Textual competence
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%).

2 Bachmanet al. (1995) do not provide any explanation why two comgnts of
sociolinguistic competence have been omitted fros @GLA checklist: sensitivity to
naturalness and ability to interpret cultural referes and figures of speech. Interestingly,
the framework of CLA is included in appendices lué respective book by Bachmanal.
(1995) and there is a reference to his influentiark Fundamental Considerations in



38

The component of grammatical competence, Grapghplis not
taken into consideration because the objective hi§ study is to
investigate speaking ability. Thus, only the Pranation component
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 compondn®d A are engaged,
and, the approximate level of component requiredcfiBnanet al,
1995).

The degree of engagement of each CLA componeirtgbe
examined is revealed with the help of the followiaging categories:
“not involved”, “somewhat involved”, and “critical’ They have
numerical values of 0, 1, and 2, respectively. Tifuesscomponent is not
required at a certain level of proficiency it isaded 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, thecritical, it is graded
as two.

Language TestingBachman, 1990). Nevertheless, Appendix F doesoutain these two
components either (see Bachn&ral, 1995, p.188). Presumably, the researcher wanted t
create a more effective means for assessing CLAponoents by abridging the official
version to the framework of CLA (Bachmanal, 1995).
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Table 1
Communicative language ability checkljBachmaret al, 1995)
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced
Item # Proficigrievel
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 ththe test taker
cannot obtain a certain proficiency level withoeintbnstrating this or
that knowledge. As mentioned above, the CLA ratingtrument
attempts to inform about the approximate level @hponent required.
Thus, this category involves three levelsasic intermediate and
advanced The names of these levels say it all. If a congpbns very
important, but at a basic level, it gsitical basic If a component is
important at an intermediate level, it is criticstermediate If a
component is very important, but at an advanceel|&v is critical
advanced These three levels have numerical values of 2an8| 4,
respectively.

It is important to highlight that the degree tdigh strategic
competence is involved is assessed differently ampmarison to
language competence. Its rating scale containg ttagegoriesnot at
all, somewhatandvery much These categories have numerical values
of 0, 1, and 2, respectively. If strategic competeis not required at a
certain proficiency level, it is graded as zeroit lis involved, but not
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critically, it is graded as one. And lastly, ifistvery important at a given
proficiency level, it is graded as two.

3.4.2 Fulcher’s framework for describing the speakig construct

Fulcher’s (2003) framework for describing thealag construct
reviewed in chapter 2 is another instrument utlize the investigation
of the aspects of speaking ability. As stated ims tbhapter, the
framework is an adaptation of Bachman and Palnfiextaework (1996)
where necessary changes regarding assessing gpbakimbeen made.

This instrument is used as a means of companatbfi the
speaking constructs across these proficiency t@stk guidelines for
orientations. To start with, the term “comparapilin the context of the
present study should be defined. According to Bashet al (1988),
comparability is not a simple equivalence of tesbrs, but the
examination of the abilities measured by tests3@).1As the present
study narrows its focus down to speaking ability, &spects of speaking
ability are examined. Moreover, “the examinatiorcomparability must
begin with an assessment of the extent to whicis fesd guidelines]
measure the same [aspects of speaking ability]¢iiBenet al, 1988,
p.130).

The aspects of speaking ability that are compaoedss the tests
and guidelines’ speaking scales are language cempet strategic
capacity, textual knowledge, pragmatic knowledgd aaciolinguistic
knowledge.

3.5 Procedures

This subsection presents the procedures undertakender to
answer two research questions. To answer theréssgarch question
that inquires about assessment of speaking alilitthe TOEFL and
IELTS proficiency tests, and the ACTFL Proficier@yidelines and the
CEFR, Bachmaret al's (1995) CLA checklist and rating instrument are
employed.

Each component of CLA is rated across proficidesgls in both
tests and guidelines. For example, the Lexis compbis not involved
at Band 1 in the IELTS speaking scale. It is gragedero because test
takers’ language is impossible to rate and theyvigeo no
communication. As for the Phonology component atel 1 in the
CEFR, it is somewhat involved because speakeraldesto pronounce
memorized words and phrases without difficulty thedds to some
basic interaction. For instance, Cohesion compoakttte Intermediate-
Mid level in the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines isitizal at a basic
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level because speakers can make up just one serterfiew sentences
by combining what they already know with the infation they get
from interlocutors. To demonstrate the rating ocaigg“critically
intermediate”, let us look at the Rhetorical orgation component at
Score 3 in TOEFL. Test takers at this level are ablprovide sustained
and coherent responses, though “overall developnmergomewhat
limited”. Finally, the Syntax component is critidvanced at Level C2
in CEFR because of their “consistent grammaticaitrod of complex
language” and ability to produce a lengthy disceuusing various
connectors and cohesive devices.

To answer the second research question that resjuabout
comparability of the speaking construct acrosspitodiciency tests and
guidelines, Fulcher’'s (2003) framework for deserghithe speaking
construct is applied.

The aspects of speaking ability reviewed in Chajteare
compared across the levels of the tests and gnedelspeaking scales.
First, this comparison is made between the TOEKLIBLTS speaking
scales. Then, it is made between the ACTFL and Cg&ieRking scales.
Finally, the aspects of speaking ability are coragdnetween the tests
and guidelines’ speaking scales. For example, mpawing the aspect
of speaking ability, such as pronunciation betwtenguidelines, it is
possible to show that this component starts todaeessed at Level Al
in the CEFR, which is the lowest level. In the ACTRhis component
starts to be addressed at the Novice-Mid levelsgom®nd lowest level.

After carrying out the analysis and making commarssacross
the tests and guidelines’ speaking scales, | casepit the conclusions
regarding the aspects of speaking ability thatiactuded in the tests
and guidelines’ speaking constructs.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

In this chapter, | present the analysis of the TOQEIELTS,
ACTFL, and CEFR speaking scales. In section 4Milllpresent and
discuss the results of the analysis of the TOERakmg scale, and in
section 4.2, those of the IELTS speaking scale bl dealt with.
Section 4.3 and section 4.4 will provide the ressaftthe analyses of the
speaking scales of the two guidelines, ACTFL anéFRE

In section 4.5 | will discuss the comparabiliti/tbe aspects of
speaking as assessed by TOEFL and IELTS. In sediébn| will
discuss the comparability of the aspects of spgakis assessed by
ACTFL and CEFR. Finally, section 4.7 will deal witte comparability
of the aspects of speaking as assessed by bofirdheiency tests and
the guidelines.

4.1 The TOEFL speaking scale

The description of the test taker's performanc¢hatscore of
zero is presented in Table 2. In this descriptibe,test taker scores zero
if s’lhe does not attempt to discuss the topic dhefresponse given is
not associated with the topic. Here, the assumpsidghat the test taker
is not able to articulate a response or that ef/exhe speaks but the
response is unrelated to the topic, the speakesponse will not be
considered. This is an indication that, as we wék later, TOEFL
places emphasis on content of speech more thaorom &t least on the
lower levels of proficiency.

Table 2
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 0
Score General Delver  Language Topic
Description Use Deveatamt
0 Speaker makes no attempt to respond OR

response is unrelated to the topic

The next score is the score of 1. Its descriptimoss the criteria
is presented in Table 3 and Bachn®tnal.'s (1995) communicative
language ability (CLA) checklist is presented irbleed.
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Table 3
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 1
Score General Delver  Language Topic
Description Use Devetomt
The response is very Consistent Randecantrol Limited relevant
limited in content pronunciatiomf grammar and content is expressed.
and/ or coherence stress, and wdaap The response

oris only minimally intonation  severely limit or  generally lacks
connected to the task, difficulties prevent expression substance beyond

or speech is largely cause of ideas and expression of very
1 unintelligible. considerable connections among basic ideas.
A response at this listener efforigleas. Some low-  Speaker may be

level is characterized delivery is level responses may unable to sustain
by at least two of the choppy, may rely heavily on speech to complete

following: fragmented, qgoracticed or the task and may
telegnap formulaic rely heaviby
frequeatuses expressions. repetition @f th
and hasbns. prompt.
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

Item # cdée 1
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
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As can be seen in Table 3, the speech of a TOt&Fdidate,
which is scored at 1, is characterized in the gdrggscription of the
rubric as limited in terms of content and coheretices also important
to mention that candidates are able to get scorktheir response
presents the characteristics of at least two catgjout of three. These
can be Delivery, Language Use, and/or Topic Devatag. According
to the rubrics for score 1, the delivery of the ad@e at this level is
choppy due to frequent pauses and hesitations. HErerperspective of
the listener, a great effort has to be made to nstaled speakers because
of the consistent difficulties mainly in pronundgat, stress, and
intonation. In the category language use, the &spet speaking
assessed in the rubric are range and control ofilgea and vocabulary,
and use of formulaic expressions. Finally, in tewhglevelopment of
the topic, speech production at the score of higacterized as lacking
substance and relevance as well as relying heawrilgpetitions.

Thus, the rubric for the score of 1 on the TOEE&t seems to
emphasize content, coherence, and relevance, soitpabnunciation,
stress, intonation and continuity of speech. In mter of
lexicogrammatical aspect, the rubric mentions @rdf grammar and
vocabulary, but except for the use of practicetbonulaic expressions,
it does not specify components of these two dinmerssiof language.
Therefore, at this point of the analysis it is lolssto argue that for the
very low levels of proficiency, it is content mdiean grammatical form
and accuracy that receives the greatest emphasjmeaking. The rubric
also emphasizes those aspects of speaking relatgmohunciation,
stress, and intonation.

The analysis of the rubric for score of 1 on T@EFL test from
the perspective of Bachmaat al.'s (1995) CLA checklist shows that
speaking at this score is assessed in terms ofngasical competence,
textual competence, and illocutionary competensecan be seen in
Table 4. However, the components of each of thesgpetences are not
equally rated. For instance, as for grammatical pence, its
components (lexis, morphology, syntax, and phonglage rated 1
precisely because, as can be seen in the rubdacsphech of score 1
candidates displays very limited grammatical compet. Textual
competence, on the other hand, is rated 2, sina ieast 3 criteria
(general description, language use, and topic dpuent) coherence
and connection of ideas as well as relevance abstance of content
are mentioned. For the same reason, the componénitscutionary
competence, ideational and heuristic functions,ctvhire related to
expression of ideas and extension of knowledgealarerated 2. At this
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score, the rubric does not make any explicit menitd the use of
manipulative and imaginative functions in L2 spegkiMoreover, the
components of sociolinguistic competence are netudised explicitly
in the rubrics of TOEFL. The same is true for sigid competence,
which is not assessed in this proficiency téstaken together, this
analysis shows that at score 1 speakers tested QiyFI will be

required to express ideas more than to display ledye of linguistic
items per se.

Table 5 presents the description of the speakealsperformance
at score 2 of TOEFL. The analysis of this rubrichwrespect to
Bachmaret al.'s (1995) CLA checklist is provided in Table 6.

Table 5

TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 2

Score General Delver  Language Topic
Description Use Dippement

The response addresses Speech is e$pernse demon- The response is
the task, but develop- basically ratsfs limited range  connected to the

ment of the topic is intelligiblend control of grammar task, though
limited. though and vocabulary. These the number of
It contains intelligible listener limitations often ideas presented
speech, although effort is prevent full or the develop-
problems with needed expression of ideas. ment of ideas is
2  delivery and/or overall because of Fernfost part, limited. Mostly

coherence occur; unclear only basic basic ideas are
meaning may be articulationnteace structures are expressed with
obscured in places. awkward edusuccessfully and limited elabora-
A response at this intonatiorpolen with fluidity.  tion (details and

level is characterized or choppy u8tres and vocabu- support). At
by at least two of the rhythm/pace; largy express mainly times relevant

following: meaning maymple (short) and/or  substance may
be obbed general propositions, be vaguely
in pés. with simple or unclear expressed or
connections made repigi
among them (serial Conretiof
listing, conjunction, ideasy be
juxtaposition). U

2L Due to space limitations, the components of ChaAttare not discussed in the scores’
descriptions and, as a result, are graded zerbdanCLA checklist will not be repeated
further. Thus, two components of Illocutionary catemce and Sociolinguistic
competence as well as Strategic competence irotitext of TOEFL will not be discussed
in the present study
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Table 6
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for 8cr
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # oBe 2
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 haob of score 2
shows that there is a difference in quality of &p&afrom one level to
another. According to the description presentedidhble 5, the general
description at score 2 emphasizes the relevantbkeofesponse to the
task. However, problems with topic development apected.
Although the speaker is able to produce intelligisbeech, delivery
and/or overall coherence can present problemsl&lynto the response
at score 1, the speaker’s response at score 2 dshoublve the
characteristics of at least two categories, whebeivery, Language
Use or Topic Development. Speech at score 2 cangdreerally
understood, though with some effort. This is a egoence of
articulation and intonation problems. In additichpppiness in rhythm
and pace may occur as well. The importance of meaisi stressed in
the category delivery, which may be unclear somediinecause of the
difficulties in delivering the message. Speechhét score, in terms of
language use, is assessed through grammaticaloeatimary range and
control. The rubric again places an emphasis onteobn where
expression of ideas is impeded by the limitatiohgegicogrammatical
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aspects. However, in this description, the rulsrimore specific than the
rubric for score 1 in what concerns language, mgkixplicit mention to
the linguistic aspects, which characterize spedcthia score. These
include basic sentence structures, simple and shoopositions.
According to the description of the score of 2, speaker makes use of
simple or unclear connections, such as seriahgjstconjunction, and
juxtaposition along produced propositions. Finahjth respect to topic
development, the speaker’'s response at score 2 rigmaes some
substance and relevance. Basic ideas are providédeowhole, which
results in a limited development of the topic.

To reiterate, at this level content again receivese emphasis
than form. The general description of the speakgesformance
includes information about the limited degree gpicodevelopment.
Moreover, the rubric highlights the importance aitent in all the
categories: Delivery, Language Use, and Topic Doprakent. However,
the discrepancy between content and form is ndéarge as in score 1.
In this rubric we have clear indication that L2 eple production is also
assessed in terms of its formal linguistic aspects.

Now turning to Bachmaret al’s (1995) CLA checklist, the
analysis shows that L2 speaking at score 2 is sasdem terms of
grammatical competence, textual competence, andcutibnary
competence, as can be seen in Table 6. All comperérgrammatical
competence are rated equally as 2 out of a possil#ds can be read in
the rubric, the speaker at score 2 demonstratesitetim
lexicogrammatical competence. Aspects of deliveighsas articulation,
intonation, rhythm, and pace are assessed at basic level. At this
level, the speaker can be understood, though vétanker’'s effort. In
regard to textual competence, its components ates2oare rated 3
because of the emphasis given to coherence, coometitideas and
relevant substance in all categories of the rulbhiat is, the categories
Delivery, Language Use, and Topic Development. [Bityi to textual
competence, two components of illocutionary compete(ideational
and heuristic functions) are rated 3. In order éwaiop the topic, the
speaker must communicate some basic ideas, bt thes details and
support. Moreover, the speaker may express relesdogtance, but this
can be vague or repetitious.

In conclusion for the analysis of score 2, the FOEandidate
will need to provide basic ideas related to thé.tés addition to the
meaning, s/he will be required to demonstrate lagguknowledge,
which involves some limited control of grammar, &balary, and
pronunciation. As for spoken fluidity, this aspe€toral performance is
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noticed in basic sentence structures. In others¢ca$®ppy rhythm and
pace are typical.

The next score under analysis is the score aofitfyse formal
description is presented in Table 7. The analy$ishs description
according to Bachmaet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist is presented in
Table 8.

Table 7
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 3
Score General Delver  Language Topic

Description Use Dieyanent

The response addresses Speech ise$pense demon- Response is
the task appropriately, generallsatets fairly automatic mostly
but may fall short of  clear, witdnd effective use of  coherent and

being fully developed. some  rargmar and sustained and
It is generally intelli-  fluidity ofvocabulary, and fairly conveys rele-
gible and coherent, expressiohgcent expression of vant ideas/
with some fluidity of  though elevant ideas. information.

3 expression, though minor  esponse may exhibit Over all deve-
it exhibits some difficultiesome imprecise or lopment is
noticeable lapses in  with pronadcurate use of somewhat
the expression of nunciatiomcabulary or gram-  limited,
ideas. A response at intonation, ticahstructures or  usually lacks
this level is or pacingbe somewhat limited in elaboration or
characterized by at  are noticke range of structures specificity.
least two of the able andused. This may affect Relationships
following: may requi@verall fluency, but it between ideas

listerggfort does not seriously may at times
times  interfere with the not be
(thgh communication of immediately
oatbr the message. clear.

inteibility

is not

signdintly

affed}e
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Table 8
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for 8cadr
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # coke 3
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 0
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 0

competence

The speech production of a TOEFL candidate isest8 if s/he
demonstrates the characteristics of at least twegoaes, whether
Delivery, Language Use, or Topic Development (sesbl§ 7).
According to the general description, the speakexsponse is relevant
to the task, but may be not fully developed. ligédility and coherence
are typical for the response. The delivery of shesamostly clear and
somewhat fluid. Although the speaker has small lprob with
intonation, pronunciation, or pacing, his or heeegh has overall
intelligibility. In the category language use, thee of grammar and
vocabulary, as well as coherence, is assessedheFutre, with respect
to the topic development, L2 speaking at scorer8dsgnized for being
generally coherent and sustained as well as folodstrating relevance
of ideas. Development of the topic is limited ankdberation or
specificity may not be present.

Based on this analysis, | can argue that theiqdbr score 3 of
TOEFL highlights the importance of content, coheegrand relevance
of ideas. Moreover, pronunciation, intonation, pgcand fluidity of
expression are also important. With respect to ctagiammatical
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aspects, the rubric provides a description of gratiwal and vocabulary
use, which is reasonably automatic and effectivewéter, it may be

imprecise or inaccurate. Thus, at score 3, it camidgued that content
and form receive equal importance in L2 speaking.

The analysis of the rubric for score 3 from trerspective of
Bachmaret al.’s (1995) CLA checklist demonstrates, as can be see
Table 8, that L2 speaking at this score is assessew®rding to
grammatical competence, textual competence, andcutibnary
competence. These three competences are ratedyedied speech of
score 3 candidate is generally clear. The use cdlwalary and grammar
may vary from fairly automatic and effective to irapise or inaccurate.
It is important to mention that the rubric emphasithat overall fluency
may be affected by the limitations of lexicogramicelt aspects, but
these limitations do not greatly interfere with tlesponse. Moreover, a
TOEFL candidate at score 3 demonstrates the aliityrovide a
coherent response. However, the response usualtks lafull
development because of the absence of elaboratispexificity. A
score 3 candidate is able to express ideas apptepa the task and the
importance of this ability is highlighted in genledascription as well as
in two categories Language Use and Topic Developritnor she tries
to elaborate the response by providing some reteuaiormation.
Although some language problems occur, the spdakasle to control
them and, as a result, to use all language knowlaggilable in order to
communicate the message.

Having analyzed the rubric for score 3, | coneludat TOEFL
candidates at score 3 will be required to demotestilaeir ability to
express ideas or information appropriately to ek twhere coherence
and fluidity of expression will be examined. Moreoyvknowledge of
linguistic items is also assessed. Thus, lexicogratital aspects and
pronunciation features are aspects of speech piioduoonsidered for
assessment.

Finally, I focus on the highest score that canoiained by
TOEFL candidates, score 4. The description of Husre across the
criteria is presented in Table 9 and Bachnanal.'s (1995) CLA
checklist for score 4 is provided in Table 10.
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Table 9

TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics for Score 4

Score General Delver  Language Topic
Description Use Dieyenent

The response fulfills Generally wellFhe response demon- Response is
the demands of the paced flow strates effective use sustained and
task, with at most, (fluid expressioof)grammar and sufficient to
minor lapses in Speech is cleavocabulary. It the task. It is
completeness. Itis It may includeexhibits a fairly high generally
highly intelligible  minor lapses, odegree of automaticity well develo-

and exhibits minor difficels with good control of ped and
sustained, coherent with pronunciatimasic and complex coherent;
discourse. or intonation structures (as relationships

A response at this  patterns, whichagigropriate). Some between ideas
level is characte- not affect overathinor (or systematic) are clear (or
rized by all of the intelligibility.  errors are noticeable, clear
following: but do not obscure prograssio
meaning. of ideas).

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
ltem # coke 4
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
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The general description of candidate’s speedc@te 4 presented
in Table 9 places emphasis on the demands of ghe.t®©nly minor
lapses in completeness are acceptable. The speed$oicharacterized
in terms of high intelligibility and sustained cobece. In contrast to the
previous scores, the response at this score shbalde the
characteristics of all three categories, thatédivdry, language use, and
topic development. The delivery of the speakehistdcore is generally
well-paced and clear. However, the speaker may dstrase some
difficulties whether with pronunciation or with oration patterns.
Nevertheless, overall intelligibility remains. lhet category language
use, the aspect of speaking, which is assesséeé ubric for score 4, is
the use of grammar and vocabulary. In addition sfieaker should have
a good control of basic and complex sentence sirest However, in
terms of topic development, the response is chetiaetl as sustained,
sufficient to the task, generally well-developed] amoherent. Finally,
conveyed ideas should have a clear progression.

Therefore, the rubric for score 4 of TOEFL sed¢mbave equal
emphasis on content and form. In terms of contbet,speaker should
produce a response relevant to the task and develsp that the
connections between ideas are clear. In terms rof,fgrammar and
vocabulary should be used effectively. Intelligilyil should not be
influenced by some lapses in pronunciation or iatimm.

From the perspective of Bachmanal.'s (1995) CLA checklist,
speaking at this score is assessed in terms ofngatical competence,
textual competence, and illocutionary competenee (Bable 10). All
components of these three competences are ratallyeqs 4. The
speaker at this level displays good control of greamand vocabulary.
S/he uses basic and complex sentence structuregpaipgely. Despite
the fact that some slight errors are evident, nmgamemains clear.
Intelligibility is also not affected by minor diffulties with
pronunciation or intonation. The components ofuaktompetence are
very important as well, since coherence and coioredf ideas are
mentioned in the categories general descriptiontapgt development.
In the same vein, the importance of two componetilocutionary
competence is emphasized. The speaker at scorealleisto express
relevant ideas with clear relationships. Althoughesmay have some
minor lapses or difficulties when delivering the ssage, for example,
with pronunciation, intonation, grammar or vocalpyla/he succeeds in
producing a sustained and highly intelligible resgpm

In the light of the above, | can conclude thataers tested by
TOEFL receive score 4 if they generate speechistatceptable both in
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content and form. With respect to content, theyuh@roduce a well-

developed and coherent response, which respontie temands of the
task. As regards form, their response should displaowledge of

lexicogrammatical aspects as well as of pronuraadind intonation.

In sum, the TOEFL independent speaking rubricge hbeen
analyzed with the help of Bachmat al’s (1995) CLA checklist and
rating instrument. Taken together the results isfanalysis, | argue that
the TOEFL rubrics include the three components ahmunicative
ability, which are grammatical competence, textcampetence, and
illocutionary competence. The components of eachpetence, except
for the two components of illocutionary competenatéed manipulative
and imaginative functions that are not involvede qresent at an
advanced level in the score of 4. In addition, sldwguistic competence
and strategic competence are not involved acrogsofrihe TOEFL
independent speaking rubrics.

Having analyzed the TOEFL rubrics, | would like turn the
focus to the IELTS speaking band descriptors. Tihalyais of each
band descriptor 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 n@ratical range  Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy

1 * N0 communication possible
* no rateable language

0 » does no attend

As can be seen in this description, Band O retersandidates
who are not present at a test (see Table 11).t@ksts gets Band 1 if
their oral performance is impossible to rate othiéy are not able to
communicate anything. As can be seen later on, &Elemphasizes
form and temporal aspects of speech more than mtowteere these are
assessed across all categories: Fluency and Caberdrexical
Resource, Grammatical Range and Accuracy, and Reaation.
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Table 12 presents the description of Band 2, @aflle 13

presents Bachmaet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist for this band.

Table 12

IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 2

Band  Fluency and
coherence

Lexical resourceGrammatical range
and accuracy

Pronunciation

2 * pauses lengthily

* only produces ¢ cannot produce basic < speech is

before most words  isolated words sentence forms often
« little communication or memorized unintglble
possible utterances
Table 13

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 # B2
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 $Etdndidate
which is rated Band 2 contains a lot of pauses, asda result, little
communication is observed. Lexical resource enatilesspeaker to
produce single words or memorized phrases. In iaddithe speaker
lacks the ability to build up basic sentence stmed. From the
perspective of the interlocutor, Band 2 speechsisally unintelligible.
From this description, it can be argued that Bangldtes a great
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emphasis on grammar, vocabulary, and intonationwalf as on
temporal aspects of speaking such as pauses.

The analysis of Band 2 from the perspective aftBa@anet al.’s
(1995) CLA checklist demonstrates that L2 speakatgthis level, is
assessed in terms of grammatical competence andutibbnary
competence (see Table 13). However, the componehtghese
competences are not rated equally. As regards gasicahcompetence,
lexis, morphology and phonology are rated 1 becaasean be seen in
the descriptor, the speech of Band 2 candidateayispvery limited
knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciati@nly one
component of illocutionary competence, heuristiactions, is involved
in L2 speaking. As these language functions pertairthe use of
language in order to extend knowledge, and Bandritlidate’'s oral
performance is based only on memorized words orsg®, this
component is rated 2. Another component of illamgry competence,
manipulative functions, is not assessed across @nyhe IELTS
speaking band descriptors. The components idedtamthimaginative
functions are not involved in L2 speaking at BandbBt they are
involved in L2 speaking from Band 3 and Band 7peesively. The
components of sociolinguistic competence dialect eggister are not
assessed across any of the IELTS speaking bandripdest
Consequently, they will not be mentioned againhia tontext of the
IELTS speaking band descriptors. Finally, strategimpetence is not
involved at Band 2, though is involved from Bandmvards.

In conclusion, this analysis shows that at Bartthe2 speaker is
required to display language knowledge. Moreoves,temporal aspect
of speaking is assessed in terms of pauses, whiclveay noticeable
before most words. Content is very limited becaBarad 2 candidates
are limited in their ability to convey messagesud,hat Band 2, formal
and temporal aspects of speaking are more paidhtiatteto than
content.

Band 3 is the next band to be discussed. Itsrigisn across the
four criteria is presented in Table 14 and theanglof Band 3 from the
perspective of Bachmagt al.s (1995) CLA checklist is presented in
Table 15.
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Table 14
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 3

Band  Fluency and Lexical resource n@ratical range  Pronunciation

coherence and accuracy
3 e« speaks with long ¢ uses simple eraftEs basic sentence ¢ shows some of

pauses vocabulary to  forms but with lirdte the features of

« has limited ability convey success, or relies on Band 2 and
to link simple personal apparently memorized  some, but not
sentences information utterances all, the posi

« gives only simple « has insufficient akes numerous features of
responses and is  vocabulary errors except in Band 4
frequently unable for less familiaTmemorized
to convey basic topics expressions

message

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 # riek3
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, Bandahdidates are
able to provide only simple responses with longspauBand 3 speakers
are frequently unable to express basic meaningir Moeabulary and
grammar are also basic. Consequently, candidateBaatd 3 have



57

difficulty to build simple sentence structures adllvas to link them. In
addition, their response is heavily based on drem- memorized
expressions. In the category pronunciation, Bandcd&hdidates
demonstrate some of the features of Band 2 andl4n All, it can be
argued that the descriptor for Band 3 places enphas fluency,
coherence, and pronunciation. In terms of lexicognatical aspects,
the descriptor mentions the level of grammatical aocabulary control.
It specifies that the range of vocabulary is limite familiar topics such
as personal information. As for grammar, basic eserd forms and
memorized expressions are produced. Thereforehigitpbint of the
analysis, | may claim that formal and temporal atpeontinue to
receive a greater emphasis than content at thés ddvproficiency.

In regard to Bachmaet al.’s (1995) CLA checklist presented in
Table 15, the analysis of the descriptor for Bamté@onstrates that this
level of proficiency is assessed in terms of gratiwahcompetence,
textual competence, and illocutionary competencawéver, they are
not rated equally. Similarly to the previous batik components lexis,
morphology, and phonology are rated 1. The comptosyartax is rated
1 because a Band 3 candidate is able to producernzen expressions
and some basic sentences. For the same reas@onipenent cohesion
is rated 1. In addition, a Band 3 candidate term<dnnect these
sentences but this ability is limited. Two compaseaf illocutionary
competence are assessed in Band 3. The compoeatibithl functions
is rated 1 because Band 3 candidates can providernze information
based on the vocabulary they know. Moreover, tkpsakers attempt to
communicate basic information but most of the timignout success. As
for heuristic functions, this component is ratebezause the language
use of Band 3 candidates is heavily relied on m&mdrwords and
expressions, i.e. conscious memorizing. When theyotcommunicate
something employing new words and expressions, ruseerrors
occur.

To conclude the analysis of Band 3, | argue #paiakers at this
level of proficiency will be required to demonsednguage knowledge
more than to express ideas. The response is adsesserms of
lexicogrammatical aspects and pronunciation as agltoherence and
fluency. Moreover, content begins to be emphadizad Band 3.

Band 4 is the next band of IELTS speaking barstidigtors and
its description is presented in Table 16, whicfolbwed by Bachman
et al.’s (1995) CLA checklist for this band presentedable 17.
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Table 16
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 4

Band  Fluency and Lexical resource n@ratical range  Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy
4 ecannotrespond eis able to talk odurces basic « uses a limited
without noticeable about familiar sentence forms and range of
pauses and may topics but can only sammed simple pronunciation
speak slowly, with convey basic sagkes but features
frequent repetition meaning on @dinate « attempts to

and self-correction unfamiliar topics  stiues are rare  control features
links basic sentences and makes -« errors are frequent  but lapses are

but with repetitious frequent errors and may lead to frequent

use of simple in word choice misunderstanding ¢ mispronun-

connectives and e rarely attempts to ciations are

some breakdowns paraphrase frequent and

in coherence cause some
difficulty for
the listener

Table 17

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Band

0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = crital 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
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As can be seen in Table 16, this description ides/ more
information about the features of IELTS candidatiesn the bands
discussed previously. According to the descriptibmesponses at this
level of proficiency do not have noticeable pausiasugh slow flow of
speech with numerous repetitions and self-correstie present. As for
coherence, a Band 4 candidate can connect basenses using simple
connectors. In the category language use, s/hesuféisient range of
vocabulary to discuss familiar topics. Howevers tbategory highlights
that this speaker can express ideas on unfamdjac tbut only basic
meaning is provided, and errors in word choice octaquently.
Paraphrasing is a part of a Band 4 candidate’®dise. Knowledge of
syntax is mentioned in two categories - fluency aotierence and
grammatical range and accuracy. Grammatical emoesfrequent in
sentence structures. From the perspective of tstenkr, common
mispronunciations lead to difficulties with intefibility. Thus, | argue
that at this level formal and temporal aspects pHaking ability are
again more emphasized than content. Although thisdbdescriptor
provides information on content and coherence,uist@ aspects are
also more specified at this level.

With respect to Bachmaat al.’s (1995) CLA checklist, Table 17
shows that speaking at this band is assessedrirs tef grammatical
competence, textual competence, illocutionary cdemume, and
strategic competence. However, they are not ratqdally. The
components of grammatical competence are rateccube a Band 4
candidate has some basic knowledge of vocabuladygaammar. In
addition, his or her pronunciation may cause sonfécuty in
understanding because s/he lacks some pronuncié@res. The
component cohesion is rated 2 and the componentorite
organization is rated 1. The speaker demonstrasesrhher ability to
link basic sentences into connected discourse. Memveahe use of
simple connectors is repetitive. Moreover, when vigiog some
information, lapses in the consistency of ideasupcfrequently.
Ideational functions and heuristic functions ardedal and 2,
respectively. This rating is similar to Band 3 h#sm the discrepancy
between the two bands in these aspects is notfisamti Finally,
strategic competence is rated 1 because Band 4espearely resort to
such strategies as paraphrasing.

The analysis of Band 4 shows that this proficjelevel is rated
in terms of content, form, and temporal aspectsvéier, formal and
temporal aspects are more heavily stressed thatertom this band
descriptor. In the process of assessment, it s&eshdELTS raters pay
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a great attention to the linguistics aspects maeatioin the description
such as vocabulary, grammar, and pronunciation.reThis little
information about discourse coherence and content.

The description for Band 5 can be read in Tal8eahd its
analysis in terms of Bachman’s (1990) CLA checkiéspresented in
Table 19.

Table 18
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 5

Band  Fluency and Lexical resource n@natical range  Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy

5 e usually maintains « manages to talk < produrzesc « shows all the
flow of speech but about familiar sentence forms with  positive
uses repetitions, and unfamiliareasonable accuracy features of

self-corrections topics but usesuses a limited range Band 4 and
and/or slow speech vocabulary with moire complex some, but not
to keep going limited flexibylit structures, but these all, the
* may overuse * attempts to usgsually contain errors positive
certain connectives paraphrase bwtnd may cause some features of
and discourse with mixed comprehension Band 6
markers success problems

« produces simple
speech fluently, but
communication causes
fluency problems
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Table 19
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 # arigl 5
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

As can be seen in Table 18, the speech of an3&tandidate for
Band 5 is characterized in terms of fluency andecehce as sustained
flow with repetitions and self-corrections. Simpdiscourse sounds
fluent, that is, it does not present long pausasnmecessary hesitation.
However, when the speaker attempts to produce & wmmplex one,
fluency problems occur. Connectors and discoursekems may be
overused. The speaker has sufficient lexical resotg discuss familiar
and unfamiliar topics, but this use is not flexibrammatical range is
discussed in terms of the sentence structure ugaml 5 candidate is
able to produce basic sentences, which are redyoaedurate. As for
complex sentences, this use is rather limited mrad the amount of
errors that may lead to miscomprehension. SimiléaolyBand 3, the
category pronunciation does not provide specificforimation.
Pronunciation at Band 5 is characterized by alltppesfeatures of Band
4 and just some of Band 6. Thus, the descriptoB#md 5 places more
emphasis on content in comparison to the previarsd bdescriptors.
Here, IELTS candidates should attempt to provideremoomplex
communication, which involves expression of ideadamiliar as well
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as on unfamiliar topics. Nevertheless, the impagawnf form and
temporal aspects continues to predominate oveentant

From Bachmaret al.'s (1995) CLA checklist, as presented in
Table 19, the analysis of Band 5 descriptor shdwas $peaking at this
proficiency level is assessed with respect to gratimal competence,
textual competence, illocutionary competence, antrategic
competence. The first three competences are rajedllyg, except for
two components of illocutionary competence - malaifve and
imaginative functions - that are rated 0. As mergib above, Band 5
candidates have sufficient grammatical and vocabpulzontrol to
express ideas on familiar and unfamiliar topicseilpronunciation is in
between Band 4 and 6. With regard to textual coemmet, a Band 5
candidate uses connectives and discourse markerspeaking.
However, the overuse of these cohesive devicesatsyhappen. The
components ideational and heuristic functions, Wwhicelate to
expression of ideas and extension of knowledge, adse rated 2.
Finally, strategic competence is rated 1, which msei is somewhat
involved in speaking at this band. A Band 5 canwidattempts to
paraphrase some ideas, but this does not alwagehauccessfully.

Based on the above analysis, | conclude thatderdo be scored
at Band 5, IELTS candidates are required to dematestheir ability to
express ideas on familiar and unfamiliar topicsadidition, their simple
discourse should be fluent and reasonably accurate.

Band 6 is the next band under analysis. Tablec@t@ains its
description, and Table 21 presents Bachnedanal.s (1995) CLA
checklist for this band.
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Table 20
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 6

Band  Fluency and Lexical resource rarfBnatical range Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy
6 «is willing to speak ¢ has a wide enough * usesix of ¢ uses a range of
at length, though  vocabulary to aanhplex pronunciation
may lose discuss topics at rucstres, but features with
coherence at times length and make  with éichit mixed control
due to occasional meaning clearin  flekipil * shows some
repetition, self- spite of * may make effective use of
correction or inappropriacies frequmistakes features but this
hesitation * generally with complex is not sustained
* uses a range of paraphrases structures, though ¢ can generally
connectives and  successfully these rarely cause be understood
discourse markers comprehension  throughout,
but not always problems though mis-
appropriately pronuatadn of

individual words
or sounds reduces
clarity at times

Table 21
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Bénd
not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Band 6
LEX 3
Grammatical MOR 3
competence  STX 3
PG 3
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
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As can be seen in Table 20, the oral performarican IELTS
candidate for Band 6 is characterized as limiteteims of coherence
and fluency. A Band 6 candidate possesses a widabutary. His or
her discourse contains simple as well as complexesee structures,
but flexible use of these structures is limited.aNlemploying complex
structures in discourse, frequent mistakes takeeplalowever, these
rarely lead to miscomprehension. In addition, a dB#h candidate
demonstrates a mixed control of pronunciation festu Although
discourse is generally understood, some misprorexlin@ords or
sounds affect comprehension. It is important tdceothat the Band 6
descriptor refers to the worappropriacy when discussing the use of
connectives and discourse markers as well as @hdary. This places
emphasis on formal aspects of speech rather thaarént. Moreover,
a Band 6 candidate reaches clarity in meaning thighhelp of lexical
resources. And what may reduce this clarity is meispnciation of
single words or sounds.

In reference to the analysis from the perspeativBachmanet
al.’s (1995) CLA checklist presented in Table 21, kjpep at this
proficiency level is assessed in terms of gramrahtmompetence,
textual competence, illocutionary competence, antrategic
competence. Grammatical competence is more impoatathis level.
All components of grammatical competence are rate better control
of vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation is notiee¢dhis band. In
reference to the components of textual competearaw®esion is rated 3
and rhetorical organization is rated 2. CandidateBand 6 show their
ability to speak at length where a range of conwestand discourse
markers are utilized. However, this use may notgbwbe appropriate.
In addition, when they provide lengthy discourseirtimessage may not
always be sensible. This is a result of some ragetitions, self-
corrections or hesitations. The component of iltmnary competence,
ideational functions, is rated 3 because IELTS ichatds for Band 6 can
discuss topics at length expressing clear meawingegards the other
component, heuristic functions, it is rated 3 beeaspeakers expand
their knowledge of language by trying to producegldy discourse
exercising complex sentence structures. Facing oeimepsion
problems, they solve them and, as a result, obdéame language
knowledge. Finally, strategic competence is someiivalved at Band
6. These candidates resort to paraphrasing andui@sis generally
successful. Concluding this analysis, | reiteratg @ssumption that
formal and temporal aspects continue to have manphasis than
content in Band 6 descriptor.
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Table 22 and Table 23 present the descriptioBarid 7 and
Bachmaret al.'s (1995) CLA checklist for this band, respectively
Table 22
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 7

Band  Fluency and Lexical resource rar®natical range Pronunciation

coherence and accuracy
7 e+ speaks atlength  «uses vocabulary <«asasge of ¢ shows all the
without noticeable resource flexibly tmomplex positive
effort or loss of discuss a variety structures with features of
coherence topics some flexibility ~ Band 6 and
* may demonstrate ¢ uses some lessfrequently some, but not
language-related common and  produces error-  all, the
hesitation at times, idiomatic free sentences, positive
or some repetition  vocabulary and though some features of
and/or self- shows some  grammatical Band 8
correction awareness giest mistakes persist
* uses a range of and collocatiaith w

connectives and some inappropriate
discourse markers  choices

with some e uses paraphrase
flexibility effectively
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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

Item # riea7
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 2

competence

According to the description presented in TaldetBe speech of
Band 7 candidates presents a flexible control otabalary and
grammar, which enables them to discuss a varietgpts as well as to
produce error-free sentences. Some less commonbweca and
idiomatic expressions become a part of his or ferodirse. In regard to
fluency and coherence, Band 7 candidates are algetuce a lengthy
discourse effortlessly and without losing coherentdeese candidates
also show the ability to use various connectives @scourse markers
somewhat flexibly. However, repetition and/or smffection may
occur in speech. In reference to pronunciatioris itharacterized in
terms of all the positive features of Band 6 anst gome of Band 8.
Thus, this band descriptor also indicates formadl mporal aspects as
of greater importance than content. Control of gream vocabulary and
pronunciation features as well fluency and cohereiscessential for
IELTS test takers to obtain a high band like Band 7

The analysis of the descriptor for Band 7 from flerspective of
Bachmanet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist suggests that speakinghist t
proficiency level is assessed in terms of gramrahtmompetence,
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textual competence, illocutionary competence, dradegjic competence
(see Table 23). All components of grammatical caempee and textual
competence are rated equally as 3. A Band 7 catedides good lexical
and grammatical resource. Nevertheless, some ioppacy in word
choice or grammatical mistakes happens. Knowledgghonology is
somewhere in between Bands 6 and 8. Moreover, datedi at Band 7
show the ability to use various connectives andalisse markers
somewhat flexibly. They can also produce lengthyscalirse
effortlessly. Ideational and heuristic functionge aated similarly to the
previous band, that is, 3. In addition, candidate8and 7 have good
vocabulary resources to express ideas on a rangepizls. However,
they still make some mistakes, for example, in waallocation.
Noticing these mistakes, they are able to corteemtand, as a result,
extend their language knowledge. Such extensiorpdrap in other
problem-solving situations. In addition, imaginativfunctions get
involved at this proficiency level. This componeoit illocutionary
competence is rated 2. Band 7 candidates enricghldémguage with the
use of some idiomatic expressions. Finally, stiategmpetence is rated
2. Speakers use a similar to the previous bandgegir, that is,
paraphrasing, but the use of this strategy is #fecTherefore, this
analysis shows that at Band 7 candidates will needlemonstrate
knowledge of lexicogrammatical aspects as welladrol of temporal
aspects more than ability to elaborate on ideas Aesult, | argue that it
is formal and temporal aspects, more than contdiat, receive the
greatest emphasis in speaking.

The description of Band 8 is presented in Talfle Pable 25
presents its analysis from the perspective of Bachet al.'s (1995)
CLA checklist.
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Table 24
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 8

Band  Fluency and Lexical resource rarfBnatical range Pronunciation

coherence and accuracy
8 e speaks fluently < uses a wide esus wide range of « uses a wide
with only occasio- vocabulary structures flexibly range of

nal repetition or  resource readily produces a majority  pronunciation
self-correction;  and flexibly to  of error-free sentences features

hesitation is convey precise with only very * sustains
usually content- meaning occasional flexible uge o
related and only < uses less commpappropriacies or features, with
to search for and idiomatic  basic/nonsystematic only occasional
language vocabulary skilifu errors lapses
« develops topics  with occasional e is easy to
coherently and inaccuracies understa
appropriately e uses paraphrase througholt;
effectively as accent has
required minimdfext
on intelligibility
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 # a3l 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 4
Sociolinguistic DIA 0
competence REG 0
Strategic STC 2

competence
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According to the description in Table 24, Bandc@&nhdidates
demonstrate fluency where rare repetitions or caifections occur.
The response is characterized as coherent andpagteo As for lexical
resource, it is sufficient to express precise m&aniMoreover,
candidates at Band 8 make use of less common aimindtc
expressions in their responses with some inaccu@ayaphrasing is
done effectively. Their speech contains mainly refree sentences.
However, basic or nonsystematic errors can be ptesaom the
perspective of the listener, they are understotattéfssly because of a
variety of pronunciation features that they usaaly, in terms of L1
accent, it minimally affects intelligibility. As eesult, | can argue that
the description of Band 8 emphasizes fluency, i@ and relevance,
which are described in the category fluency andepaice. It is
important to highlight that the category lexicaboarce describes the
ability of IELTS candidates to convey precise magniControl of
vocabulary and grammar is discussed in the caegdexical resource
and grammatical range and accuracy, respectivelyaddition, the
importance of form is present in the category prmmtion, where
pronunciation features and effect of L1 accentdescribed. Therefore,
at this point of the analysis it can be argued toatent as well as form
and temporal aspects receive equal emphasis ikisgea

The analysis of the descriptor for Band 8 from flerspective of
Bachmaret al’s (1995) CLA checklist shows that speaking at ltlzind
is assessed in terms of grammatical competenctjategompetence,
illocutionary competence, and strategic competefsae Table 25).
Grammatical competence and textual competence ated r4.
Candidates at Band 8 display good knowledge of maleay, grammar,
and pronunciation. As for the components of textumhpetence, they
are rated 4 because Band 8 candidates are ablevédod responses
with coherence. In regard to illocutionary competenideational,
heuristic and imaginative functions are rated dguas 4. They
demonstrate the ability to discuss a variety ofidedlexibly. When
some occasional inaccuracies or inappropriaciesurpcBand 8
candidates are able to correct them. As a redwdly fichieve better
intelligibility. With respect to imaginative functins, candidates at Band
8 use figurative language in their discourse in tben of idioms
skillfully. However, occasional inaccuracies maketaplace. Finally,
strategic competence is rated 2, that is, this edemge is very much
involved in speaking because they are able to paaap effectively.

In the light of the above analysis, | argue tiet descriptor for
Band 8 of IELTS places equal emphasis on formaltangboral aspects,
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fluency, coherence, but also relevance and contentierms of
lexicogrammatical aspects, the band descriptor iownta wide
vocabulary as well as grammar resources, whichlerthb speaker to
develop topics coherently and appropriately whepressing precise
meaning.

The last band under analysis in the context®fiBLTS speaking
band descriptors is Band 9. The description of IELGandidates’
performance is presented in Table 26 and the radiogprding to
Bachmanet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist for this band is presented
Table 27.

Table 26
IELTS speaking descriptor for Band 9

Band  Fluency and Lexical resource rarfBnatical range Pronunciation
coherence and accuracy

9 e speaks fluently < uses vocabulary < w@shdl range of < uses a full of
with only rare  with full flexibility —structxes naturally  range of
repetition or and precision in apgpriately  pronunciation
self-correction; all topics * produces consistently features with
any hesitation is « uses idiomatic accurate structures  precision and
content-related language natural@part from ‘slips’ subtlety

rather than to and accurately characteristic of * sustains
find words or native speaker flexible use
grammar speech of tees

* speaks coherently throwgit
with fully appropriate « isa@fless
cohesive features to wnstand

« develops topics fully
and appropriately
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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 # riebo
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 2

competence

As can be read in Table 26, a Band 9 candidatduges fluent
speech. In Band 9 speech, only rare repetitiorselbicorrections can be
noticed. Hesitations are related to content andtaotocabulary or
grammar issues. As for coherence, Band 9 candidege a good
control of cohesive devices and provide a fully eleped and
appropriate response. The range of vocabulary esdbk candidate to
demonstrate full flexibility and precision acrodk tapics. Moreover,
idiomatic expressions sound natural and accuratethé category
grammatical range and accuracy, the aspects ofkisgedhat are
assessed are range, appropriacy and accuracy wimgta structures.
Finally, in terms of pronunciation, speech produttiat Band 9 in
IELTS is characterized as precise, subtle, andtéffs to understand.
Thus, the descriptor of Band 9 seems to place egoglhasis on
content, form and temporal aspects. Candidatesaatl B are expected
to produce coherent and fully developed discouiisergshesitations are
only content-related. The range of vocabulary araingnar is wide and
is used naturally and accurately across all topicaddition, because of
speakers’ pronunciation, the response is highsfligtble.
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According to the analysis of the descriptor oh8® on IELTS
from the perspective of Bachmaet al.'s (1995) CLA checkKlist,
speaking at this band is assessed with respect rémnngatical
competence, textual competence, illocutionary cdemme, and
strategic competence (see Table 27). All componeritsthese
competences are very important at this proficiedeyel. The
components of grammatical competence are desadnlibeéir respective
categories, that is, lexical resource, grammatiaage and accuracy,
and pronunciation. In regard to textual competeitdég,examined in the
category fluency and coherence, which describedidate’s control of
cohesive devices as well as the degree of topieldpment. In
reference to language functions, ideational, héarsnd imaginative
functions are discussed in at least 2 categorieern(fy and coherence
and lexical resource). There is no information almmndidates’ ability
to use strategies. By suggesting that Band 9 catefidhave all the
positive features of candidates at Band 8, | assaethe former also
resort to paraphrasing and use this achievemeategir effectively.
Thus, strategic competence is rated 2, that is véry much involved at
this band. Finally, this analysis leads to the dasion that candidates at
Band 9 will be required to convey ideas on thedopd demonstrate
good control of linguistic items, and to speak fithg

In sum, the IELTS speaking band descriptors lmeaen analyzed
in terms of the components of CLA framework propbby Bachman
(1990). Each band has been rated according to th& @Gting
instrument from 0 to 5 (Bachmaat al, 1995). Taken together, | argue
that the IELTS speaking band descriptors involve tiollowing
components of communicative language ability: gratical
competence, textual competence, illocutionary cdemme, and
strategic competence. The components of the firsetcompetences are
involved at their advanced level in Band 9. Soomliistic competence
and one component of illocutionary competence, madative
functions, are not involved across any of the IEIBE®d descriptors.

Having analyzed the IELTS band descriptors, | riam to the
analysis of the ACTFL proficiency guidelines foresfing. Each
proficiency level will be analyzed in the next sent4.3

4.3 The ACTFL speaking scale

The analysis of the ACTFL proficiency guidelinesllvatart
with its lowest proficiency level, Novice Low. Traescription of the
Novice-Low level is provided next and the resulfsits analysis
according to Bachmaat al.'s (1995) CLA checklist are presented in
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NOVICE LOW
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Speakers at the Novice-Low level have no real fonel ability and,

because of their pronunciation, they may be urligiele. Given adequate
time and familiar cues, they may be able to exchagrgetings, give their
identity, and name a number of familiar objectsnfréheir immediate
environment. They are unable to perform functionshandle topics
pertaining to the Intermediate level, and cannetdfore participate in a
true conversational exchange.

Table 28

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

ltem # Novice Low
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 lgvepeakers
at this level of the ACTFL speaking scale have @y Vienited ability to
communicate. The aspects of speech productionatigaientioned in
the rubric include pronunciation and intelligiblitout the emphasis in
the description of oral performance is given toctions of language
which, at this level, are exchange greetings, gnfermation about
their identity and name objects they are familiaithw However,
Novice-Low speakers cannot take part in conversatid-inally, this
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level advances information about the Intermediatell Novice-Low
speakers cannot discuss topics that are relati tmtermediate level,
such as self and family, some daily activities aedsonal preferences,
purchasing or ordering food. Thus, | can argue thatdescription of
this level seems to emphasize the importance oftifumal speaking
ability. Looking at the situation, in which Novidew speakers are able
to participate, it is possible to claim that frohetvery low level of
proficiency of the ACTFL, it is content, more thform, that receives
the greatest emphasis in speaking. Later on we wélé that
communicating meaning has strong influence of #ueaking scale.

Analyzing the rubric from Bachmarmt al's (1995) CLA
checklist perspective, we can see that speakitigisatevel is assessed
only in terms of grammatical and illocutionary cogtgnces (see Table
28). The components lexis, morphology and phonolkagysomewhat
involved. Novice-Low speakers have limited lexicabrphological and
phonological language and that is why their attsntptcommunicate
may not always be successful. The component systawt involved
since the rubric does not mention any aspect ofmgrar because
speakers are not able to participate in a real ewmation. The
components coherence and rhetorical organizatiemair involved due
to the speakers’ inability to provide spoken digseu In regard to
language functions, just manipulative functions ssmewhat involved
at this level because Novice-low speakers are apket their
interlocutors and introduce themselves. The ACTIpeaking scale
does not discuss dialect as a variation of spokeguage in use across
all its proficiency levels. Thus, the componenietais graded zero and
it will not be mentioned further. As for the compm register, it is not
involved at this level, but is involved from the vahced level on. In
the same vein, strategic competence is not invadedis level, but we
can see that Novice-Mid speakers demonstrate sdiiligy &0 use
strategies.

Taken together, the analysis of the Novice-Loveleshows that
speakers will be required to demonstrate theiritgbiio transmit
meaning, which may be obscured because of thaielihknowledge of
phonology. However, they are able to produce somfiermation if
adequate time and familiar cues are at their dapdisis important to
notice that the description of oral performancéatNovice-Low level
of the ACTFL speaking scale does not make any expkference to
grammatical aspects. Therefore, at this point & #nalysis it is
possible to argue that for the ACTFL lowest pra&iay level, it is
content more than form that receives the greataphasis in speaking.
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The description of the next level, that is, Novibéd, is
presented below. The results of the analysis oftitsic according to
Bachmaret al.'s (1995) CLA checklist are presented in Table 29.

NOVICE MID

Speakers at the Novice-Mid level commumicatinimally and with
difficulty by using a number of isolated words amamorized phrases
limited by the particular context in which the laege has been learned.
When responding to direct questions, they may uitdy two or three
words at a time or an occasional stock answer. Traeyse frequently as
they search for simple vocabulary or attempt tyckxtheir own and their
interlocutor's words. Because of hesitations, laok vocabulary,
inaccuracy, or failure to respond appropriatelyyvide-Mid speakers may
be understood with great difficulty even by sympgidith interlocutors
accustomed to dealing with non-natives. When catledo handle topics
by performing functions associated with the Intediate level, they
frequently resort to repetition, words from thedtime language, or silence.

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

ltem # 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 ruplaces emphasis
to communication mentioning that Novice-Mid speakbave minimal
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communicative ability. Their speech is charactetibg having various
pauses and hesitations, lack of vocabulary, inaogror irrelevance to
the question. When Novice-Mid speakers participateonversations
they rely greatly on isolated words and memorizhthges. Their oral
performance may be understood with big difficulty sympathetic

interlocutors who are accustomed to converse wath-matives. Here,
we again have information about the IntermediatelléeNhen Novice-

Low speakers are asked to put across a message topics related to
the Intermediate level, they may resort to repet#i L1 words or
simply refuse to talk. Thus, the rubric for the MevMid level of the

ACTFL describes temporal aspects of speech pramudpauses and
hesitations) and places emphasis on vocabularygthmo significant
mention of grammar is made. As a result, | can arthat in this

proficiency level content again receives more ergjghidnan form.

Now turning to Bachmaet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist, we can
see that L2 speaking at the Novice-Mid level iseassd in terms of
grammatical competence, illocutionary competencad astrategic
competence (see Table 29). Grammatical competen@ssessed in
terms of lexis, morphology, and phonology, whick eated equally as
1. The component syntax is not involved yet becalNswice-Mid
speakers fail to build up complete sentences. ganeto illocutionary
competence, two components (manipulative functiansl heuristic
functions) are involved. However, these componears not rated
equally. The component manipulative functions isedal because
Novice-Mid speakers participate in conversationimaily, but are able
to manipulate it somehow. The component heurisiictions is rated 2
because these speakers make use of learned woplsases, though
this use is rather limited. Finally, Novice-Mid sfers apply some
strategies trying to compensate for the deficieinclanguage abilities.
The first strategy | focus on is code switching.vide-Mid speakers
may resort to their native language when theirrioteitors speak the
same language. Dealing with the topics of a higlenand, that is,
related to the Intermediate level, Novice-Mid sprakmay simply stay
silent. This is avoidance strategy. As the strategipplied are not very
efficient, i.e. Novice-Mid speakers may be undevdtowith great
difficulty, strategic competence is rated 1.

Having analyzed the Novice-Mid level with the neff Bachman
et al.'s (1995) CLA checklist, | can conclude that as tlevel the rubric
does not emphasize form in terms of grammaticalrobrAfter reading
this description, we can perceive that knowledgevofabulary is
discussed only in terms of meaning transmissiocoimversation. There



77

is also a mention of the temporal aspects of spgakvhich are pauses
and hesitations. Therefore, at this point of thalysis, | continue to
argue that in the ACTFL lowest levels it is contant temporal aspects
of speaking and not form that receive the grea&egihasis.

Finally, the last sublevel at the ACTFL Novicerdkis Novice
High. The description of this level is cited nexidathe results of the
analysis of its rubric according to Bachmean al.s (1995) CLA
checklist can be read in Table 30.

NOVICE HIGH

Speakers at the Novice-High level are able to hemdhariety of tasks
pertaining to the Intermediate level, but are ueablsustain performance
at that level. They are able to manage successfallynumber of
uncomplicated communicative tasks in straightfodvaocial situations.
Conversation is restricted to a few of the predilgtaopics necessary for
survival in the target language culture, such aichaersonal information,
basic objects and a limited number of activitiegf@rences and immediate
needs. Novice-High speakers respond to simple,ctdicpiestions or
requests for information; they are able to ask anlyery few formulaic
guestions when asked to do so.

Novice-High speakers are able to express persomanimg by relying

heavily on learned phrases or recombinations ofetend what they hear
from their interlocutor. Their utterances, whicimsist mostly of short and
sometimes incomplete sentences in the present, beayhesitant or

inaccurate. On the other hand, since these uttesaare frequently only
expansions of learned material and stock phradey, may sometimes
appear surprisingly fluent and accurate. Thesekgpgdfirst language may
strongly influence their pronunciation, as well #®ir vocabulary and
syntax when they attempt to personalize their attees. Frequent
misunderstandings may arise but, with repetitiorrephrasing, Novice-
High speakers can generally be understood by syrapatinterlocutors

used to non-natives. When called on to handle siraplariety of topics

and perform functions pertaining to the Intermegli@vel, a Novice-High

speaker can sometimes respond in intelligible seete but will not be

able to sustain sentence level discourse.
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Table 30
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for euiigh

0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Novice High
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 presentadove
discusses the characteristics of its speakers. rdicgp to this
description, the speech of Novice-High speakemsmétes the speech
of Intermediate speaker because Novice-High spesattemonstrate
the ability to talk about issues that are assodiaii¢gh the Intermediate
level. However, their performance at this levelnist sustainable.
Novice-High speakers are able to participate invesations actively,
but in a limited way, for example, they can respdodsimple
questions and ask few standard questions. In tefrttseir language,
they attempt to build short sentences in the ptetsgse. Moreover,
the description stresses speakers’ accuracy aaddju The speech of
Novice-High speakers may be fluent and accuratenwihey use
learned material in their oral performance. Théugrice of L1 cannot
be underestimated. Pronunciation, vocabulary anthgymay present
this influence when speakers attempt to expressapivith their own
words. Thus, we can notice that the rubric for Mwvice-High level
starts to involve information about grammar aspetiswever, it
continues to emphasize more content than formdditian, the role
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of intelligibility is undeniable.

From the perspective of Bachmanal.'s (1995) CLA checklist,
the analysis of the Novice-High level displays tepeaking at this
proficiency level, as can be seen in Table 30s&essed with respect
to grammatical competence, illocutionary competerael strategic
competence. The components of grammatical competetexis
morphology, and phonology, are rated 2, and thepoomnt syntax is
rated 1. According to the description of this leuehrned phrases or
their recombinations are mainly employed by Novitigh speakers.
Generally short and sometimes incomplete senteriw@sicterize their
speech. Moreover, the influence of L1 pronunciatioaly hinder the
interlocutor’s comprehension. Unlike Novice-Mid agers, Novice-
High speakers attempt to express their personaside thoughts,
though having limited language knowledge. Thus, dbmponent of
illocutionary competence, ideational functions, reted 1. As for
manipulative functions, this component is rated ezduse Novice-
High speakers are able to express some persontdrgrees and
immediate needs as well as to make some formula&stepns. As
their language use is greatly based on memorizadsaand phrases,
the component heuristic functions is rated 2. Frtiore, to
overcome misunderstandings in conversations, Neiigh speakers
utilize the strategy of rephrasing or repetitiohe$e strategies can
generally help to reach some mutual understandisga result, this
competence is rated 1. Concluding the analysishefNovice-High
level, | can argue that content and temporal aspamitinue to have
more emphasis than form. Speakers should express with some
hesitancy more than display knowledge of linguigdms per se.

Having analyzed the Novice level, | turn my foctss the
Intermediate level. As commented before, the Nolegel description
advances information about the Intermediate leggplaining what
Novice speakers can or cannot do in comparisomedrtermediate
speakers. The Intermediate level is divided, sityilto the Novice
level, into Low, Mid, and High. The analyses ofdbehree sublevels
are presented next.

The description of the Intermediate-Low level isegented
below and the results of the analysis of its rulaizcording to
Bachmanet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist are presented in Table 31.
INTERMEDIATE LOW
Speakers at the Intermediate-Low level are ablénandle successfully a
limited number of uncomplicated communicative tabkscreating with the
language in straightforward social situations. Gmeation is restricted to
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some of the concrete exchanges and predictablestoygicessary for survival
in the target language culture. These topics relatebasic personal

information covering, for example, self and fam#ggme daily activities and

personal preferences, as well as to some immedesds, such as ordering
food and making simple purchases. At the Intermediaw level, speakers

are primarily reactive and struggle to answer digpestions or requests for
information, but they are also able to ask a fepraepriate questions.

Intermediate-Low speakers express personal meabingcombining and
recombining into short statements what they knod wat they hear from
their interlocutors. Their utterances are ofterledil with hesitancy and
inaccuracies as they search for appropriate litiguferms and vocabulary
while attempting to give form to the message. Thpiech is characterized by
frequent pauses, ineffective reformulations andf-s@tections. Their
pronunciation, vocabulary and syntax are strongifjuenced by their first
language but, in spite of frequent misunderstarglithgt require repetition or
rephrasing, Intermediate-Low speakers can generblty understood by
sympathetic interlocutors, particularly by thosewestomed 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

Item # Intermiege Low
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
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According to the above description, the speecintdrmediate-
Low speakers is characterized by hesitancy, pausascuracies and
ineffective self-corrections when they try to gifegm to the message.
Their L1 continues to affect pronunciation, vocayl and syntax.
Moreover, they demonstrate their ability to discaasa wide range of
topics that are important for survival in a differeulture. These topics
include some basic personal information and exmes®f some
immediate needs. From the perspective of the odaetbr who has
experience to deal with non-native, Intermediate/Lspeakers
generally provide comprehensive discourse. Withaoy doubt, the
description of these speakers leads to a conclulEtncommunication
is greatly emphasized. This can be perceived irsfieeification of the
examples of conversational topics. Although forartstto be included
in the description of this level, at this pointtbé analysis, it is possible
to claim that content receives more emphasis tban.f

The analysis of the Intermediate-Low level frame perspective
of Bachmanet al.s (1995) CLA checklist shows that speaking at this
level is assessed in terms of grammatical competenextual
competence, illocutionary competence, and strategiopetence (see
Table 31). All components of grammatical competeace rated 2.
Textual competence becomes to be assessed atvhls Ihtermediate-
Low speakers are able to perform on some uncongtica
communicative tasks. Moreover, they can combine r@edmbine the
information they know with the one they are exposedh real social
situations. Thus, the components cohesion and ribatamrganization
are rated 1. In regard to illocutionary competenite components
ideational functions and manipulative functions arated 2.
Intermediate-Low speakers perform on a greater mundd topics
associated with expressing personal meaning. Funtre, they can ask
questions and request information related to tineinediate needs. The
component heuristic functions is rated 3 becausalsps’ extension of
language knowledge is very high and continuoushatlbtermediate-
Low level. Finally, in order to overcome misundarstings in
communication, which are caused by lack of langukgewledge,
Intermediate-Low speakers resort to the followingratsgies:
reformulation and rephrasing. This component of ClsArated 1
because the oral performance is characterizeddffeative use of these
strategies that leads to frequent misunderstandifgsconclude, the
emphasis of content in the description of the mediate-Low level is
sustained. Although the rubric mentions controammar, it specifies
the components of this language dimension in a \migf outline.
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Temporal aspects of speaking in terms of hesitatiand pauses are
mentioned as well. Nevertheless, we can see teadehlcription of this
level pays particular attention to the deliveririgreeaning.

The next level under analysis is Intermediate.Nt&l description

can be read next and Bachmainal's (1995) CLA checklist for this
level is presented in Table 32.

INTERMEDIATE MID

Speakers at the Intermediate-Mid level are abléandle successfully a
variety of uncomplicated communicative tasks iraigtitforward social
situations. Conversation is generally limited toogé predictable and
concrete exchanges necessary for survival in thgettaculture; these
include personal information covering self, famihgme, daily activities,
interests and personal preferences, as well asigahygnd social needs,
such as food, shopping, travel and lodging.

Intermediate-Mid speakers tend to function reabtivéor example, by
responding to direct questions or requests forrin&tion. However, they
are capable of asking a variety of questions whecessary to obtain
simple information to satisfy basic needs, sucltdissctions, prices and
services. When called on to perform functions ondi& topics at the
Advanced level, they provide some information bawen difficulty linking
ideas, manipulating time and aspect, and using agmuative strategies,
such as circumlocution.

Intermediate-Mid speakers are able to express pafrsmeaning by
creating with the language, in part by combining aacombining known
elements and conversational input to make uttermonéesentence length
and some strings of sentences. Their speech mayaicompauses,
reformulations and self-corrections as they seécladequate vocabulary
and appropriate language forms to express thenselBecause of
inaccuracies in their vocabulary and/or pronunciatend/or grammar
and/or syntax, misunderstandings can occur, batrirgdiate-Mid speakers
are generally understood by sympathetic interlasutaccustomed to
dealing with non-natives.
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Table 32
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for irmediate Mid
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Intermigte 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 Intermediktil level, we
can see that the speech of Intermediate-Mid spedkeharacterized in
terms of temporal aspects (pauses), vocabularyupi@ation, syntax,
and grammar. At this level the speaker is exped®edhandle
successfully various uncomplicated communicativekga These tasks
are based on personal information, for example,ilyarhobbies, and
home, and physical and social needs, for examptigsng, traveling,
and lodging. Intermediate-Mid speakers are notitedparticipate
actively in conversations. The description of thevel advances
information about the Advanced level. Dealing vitik topics related to
the Advanced level, Intermediate-Mid speakers fdifficulties with
linking ideas, verbal categories such as time apeet as well as using
communicative strategies, for example, circumlanutiTherefore, the
rubric of the Intermediate-Mid level seems to haae sustained
importance of content, pronunciation, and tempasalects. In terms of
lexicogrammatical aspects, the rubric mentions socoatrol of
vocabulary, which is restricted to the topics, dmdited control of
grammar. It is important to highlight that althougbme inaccuracies
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with vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, or syntaxcur, the
Intermediate-Mid speakers’ discourse is generatijngrehensible for
interlocutors that usually deal with non-nativetws, at this point of
analysis, | can argue that content receives thatgse emphasis in
speaking at this level.

Analyzing this level from the perspective of Bawn et al's
(1995) CLA checklist, we can see that speakingiaasbe seen in Table
32, is assessed in terms of grammatical competémdeal competence,
illocutionary competence, and strategic competenGeammatical
competence and textual competence are rated 2Zisthat components
of these competences are involved critically at asid level.
Intermediate-Mid speakers have critical basic lalxienorphological,
syntactical and phonological knowledge. As a reshéir conversation
topics are generally basic, for example, to givesgeal information or
to express some physical or social need. Besidated grammatical
competence, Intermediate-Mid speakers have soméleons with
connecting ideas or facts. As for language funstiontermediate-Mid
speakers tend to participate more in conversatipngesponding to
direct questions and requesting some informatioenvheeded. Here,
the component manipulative functions is rated 2mil@rly, the
component ideational functions is rated 2 becawmerrhediate-Mid
speakers are able to discuss a variety of uncoatptictopics. The
degree of involvement of heuristic functions idically advanced, that
is, it is rated 4, because these speakers expairdahguage knowledge
by participating actively in conversations. Theye aable to use
interlocutors’ input in their discourse. Consequgnhey develop not
only grammar knowledge but also textual one. Fndhere are some
strategies that these speakers tend to use in trderercome certain
challenges in communication. One of the strategigh which they
have difficulty is circumlocutioff. Reformulations may be employed at
this level as well. Strategic competence is ratdzbdause similarly to
the previous proficiency level its speakers mapme® reformulations,
but they are not successful. Misunderstandingssaltepresent in the
communication. Taken together, this analysis coetnto support my
assumption that content is more emphasized tham.fdx detailed
description of speakers’ communicative ability iffedent topics and
concise information about their linguistic knowleddead to such
conclusion.

22 Fulcher (2003) talks about this strategy in theegary of the paraphrasing strategy as its
alternative.
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Intermediate-High, which description is presentedow, is the
last sublevel to be discussed within the Internmtedievel. The results of
the analysis of this rubric according to Bachnedral.'s (1995) CLA
checklist are presented in Table 33.

INTERMEDIATE HIGH

Intermediate-High speakers are able to converde @dte and confidence
when dealing with most routine tasks and socialasibns of the
Intermediate level. They are able to handle suéass many
uncomplicated tasks and social situations requiengexchange of basic
information related to work, school, recreationstigalar interests and
areas of competence, though hesitation and erraysbm evident.

Intermediate-High speakers handle the tasks pértaito the Advanced

level, but they are unable to sustain performamdiead level over a variety
of topics. With some consistency, speakers at tkerrhediate High level

narrate and describe in major time frames usingheoted discourse of
paragraph length. However, their performance okehAdvanced-level

tasks will exhibit one or more features of breakdpsuch as the failure to
maintain the narration or description semanticaltysyntactically in the

appropriate major time frame, the disintegrationcofnected discourse,
the misuse of cohesive devises, a reduction indbineand appropriateness
of vocabulary, the failure to successfully circumlte, or a significant

amount of hesitation.

Intermediate-High speakers can generally be urmtzidby native speakers
unaccustomed to dealing with non-natives, althahghdominant language
is still evident (e.g. use of code-switching, falsegnates, literal
translations, etc.), and gaps in communication atayr.
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Table 33
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for tntediate High
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Intexdiate High
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 scedeé demonstrate
confidence when they discuss topics related tochbia$ormation, for
example, work, school, and interests. They can ladsalle tasks, which
are associated with the Advanced level, thouglr feiformance is not
sustained. It is important to mention that they panduce connected
discourse while narrating and describing. IntermedHigh speakers
are able to perform on the task, which is relatethe Advanced level.
However, their discourse presents one or more enohl for example,
syntactic or semantic failures, the misuse of civkesdevices,
inappropriate vocabulary, and frequent hesitatioimselligibility is
generally reached by native speakers who are mat tasdeal with non-
natives. Thus, the rubric for the Intermediate-Higlvel seems to
emphasize content and coherence, but also temgspatts of speaking
(hesitations). However, in this description theritbs more specific
than the previous rubrics in what concerns languaggking explicit
indication of lexicogrammatical errors that chagsige speech at this
level (inappropriateness of vocabulary and majometi frame).
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Therefore, content again receives more emphagislithguistic aspects,
but the discrepancy is not as large as in the pusvievels.

Now turning to Bachmamt al.’s (1995) CLA checklist, we can
see that the speech in the Intermediate-High isvatsessed in terms of
grammatical competence, textual competence, ilioosaty competence,
and strategic competence (see Table 33). The caoenponof
grammatical competence and textual competence ated r 2.
Intermediate-High speakers are able to speak onadety of
uncomplicated topics at ease. However, they fadfculties with
appropriateness of vocabulary, syntax and prontioniavhen dealing
with the Advanced level tasks. In regard to texteaimpetence,
Intermediate-High speakers provide connected diseowvith some
consistency when narrating or describing. The laggu use of
Intermediate-High speakers involves ideational, imaative, and
heuristic functions. As highlighted above, they alde to discuss a
variety of uncomplicated topics with ease and awerice. As a result,
the component ideational functions is rated 3. T¢mmponent
manipulative functions is rated similar to the mediate-Mid level,
that is, 2. The component heuristic functions iseda4 because
Intermediate-High speakers extend their languagewvlatge greatly.
Finally, they employ some strategies. As the ndtimguage still has an
influence on the target language, it also affebts wse of strategies
selected by these speakers. They are circumlogutiotie switching,
false cognates, and literal translations. Thesstegiies pave the way
towards a better understanding by native speakbsate not used to
foreign speech, though some communication gapsexétable. Here,
strategic competence is rated 1 because speaktds d&vel do not use
the strategies appropriately and as a result saesktiowns occur in
their discourse. Taken together, this analysis shib& predominance of
content in speaking. Speakers at the Intermediah-tevel will be
required to express ideas more than to displayistig knowledge, but
this discrepancy is not so large.

Having discussed two of the ACTFL proficiency éésy that is,
Novice and Intermediate, | now turn to the Advandexkl that has
already been mentioned before in the context ofintermediate level.
To start with, the description of its first sublevAdvanced Low, is
provided below, and the results of the analysigsofubric according to
Bachmaret al.'s (1995) CLA checklist are presented in Table 34.

ADVANCED LOW
Speakers at the Advanced-Low level are able to lkandvariety of
communicative tasks, although somewhat haltinglytiates. They
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participate actively in most informal and a limitedmber of formal
conversations on activities related to school, hoane leisure activities
and, to a lesser degree, those related to even®rid current, public,
and personal interest or individual relevance.

Advanced-Low speakers demonstrate the ability toate and describe
in all major time frames (past, present and futimeparagraph length
discourse, but control of aspect may be lackintats. They can handle
appropriately the linguistic challenges presentgdabcomplication or

unexpected turn of events that occurs within thetexd of a routine

situation or communicative task with which they atkerwise familiar,

though at times their discourse may be minimal tioe level and

strained. Communicative strategies such as repigasiand

circumlocution may be employed in such instancesthkir narrations
and descriptions, they combine and link sentencegs tonnected
discourse of paragraph length. When pressed failer faccount, they
tend to grope and rely on minimal discourse. Thdierances are
typically not longer than a single paragraph. Stmec of the dominant
language is still evident in the use of false cogsaliteral translations,
or the oral paragraph structure of the speakerfs language rather than
that of the target language.

While the language of Advanced-Low speakers maynizeked by
substantial, albeit irregular flow, it is typicalsgomewhat strained and
tentative, with noticeable self-correction and ataia grammatical
roughness. The vocabulary of Advanced-Low speal@rprimarily
generic in nature.

Advanced-Low speakers contribute to the conversatiith sufficient
accuracy, clarity, and precision to convey theiemied message without
misrepresentation or confusion, and it can be wgtded by native
speakers unaccustomed to dealing with non-natieesn though this
may be achieved through repetition and restateriféhén attempting to
perform functions or handle topics associated wighSuperior level, the
linguistic quality and quantity of their speech Iwiteteriorate
significantly.
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Table 34
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Athed Low
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

ltem # Adnvzd Low
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 Adeatitow level
is longer and more detailed than the previous ofesording to this
description, speakers are able to converse onagegneumber of topics.
They perform better on informal situations. Howetleey can converse
using formal language, though this use is restfictdney have a good
command of English grammar. In order for their ragssto be
comprehensible, they use different verb tenses. tiiet use of verbal
aspect is unsustainable. Words such as accuracitychnd precision
are used to characterize their speech. Howevese thaits are sufficient
for the definite situations mentioned in the dgsornh, for example,
related to routine or hobby. They cannot perforia Wiiay on the tasks
of the Superior level. Their L1 still has some uigfihce on L2 speaking.
This influence can be noticed in the use of falsgnates, literal
translations, or in the way they organize oral geaphs. Thus, | can
argue the rubric for the Advanced-Low level hightigthe importance
of content, coherence, and relevance of ideasalsat of form. The
control of grammar and vocabulary is discussedhis tlescription,
where the components of these two language dimesisice specified.
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Therefore, at this point of the analysis, it is gbe to claim that
content and form receive similar emphasis in thigl of proficiency.

The analysis of the rubric for the Advanced-Lowelefrom the
perspective of Bachmaet al's (1995) CLA checklist is presented in
Table 34. It shows that speech production at #nellis assessed in
terms of grammatical competence, textual competeiiogutionary
competence, sociolinguistic competence, and siategmpetence.
However, these competences are not rated equakycdmponents of
grammatical competence are rated 3 because Advduoeedpeakers
demonstrate a good knowledge of grammar. The coesrof textual
competence are rated 2 because they are able videroonnected
discourse not longer than a paragraph. Similarlyntermediate-High
speakers, they can combine information and usesoc@he&levises in
order to connect ideas between sentences. Witteecedp language
functions, Advanced-Low speakers have the sameurfsatof the
Intermediate-High speech. The component ideatifurations is rated
3 because of their ability to express their poirft veew on
uncomplicated topics, mainly informally. Similardy the Intermediate
level, the component manipulative functions is dae The component
heuristic functions is rated 4. Advanced-Low spesistill have gaps in
language knowledge and their active participatioeanversations and
interactions with native speakers enrich their kieolge. Moreover,
Advanced-Low speakers have sensitivity to diffeemnio register. They
can differentiate the use of language accordirthecsituation, whether
formal or informal one. Thus, the component regigteated 1. When
Advanced-Low speakers face some linguistic diffiesl they use the
following strategies: rephrasing and circumlocutiam order to
compensate these gaps. Here, strategic competemaéed 1 because
although the speaker is able to communicate mdeetafely than the
speakers of the previous proficiency level, he be gannot use
strategies effectively.

Having analyzed the rubric for the Advanced-Lowah come to a
conclusion that speakers at this level will be meglito demonstrate
their ability to express ideas in a coherent amiytley discourse.
Sufficient clarity, precision, and accuracy areidgp features of the
Advanced-Low level speech. The description of feigel highlights
that Advanced-Low speakers are able to narrate dasdribe in all
major time frames. Therefore, | can assume thawledne of linguistic
items begin to have equal importance with content.

The next level under analysis is Advanced-Mid.dé&scription is
cited next, and the results of its analysis acogrdd Bachmaret al.'s
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(1995) CLA checklist are provided in Table 35.
ADVANCED MID

Speakers at the Advanced-Mid level are able to leamdth ease and
confidence a large number of communicative tasKseyT participate
actively in most informal and some formal exchangesa variety of
concrete topics relating to work, school, home, &isure activities, as
well as to events of current, public, and persantdrest or individual
relevance.

Advanced-Mid speakers demonstrate the ability twat@ and describe in
all major time frames (past, present, and futurg) pooviding a full
account, with good control of aspect, as they aflapibly to the demands
of the conversation. Narration and description témde combined and
interwoven to relate relevant and supporting fattsonnected, paragraph-
length discourse.

Advanced-Mid speakers can handle successfully atidrelative ease the
linguistic challenges presented by a complicationuoexpected turn of
events that occurs within the context of a routisguation or
communicative task with which they are otherwise mifer.
Communicative strategies such as circumlocutiomephrasing are often
employed for this purpose. The speech of Advancétl-gpeakers
performing Advanced-level tasks is marked by sutigh flow. Their
vocabulary is fairly extensive although primarilgrgric in nature, except
in the case of a particular area of specializatimninterest. Dominant
language discourse structures tend to recede,uglthdiscourse may still
reflect the oral paragraph structure of their ommguage rather than that of
the target language.

Advanced-Mid speakers contribute to conversationa wariety of familiar
topics, dealt with concretely, with much accurachgrity and precision,
and they convey their intended message without epissentation or
confusion. They are readily understood by nativeakprs unaccustomed to
dealing with non-natives. When called on to perfdunctions or handle
topics associated with the Superior level, the iquand/or quantity of
their speech will generally decline. Advanced-Mjgkakers are often able
to state an opinion or cite conditions; howevegythiack the ability to
consistently provide a structured argument in edeen discourse.
Advanced-Mid speakers may use a number of delagtimgegies, resort to
narration, description, explanation or anecdotesimply attempt to avoid
the linguistic demands of Superior-level tasks.
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Table 35

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

ltem # Adnvzd Mid
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 longl aletailed.
According to it, speakers at the Advanced-Mid learel able to converse
confidently and effortlessly on a wide range ofitsprelated to their
routine such as studies, work, public, and perstifgalAlthough these
speakers have quite a vast vocabulary, they tenséogeneral words.
But this tendency is not observed when they talbualheir interests.
Their narrations and descriptions are expressednnected, paragraph-
length discourse, which contains all major vertsésnwith good control
of verbal aspect. They are able to resolve linguishallenges, which
occur in some unexpected situations, rather eaSite language of
Advanced-Mid speakers is much accurate, clear, @edise. As a
consequence, no misrepresentation or confusionr®cailnen they
converse with native speakers. Here, content amd éontinue to have
equal emphasis. We have clear indication that $ppemduction at the
Advanced-Mid level will be assessed in terms otdatent as well as it
formal linguistic aspects.

According to Bachmaet al’s (1995) CLA checklist, the results
of the analysis show that speaking at the Advamdid-level is
assessed in terms of grammatical competence, tegtrapetence,
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illocutionary competence, sociolinguistic competnand strategic
competence (see Table 35). All components of grainataompetence
are rated 3 because Advanced-Mid speakers haveoa guntrol of
vocabulary and grammar. Both components of textoaipetence are
rated 3 as well because these speakers are alolambine narration
with description. Although they are able to providdructured
arguments, they cannot do it in a lengthy discautdiefour language
functions are involved in the language of Advanbtéid-speakers. They
take an active part in conversations. This pauwditim implies the
expression of information such as feelings or ide&bkus, the
components ideational and manipulative functiorsrated 3. In regard
to the component heuristic functions, it is ratelde¢ause when solving
linguistic challenges they extend their knowledgé language.
Moreover, they enrich their knowledge through théeriaction with
other people. As for the component imaginative fions, these
speakers may include anecdotes in their discotitaes, this component
is rated 2. Advanced-Mid speakers can handle sasiks tthat require
formal and informal language. Here, the componegister is rated 2.
The influence of L1 becomes less strong at thigllewd this can be
noticed through the choice of strategies. The egfias that they often
resort to are circumlocution and rephrasing. Moegpthey can employ
some delaying strategies when they need to perdotask related to the
Superior level. When the linguistic demands of ¢hiesks are too high
and they do not have control over such languagg dpply avoidance
strategies, that is, they try to avoid having te tiss language. These
strategies contribute to a successful completiocoaimunicative tasks.
Thus, strategic competence is rated 2.

In the light of the above, | can conclude thatars in the
Advanced-Mid level produce speech, where contenin fand temporal
aspect are assessed. With respect to content,stimyd demonstrate
the ability to narrate and describe. As regardsnfotheir discourse

2 Interestingly, this level introduces the temoncretenesshat defines the topics that
Advanced-Mid speakers are able to talk aboutoAtiog to Gambrill (2006), “The term
concreteness refers to the clarity of questiormdestents, and information” ( p.311). Here,
it contrasts with the termbstractnesghat will be introduced in the Superior level. hi
demonstrates that although these speakers aret@flscuss a variety of topics, their
speech patterns are based on concrete topickdte.and information. They are not able to
talk about things that are not related to realksituns.
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should display knowledge of lexicogrammatical aspednd, finally,
their speech is noticeable for substantial flow.

The last sublevel of the Advanced level is Adwhtligh. Its
description is presented below, and the resultsefinalysis according
to Bachmaret al.'s (1995) CLA checklist are presented in Table 36.

ADVANCED HIGH

Speakers at the Advanced-High level perform all &wed-level tasks
with linguistic ease, confidence and competenceeyTlare able to

consistently explain in detail and narrate fullydasccurately in all time

frames. In addition, Advanced-High speakers hatiteasks pertaining to
the Superior level but cannot sustain performaricthat level across a
variety of topics. They can provide a structureguarent to support their
opinions, and they may construct hypotheses, bitknpa of error appear.
They can discuss some topics abstractly, espectatiye relating to their
particular interests and special fields of expertisut in general, they are
more comfortable discussing a variety of topicsccetely.

Advanced-High speakers may demonstrate a well-dped ability to
compensate for an imperfect grasp of some formgooidimitations in
vocabulary by the confident use of communicativeteties, such as
paraphrasing, circumlocution, and illustration. Yhse precise vocabulary
and intonation to express meaning and often sheatdluency and ease of
speech. However, when called on to perform the ¢exniasks associated
with the Superior level over a variety of topidseit language will at times
break down or prove inadequate, or they may avwdask altogether, for
example, by resorting to simplification through thee of description or
narration in place of argument or hypothesis.
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Table 36
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 # Adzed High
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-Highkel, speakers
are expected to show linguistic ease, confidendecampetence on all
Advanced-level tasks. Advanced-High speakers dtemat to perform
on tasks, which demand features of the Supericl.ldédowever, they
fail to maintain performance at the Superior lea@ioss different topics.
Moreover, they demonstrate a very good controlllofeabal tenses and
precise intonation. Expressing their opinions, tipegvide structured
arguments. They are also able to discuss topicdraaly and
concretely. Although their use of vocabulary isgse and accurate,
some limitations in vocabulary may occur. Greateffloy also
characterizes the speech of the Advanced-High speaKherefore, |
may claim that content, form and temporal aspecpefaking receive
equal importance in the description of the Advardigh level.

The analysis of the rubric for the Advanced-Highelefrom the
perspective of Bachmagt al.'s (1995) CLA checklist demonstrates that
L2 speaking at this level is assessed in terms m@mmatical
competence, textual competence, illocutionary  cdenme,
sociolinguistic competence, and strategic competgisee Table 36).
All components of grammatical competence and téxinmpetence are
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rated 4. The speech of Advanced-High speakersayispyery good
grammatical competence. In regard to textual coemuet, they may
produce structured arguments and hypotheses whalinglevith the
Superior level tasks, but they cannot sustain $ugh performance on
wide range of topics. Having good grammatical andual knowledge,
Advanced-Mid speakers are able to reach their campative goals.
They talk about their personal interests and skKillaus, the component
of illocutionary competence, ideational functioissrated 4. As for the
component manipulativieinctions, it is rated 3 for the same reason as in
the Advanced-Mid level. When Advanced-High speakkace complex
tasks, for example, the ones related to the Supégiel, they use
language for problem-solving. As a result, the comgmt heuristic
functions is rated 4. With respect to the componenaginative
functions, it is graded equally to the Advanced-Nkdgel, that is, 2.
There is no mention about their participation immal and informal
exchanges. Thus, | suggest that their sensitigitjifferences in register
is in between Advanced-Mid and Superior levelst thacritical at an
intermediate level. It is important to highligheth.1 does not influence
the speech of Advanced-High speakers anymore. Hawsome
difficulties that refer to vocabulary limitationiey have a good ability
to apply the following communicative strategies: rgmporasing,
circumlocution, and illustrations. However, wheke to deal with the
Superior-level task, they may resort to formal denice strategies. |
cannot but grade strategic competence 2 becausengdd-High
speakers use strategies efficiently in order topieta tasks.

Having analyzed the rubric for the Advanced-Highel, | can
come to a conclusion that speakers at this ACTElfigency level will
be required to demonstrate their ability to expridesas demonstrating
easiness, competence, and confidence. Providirg daveloped and
detailed discourse is also a requirement for speakéoreover, speech
should demonstrate coherence and fluidity of exgimesas well as
knowledge of linguistic items. Thus, content, foamd temporal aspects
receive equal emphasis on speaking.

I now turn to the last proficiency level, that Buperior, which
embraces all the positive features discussed aotbes levels at their
superiorform. The description of this proficiency leveldged next, and
the results of its analysis according to Bachmearal.'s (1995) CLA
checklist are presented in Table 37.
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SUPERIOR

Speakers at the Superior level are able to comrateiin the language
with accuracy and fluency in order to participatlyf and effectively in
conversations on a variety of topics in formal amfdrmal settings from
both concrete and abstract perspectives. They shstheir interests and
special fields of competence, explain complex mstte detail, and
provide lengthy and coherent narrations, all withses fluency, and
accuracy. They explain their opinions on a numif¢ojpics of importance
to them, such as social and political issues, amuvige structured
argument to support their opinions. They are ableonstruct and develop
hypotheses to explore alternative possibilitieseWhppropriate, they use
extended discourse without unnaturally lengthy thésh to make their
point, even when engaged in abstract elaborat®ash discourse, while
coherent, may still be influenced by the Supermeakers own language
patterns, rather than those of the target language.

Superior speakers command a variety of interactwel discourse
strategies, such as turn-taking and separating idass from supporting
information through the use of syntactic and leixidavices, as well as
intonational features such as pitch, stress aneé.tdimey demonstrate
virtually no pattern of error in the use of basistures. However, they
may make sporadic errors, particularly in low-fregay structures and in
some complex high-frequency structures more comtadiormal speech
and writing. Such errors, if they do occur, do migtract the native
interlocutor or interfere with communication.
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Table 37

Communicative Language Abilities checklist for Sigpe
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,

3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # Supr
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 adeeffully and
effectively” in reference to the speakers’ perfonte on a task.
Superior speakers have a good command of grammatioaledge. As
a result, they can provide extensive, well strieduiand cohesive
discourse on a variety of topics. Easiness, flueamy accuracy pertain
to their oral performance. They also make use thiational features
such as pitch, stress, and tone. Some sporadicseoaxur in their
discourse, but they do not interfere with commumicaor influence
comprehension by native-speakers. Therefore, tiseriggon of this
level emphasizes the importance of content, fomm, temporal aspect.
Speakers should display very good competence afrgea, vocabulary
in their discourse, which does not affect natuat/fof language.

Now turning to Bachmaet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist, we can
see that L2 speaking at the Superior level, aseaseen in Table 37, is
assessed in terms of grammatical competence, tegtrmpetence,
illocutionary competence, sociolinguistic competn@nd strategic
competence. The components of grammatical competand textual
competence are rated 4. Superior speakers haved gommand of
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lexical, morphological, syntactical and phonologicknowledge.
Moreover, they are able to produce structured aegisnand well-
developed hypotheses in a lengthy and coherenbulise. As for
illocutionary competence, its components ideationanipulative and
heuristic functions are rated 4 as well. Accordinghis rubric, superior
level speakers are able to express their opinionditberent topics as
well as to support their point of view. They corseepn subjects of their
interest and importance, for example, politics. iTtective and full
participation in conversations implies that theinduage use affects
interlocutors’ way of thinking as well as the flowf conversations.
Although they have a well-developed grammatical atektual
knowledge, they may have some difficulties with {requency or
some complex high-frequency structures. Howeverprerin these
structures do not lead to any misunderstandingil&imnto Advanced-
High sublevel, the component imaginative functiossrated 2. The
component register is rated 4 because languagpp@iate to the
context and Superior speakers know how to ad@uicording to formal
and informal context. In reference to strategic petance, speakers at
the Superior level have a good command of varioeractive and
discourse strategies, for example, turn-takingistirdyuishing the main
idea. Thus, strategic competence is rated 2, thait iis very much
involved.

Taken together, this analysis shows that speaite3sperior level
are requested to express ideas and opinion on iatyasf topics.
Moreover, they need to display linguistic knowledwed demonstrate
fluency. Therefore, | can argue that at this legehtent, form and
temporal aspects of speaking are greatly emphasized

In sum, the ACTFL speaking scale has been ardlyegarding
the components of communicative language abilityACproposed by
Bachman (1990). All components of CLA are involvactoss all the
ACTFL levels, though to different extent. The coments of
grammatical competence, textual competence, illocaty competence,
with exception of its imaginative functions, soaigluistic competence,
with exception of its component Register, and sgiat competence are
involved at an advanced level in the ACTFL Supegoel.

Having analyzed the ACTFL speaking scale, | nown tto the
analysis of the CEFR analytic descriptors of spolkarmguage. Each
proficiency level will be analyzed in the next sent
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4.5 The CEFR speaking scale

The lowest proficiency level indicated in the KFE analytic
descriptors of spoken language is Al. The desonptf this level is
presented in Table 38 and Bachmetnal's (1995) communicative
language ability (CLA) is presented in Table 39.

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

Has avery Showsonly Can manage very Ghraad Can link
basic limited control short, iseld, answer questions  words or
repertoire of of a few mainly pre-  about personal group of

Al words and simple gram- packaged details. Can words with
simple matical utterancesh interact in a simple very basic
phrases structures and much paudsingvay but communi- linear
related to  sentence search for  cation is totally connectors

personal patternsina  expressitins, dependent on repe- like “and”
details and memorized articulate lesstition, rephrasing  or “then”.
particular repertoire. familiar s,  and repair.

concrete anddpair

situations. comrimation.
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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 # Al
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 presentedable 38, Al
speakers are Basic Users. As can be seen frometfwigtion of this
proficiency level, spoken language of Al speaksrsharacterized as
being very basic. The vocabulary they possess iy liited to
particular topics. They are able to construct samgterances that refer
to some personal information as well as some ctadaets. Moreover,
Al speakers demonstrate that they know some basimngatical
sentence structures. Although this knowledge iy Vienited, they are
able to interact. There is no information abouirthbility to pronounce
words, but | can suggest that they do not havecdiffes with the
pronunciation of memorized words. In addition, Adeakers can make
use of some basic cohesive devices such as “antthem” that enable
them to connect words into short utterances.

Thus, the analytic descriptor of level Al seemsetnphasize
content, coherence, formal and temporal aspecthas the ability to
interact. In terms of the lexicogrammatical aspetie descriptor
mentions the speaker’s control of simple grammhbsitactures and of
simple lexical resources. In addition, it specifiét® component of
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lexical resource, that is, the vocabulary relategersonality and some
concrete situations, but it does not specify thenmanents of
grammatical aspect. Therefore, at this point ofahalysis it is possible
to assume that for the CEFR lowest proficiency llevés grammatical
form and accuracy as well as temporal aspectsréicaive the greatest
emphasis. The descriptor does not include thosecespf speaking
related to pronunciation, intonation, and stressweler, it mentions
that Al speakers make a lot of pauses when articglainfamiliar
words.

The analysis of the descriptor for level Al fridme perspective of
Bachmanet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist shows that speaking at this
proficiency level is assessed in terms of gramrahtmompetence,
textual competence, illocutionary competence, dradegjic competence
(see Table 39). All components of grammatical caemee, the
component coherence of textual competence, antkgitacompetence
are graded equally. All should be somewhat involveldnguage use of
Al speakers. These are described in the criterigeraaccuracy, and
coherence. These speakers demonstrate some basicol cof
lexicogrammatical aspects, cohesive devises, ang sirategies, such
as rephrasing and repairing. The components ofcutionary
competence, ideational and manipulative functioase somewhat
involved. Its component, heuristic functions, isdlved critically at a
basic level in language use of Al speakers. Thepooents rhetorical
organization and imaginative functions are not ulised in the context
of level A, but they are involved in the higher ficency levels. As for
the component dialect, it is not involved acrosy ah the CEFR
proficiency levels.

Taken together, this analysis shows that at l&\elspeakers
assessed by the CEFR guidelines will be requestd$play knowledge
of linguistic items per se than to express ideas.

Table 40 presents the description of the speskearal
performance at next proficiency level A2. The asmlyof this
description according to Bachmaet al.'s (1995) CLA checklist is
presented in Table 41.
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Table 40

CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for A2
Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherence
Uses basic  Uses some Can make hi@an answer Can link
sentence simple herselfenstbod questions and groups of

patterns with structures in very short respond to simple words with
A2 memorised correctly, but utterances, evestatements. Can  simple
phrases, still systema- though pausesindicate when he/ connectors
groups of a tically makes false starts andshe is following like “and”,
few words  basic mistakes. reformulationbut is rarely able “but” and

and formulae are vevident. to understand “because”.
in order to enough to keep
communicate conversation
limited information going of his/her
in simple everyday own accord.
situations.

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

ltem # A2
LEX 1
Grammatical MOR 1
competence  STX 2
PG 1
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
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The speech production is associated with leveifABe speaker
demonstrates the use of memorized basic words laac¢s, correct use
of simple sentences, and use of basic conjuncsaook as “and”, “but”
and “because” in the discourse (see Table 40).rAgaithing is said
about the speaker's pronunciation and this is tk&son why this
component is graded zero. However, | can suggestsith has basic
knowledge of this aspect because the speaker aetel is able to
communicate some limited information. Furthermoséth respect to
the topic development, A2 speakers can communisatee basic
information from real-life situations as well atdract in conversations
expressing some relevant ideas in simple sentedaeb.they do this
with some very evident pauses, false starts, dodmealation.

Based on this analysis, | argue that the descrifar level A2
highlights the importance of formal and temporalpeats. The
descriptions of A2 speakers’ performance in thi&dd range, accuracy,
fluency, and coherence support this idea. Moredber; are required to
participate in interactions. Although they do naivé good lexical
resource, they are able to ask simple questionamssver in simple
sentence structures.

The analysis of the descriptor for level A2 fridme perspective of
Bachman et al's (1995) CLA checklist presented in Table 41
demonstrates that L2 speaking at this proficiereyell is assessed
according to grammatical competence, textual coemoe, illocutionary
competence, and strategic competence. The componknis,
morphology, phonology, coherence and strategic ebemge are rated
equally. All are somewhat involved in language oBA2 speakers. A2
speakers communicate some basic messages throegh lithited
lexical resource. A2 speakers apply some stratedigsg to
compensate for the deficiency in language knowletigerder to make
themselves clear they may resort to reformulatitfith respect to the
components syntax, phonology, ideational and hiifisnctions, these
are involved critically at a basic level. The simgkntence structures of
A2 speakers are accurate, though basic mistakeprasent in their
language. The ideas they express are generallfedmio simple
everyday situations. There are also componentsatieatot discussed in
the descriptor of level Al. These are rhetoricgbmization, imaginative
functions, and register. Thus, the descriptor feorel A2 seems to
emphasize lexicogrammatical and temporal aspecterence, and the
ability to interact. Content is not so much hightied at this proficiency
level.
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The next proficiency level under analysis is Bdose formal
description is presented in Table 42.The analyfsikie description with
regard to Bachmaat al.’s (1995) CLA checklist is presented in Table
43.

Table 42
CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for B1
Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherence
Has enough Uses reasonably Can kee@an initiate, Can link a
language to get accurately a going  maintain and series of
by,with sufficient repertoire of comprehifg close simple  shorter,
B1 vocabulary to frequently evenupb face-to-face  discrete

express him/ use “routines” pausioig f conversation  simple
herself with some and patterns  grammiatiam topics that  elements

hesitation and associated andae  are familiar or into a
circumlocutions  with more planniaigd of personal connected,
on topics such as predictable regavery interest. linear
family, hobbies situations. evident sequence
and interests, especially in afipts.
work, travel, and onger stretches
current events. of free productions.

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 # Bl
LEX 2
Grammatical MOR 2
competence  STX 2
PG 1
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
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As can be seen in this description, level Blreefe speakers who
have richer vocabulary recourse than A2 speakerésee Table 42).
They are bale to talk about their family, hobbiegerests, and other
general topics. Moreover, B1 speakers produce ttiietsres that they
use frequently without a lot of mistakes, that tisey speak with
accuracy. As there is no mention of their pronuimma in this
descriptor, it is graded similarly to the previqusficiency levels as 1.
Being able to converse on topics cited above, Bhlsprs should have
some knowledge of phonology. In addition, they a#ter some simple
elements in order to produce a short but connedismburse. They are
able to make their point clear when discussing dgsérsonal
information such as family or hobby. Although thgfreech can contain
a lot of hesitations and pauses, they do not fail imteract
comprehensibly. From this description, it can bguad that level B1
places a great emphasis on grammar, vocabulasndiy coherence,
and interaction.

The analysis of level B1 from the perspectiv®8athmaret al.’s
(1995) CLA checklist presented in Table 43 displdng L2 speaking at
B1 is assessed in terms of grammatical competéexteial competence,
illocutionary competence, and strategic competertmvever, not all
components are rated equally. As regards gramrhatimapetence,
lexis, morphology, syntax, and phonology are inedicritically at a
basic level because B1 speakers have lexicograahatisource that is
sufficient to discuss topics related to personalithe component
coherence is also involved at a basic level bec&lsspeakers make
use of some cohesive devices that help them prodwrmected
discourse. The component rhetorical organizatisoimewhat involved
in language use of B1 speakers because they ardmbkpress a clear
point. The component ideational functions is caitidntermediate
because B1 speakers are able to discuss a vafigbpios concerning
their personal life, for example, hobby, family,daothers. As regards
manipulative and heuristic functions, these comptsare involved at a
basic level. B1 speakers are more independentrimersations, that is,
they are able to start, maintain and finish simpd@versation. It is
worth noting that they participate this way just emh topics of
conversations are familiar or of their personakiiest. In order to
demonstrate comprehension, they attempt to repesit tive interlocutor
has just communicated to them. In addition, B1 kpesatry to transmit
meaning resorting to circumlocutions and repairiddthough their
speech can contain a lot of hesitations and patseg,do not fail to
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interact comprehensibly. Here, strategic competerscesomewhat
involved.

In conclusion, this analysis shows that at |eéy&l speakers are
required to display language knowledge. Moreoves témporal aspects
of speaking such as pauses are very noticeablete@ois limited to
topics related to personal interests, such as habbtravelling. Thus, |
argue that formal and temporal aspects of speakieg more paid
attention to than content.

The next proficiency level under analysis in @€FR descriptors
is B2. The description of this level across fivéesia is presented next
in Table 44 and its analysis from the perspectif@achmanet al.'s
(1995) CLA checklist in presented in Table 45.

Table 44
CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for B2

Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherence
Has a sufficient Showsa  Can producen iGéiate discourse, Can use a
range of relatively stretcloés take his/her turn when limited
language to be high degree languageappropriate and end  number of
B2 able to give of gramma- with a fairlgonversation when he/ cohesive
clear tical control. evemf®; she needs to, though devices to
descriptions, Does not although He/she may not always link

express view- make errors she can e this elegantly. Can his/her
points on most which cause hesistantlasp the discussion utterances
general topics, misunder-  he or shealong on familiar into clear,
without much  standing, and searchesgimund confirming  coherent

conspicuous can correct  patterins eomprehension, discourse,
searching for  most of his/ expressjoinsiting others in, though there

words, using her mistakes. there are fetg. may be some
some complex notidgdding “jumpiness”
sentence forms pauses. inagpn

to do so. contribution.
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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

ltem # B2
LEX 3
Grammatical MOR 3
competence  STX 3
PG 1
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 speakee able to
describe clearly as well as express opinions ort gergeral topics. This
is possible due to their vocabulary resource. Inega, B2 speakers
have a relatively high control of grammatical knedge. Their oral
performance is distinctive in the following way. éyh are able to
describe and give their opinions in some complaxesees, though
with some hesitancy and pauses. Their utterancescamnected by
cohesive devices, but the number of these deviseguite limited.
Nevertheless, their discourse can be clear andreoshddowever, some
jumpinessoccurs in their discourse. This can suggest &t tliscourse
may lack organizational development. They may dtatalk about one
thing andjump to another one. Moreover, B2 speakers are able to
express their ideas or feelings on most generakdog-inally, B2
speakers can take an active part in conversatifmmsexample, by
initiating a conversation, maintaining it by takingns and finishing it
when they need to. In addition, they contributedaversation when it
covers familiar topics. Therefore, at this pointlod analysis, | continue
to argue that formal and temporal aspects of spgakis well as
coherence and fluency are greater emphasized trdaent.
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In regard to Bachmaet al.s (1995) CLA checklist, the analysis
of the descriptor for level B2 demonstrates thasB@akers are assessed
in terms of all competences of CLA, though not @mnis all their
components (see Table 45). Similarly to the previproficiency level,
the components of grammatical competence, excepptfonology, at
level B2 are rated equally. These are involvedically at an
intermediate level because of B2 speakers’ levdexitogrammatical
knowledge, which is good enough to discuss mosergériopics. The
component phonology is somewhat involved as theri#sr does not
provide any explicit information about B2 speaketsnunciation. The
component coherence is also critical intermedia¢eabse of their
ability to use a limited number of cohesive devicEee component
rhetorical organization is involved critically at lzasic level as B2
speakers tend to loose the linear sequence of tHeas. As for
illocutionary competence, its components ideaticaradl manipulative
functions are involved critically at an intermeeidevel. B2 speakers
are able to communicate ideas on most generalsoploreover, they
can participate actively in conversations. Heuwrifitinctions are critical
basic as while participating in discussions, B2 akpes are also
learning. They try to use more complex sentenagttres. Moreover,
they can already perceive their error and corregstnof them. The
component register is critical basic at this piieficy level. B2 speakers
do not have very good sensitivity to the differehetween formal and
informal language, for example, they may not alwafigish
conversation elegantly. Finally, strategic compegeris somewhat
involved. B2 speakers make use of cooperativeegjies. When they
have difficulties in communicating something theglyr on their
interlocutors. Moreover, B2 speakers are able twecb most of their
mistakes. In addition, after they have producedci@age or a sentence
and they perceive that they have not been understay try to say it
again with different words. Here, they resort tce thestructuring
strategy. Avoidance strategies may be a part af thnal performance. |
can suggest thgumpinessin their discourse that has been discussed
above refers to formal avoidance.

To conclude the analysis of level B2, | argud gpeakers at this
proficiency level will be required to demonstrateolwledge of
lexicogrammatical aspects as well as control ofpemal aspects than
content. Moreover, such aspects of speaking asreote and fluency
are also emphasized. In addition, the ability ttdfeoconversation, that
is, initiate discourse and take turns, is alsorefgimportance.
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Finally, I turn to Proficient User, which consigif two levels: C1
and C2. The first level to be discussed is C1. a8 presents the
description of this proficiency level. Table 47 geats its analysis from
the perspective of Bachmanal.'s (1995) CLA checklist.

Table 46
CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for C1

Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction Coherence

Has agood Consistently Can expreSan select a Can produce

command of maintainsa  him/herseBuitable phrase clear,smoothly

broad range  high degree of fluently afrdm a readily  flowing, well-
Clof language grammatical spontaneoushijae range structured

allowing him/ accuracy; almost effortof discourse speech,
her to select a errors are rare, lesslyyOnfunctions to showing con-
formulation  difficult to a conceyatly preface his trolled use of
to express spot and diffiqubject remarks in organisational
him/herself  generally can hinder order to get patterns,
clearly inan corrected natusahooth or to keep connectors
appropriate  whentheydo flowof the floor and to and cohesive
style on a wide occur. language relate his/her own devices.
range of general, contributions

academic, skilfully to

professional or those of other

leisure topics speakers.

without having
to restrict what
he/she wants to say.
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Table 47
Communicative Language Abilities checklist for C1
0 = not involved, 1 = somewhat involved, 2 = critad basic/very much,
3 = critical intermediate, 4 = critical advanced

Item # C1l
LEX 4
Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4
PG 2
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

According to the description in Table 46, theespeof speakers
is associated with level C1 if they possess gooduage knowledge to
discuss a variety of topics. Their lexical and niadpgical knowledge
enables them to express what they want without eestriction.
Moreover, C1 speakers make errors rarely becauieewfhigh degree
of grammatical accuracy.

And if there are some they are difficult to netiand generally
corrected by speakers. In addition, they can predtlear, smoothly
flowing, and well-structured speech. Discussingiows topics, C1
speakers demonstrate a good control of organiadtipatterns and
cohesive devices. Finally, C1 speakers are abl@lto fluently and
spontaneously, generally without effort. They nanedsort to strategic
competence as a languagempensatorbecause they have a good
command of grammar and vocabulary. Therefore, iat gbint of the
analysis, it can be argued that formal and tempaspects of speaking
as well as coherence and fluency receive a greatgrhasis than
content.
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The analysis of the descriptor of level C1 frdra perspective of
Bachmaret al.’s (1995) CLA checklist presented in Table 47 shthas
speaking at this proficiency level is assesseceims of grammatical,
textual, illocutionary, sociolinguistic, and strgi® competences.
However, not all components of these competencesaed equally.
For instance, the components of grammatical competeexcept for
phonology, are rated 4, that it, they are involvatically at an
advanced level in language use of C1 speakers sedhe speech of
these speakers is highly accurate with a good comna lexical
resource. C1 speakers also demonstrate fluencyspodtaneity. The
component phonology is critical basic because asbeaseen from the
descriptor of level C1 speakers are able to exgresaselves clearly. |
suggest that speakers should have at least basidédatge of phonology
to express themselves clearly. On the other hand, acmmponent of
textual knowledge, coherence, is rated 4 and anaihe, rhetorical
organizations, is rated 3. C1 speakers can produbghly coherent
discourse with clear development. The componerdtioleal functions
is involved critically at an advanced level. C1 apers feel more
confident to discuss a wide range of topics. As rf@nipulative and
heuristic functions, this component is critical eimbediate at this
proficiency level. Having a good command of langyaGl speakers
participate in a conversation actively. | can ssggleat they are able to
manipulate conversation, for instance they initiate a convisyea
maintain it by taking turns and finish approprigteMoreover, when
they face some grammar problems they are able ¢olargguage so
skillfully that errors are almost not noticed. Inragive functions are
not involved yet at this level. In regard to regisiC1 speakers are able
to use language appropriately. This may suggesttiiey are aware of
the importance of language variations, such as dbramd informal
spoken discourse. As a result, this componentiigalrintermediate.
Finally, strategic competence is somewhat engag#usalevel because
C1 speakers make rare use of strategies due iogthed command of
grammar and vocabulary.

Thus, the descriptor of level C1 of the CEFR mumds to
emphasize formal and temporal aspects as well hsreoce and the
ability to interact. The descriptor mentions thal €peakers have a
broad range of language in order for them to disdapics clearly and
in an appropriate style. It is important to highligthat this lexical
resource enables C1 speakers to express any idese@uently, | argue
that content and form receive equal importance dnsheaking at this
proficiency level.
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Finally, the last proficiency level to be discedawvithin the scope

of the CEFR descriptors of spoken language is @RI€T48 presents the
description of this level and Table 49 presentsaitalysis from the
perspective of Bachmaat al.'s (1995) CLA checklist.

Table 48

CEFR analytic descriptor of spoken language for C2

Cc2

Range Accuracy Fluency tetaction Coherence
Shows great Maintains Can expre€an interact with ~ Can create
flexibility constistent  him/tsaif  ease and skill, coherent and
reformulating grammatical spontaneougigking up and cohesive

ideas in differing control of at length witusing non-verbal discourse
linguistic forms complex anatural and intonational  making full
to convey finer language, colloqulald, cues apparently and approp-
shades of mean- even while avoiding oreffortlessly. Can riate use of
ing precisely, to attention is backtracki interweave his/her a variety of
give emphasis, otherwise around argontribution into organisational
to differentiate engaged (e.qg. difficidty the joint discourse patterns and
and to eliminate in forward smoothlytthaith fully natural a wide range

ambiguity. planning, in the intenldor turntaking, of connectors
Also has a monitoring is hardly referencing, and other
good command others’ aware of it. allusion making, cohesive

of idiomatic reactions). etc. dewce

expressions and
collogualisms.
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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 # C2
LEX 4
Grammatical MOR 4
competence  STX 4
PG 2
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 dmes
demonstrate an ability to use different linguistarms. They can
express their ideas or feelings in various forntes s also possible due
to their high degree of grammatical knowledge. Mwoeg, they are able
to produce lengthy discourse naturally. The disseuhat C2 speakers
produce is coherent and cohesive. It consists obws organizational
patterns and connectors as well as other cohesivieas. In addition,
when they participate in conversation they are awsditurn taking rules
and they take turns naturally. All in all, it car largued that the
descriptor for level C2 places emphasis on fluerapherence, and
ability to interact. In terms of lexicogrammatiepects, the descriptor
elicits their consistent control of grammar anddeit does not specify
the range of this knowledge, but as C2 speakersable to express
precise meaning and have great flexibility to refolate ideas | can
assume that they are confident to discuss any gopith complex
language. Therefore, at this point of the analybisjay claim that
formal and temporal aspects of speaking continueeteive a great
emphasis, though content is also important atéisl of proficiency.
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In regard to Bachmaet al’s (1995) CLA checklist, the analysis
of the descriptor for level C2 demonstrates thit finoficiency level is
assessed in terms of all competences of CLA (sdd#eT49). The
components of grammatical competence, except fanglbgy, and
textual competences are rated equally, that isy thee involved
critically at an advanced level because of the lgmsa consistent
lexicogrammatical control. The component phonolagyritical basic
because the descriptor for level C2 does not peogiglicit information
of the speaker’s phonological knowledge. Thuss yriaded similarly to
the previous proficiency level. Moreover, C2 speakean produce
coherent and cohesive discourse with appropriate afs cohesive
devices. The components ideational, manipulatived aeuristic
functions are rated equally. All of them are invavcritically at an
advanced level. C2 speakers are able not only presg their ideas
easily, but also to reformulate them providing arenprecise meaning.
Moreover, they interact easily and skillfully wheitlgey can monitor
interlocutors’ reactions in conversation. In aduitithey are able to use
language so proficiently that when they make erirtteslocutors are not
aware of them in most cases. The component imiggnunctions is
critical intermediate at level C2 because thesealggre demonstrate
their knowledge of idiomatic expressions and callaism. The
component register is critical advanced because <pakers
demonstrate good control of formal and informalglaage. Finally,
strategic competence is somewhat involved in tia performance of
C2 speakers because they resort to restructurmagegy in order to
avoid ambiguity.

To conclude the analysis of level C2, | argue Hpeeakers at this
level of proficiency will be required to demons&danguage knowledge
as well as express ideas. Their response is adsesgarms of formal
and temporal aspects as well as coherence antitig @ interact.

In sum, the CEFR analytic descriptors of spolagliage have
been analyzed in terms of the components of CLAéwork proposed
by Bachman (1990). Each proficiency level has haésd according to
the CLA rating instrument from 0 to 5 (Bachmeanhal., 1995). Taken
together, | argue that the CEFR analytic descriptdrspoken language
involve grammatical, textual, illocutionary, sodiuistic, and strategic
competences. The components of the first two coemges, except for
the component phonology, are involved at their aded level in level
C2. All components of illocutionary competence,ides the component
imaginative functions, which is critical intermettia are involved
critically at an advanced level. The component otiainguistic
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competence, register, is critical advanced in le@8l In regard to
strategic competence, it is somewhat involved flevel A1 on.

Having analyzed the speaking rubrics of two mieficy tests of
English (TOEFL and IELTS) and two guidelines forieotations
(ACTFL and CEFR) according to Bachmat al.'s (1995) CLA
checklist, 1 now turn to the aspects of speakingitalthat will be
compared across these two tests and guidelines.cbhparison will be
based on Fulcher's (2003) framework for describihg speaking
construct, which was reviewed in Chapter 3. Firsthe aspects of
speaking of the TOEFL and IELTS rubrics will be qared (4.5).
Secondly, the aspects of speaking the ACTFL and RCEpeaking
rubrics will be compared (4.6). Finally, the asgeat speaking ability
will be compared across the proficiency test anddejines for
orientations (4.7).

4.5 Comparability of the aspects of speaking abiljt across TOEFL
and IELTS

Following Fulcher's (2003) framework, the firstspect of
speaking ability to be compared across two praficyetests is language
competence, which is composed of three compone€figese are
phonology, accuracy, and fluency. The first compnévolves
pronunciation, stress, and intonation. Lookinghet TOEFL speaking
scale, it can be seen that these phonologicaltgpsadire discussed in the
criterion Delivery from the lowest score, Scorel his supports the idea
that pronunciation is an essential aspect of spgatcording to the
TOEFL speaking scale. In regard to the IELTS spegkcale, there is a
separate criterion for pronunciation, and this eagptes the importance
of the phonological aspect in speaking constructval. In IELTS,
pronunciation is assessed from the lowest bandd Bawhere speakers
demonstrate little communication.

The next component of language competence israoguln
TOEFL, accuracy is examined in criterion Language ffom Score 1.
Here, raters pay attention to how accurate grancalasitructures and
vocabulary of test takers are. With respect tolHe'S speaking scale,
accuracy is discussed in two criteria: Lexical Rese and Grammatical
Range and Accuracy. The assessment of accuraaysoiegm Band 2 in
this test.

Fluency is the last component of language compgeteThe
TOEFL speaking scale includes fluency together whbnology in the
criterion Delivery. Here, the quality and rate pkeech are scrutinized
and their description is present in Score 1. THeTH speaking scale
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examines this component in a specially assigneerim called Fluency
and Coherence. Raters assess speech taking itori¢he amount of
hesitations (pauses), repetitions, and self-caoest and describe them
from the lowest band, Band 2.

According to the framework for describing the agag construct
proposed by Fuclher (2003), the second aspect edkspg ability is
strategic capacity. The TOEFL speaking scale doésnention the test
takers’ ability to use strategies. On the contrdng IELTS speaking
scale includes strategic capacity. Test takers afdB4 re required to
demonstrate some use of paraphrasing strategyhugicommented in
the criterion Language Resource.

Textual knowledge is the next aspect of speakirility.
According to Fulcher (2003), “most speaking is ghty structured
activity” (p.34). Fulcher (2003) follows AndersomdaLynch (1988)
who refer to speech as a part of ‘interactional petence’ (p.34). Thus,
he discusses the structure of talk in terms of taking, adjacency pairs,
and openings and closings. As the TOEFL speakihgtesst does not
involve any interaction because test takers retwet responses to the
tasks with the help of computers, their ability take turns, to use
adjacency pairs or to open and close conversatiennat assessed.
However, cohesion and rhetorical organization of tiest taker's
response are included in criterion Topical DevelepinThe description
of the response in relevance to these componeats §tom Score 1 in
the TOEFL test. On the contrary to the TOEFL spegl€ub-test, there
is a real-life interaction between the test taked the examiner in the
IELTS speaking section. However, the structureatk tonsidered in
Fulcher’'s (2003) framework is not described in tB&TS speaking
scale. The IELTS speaking scale assesses the defgceberence and
topic development in the criterion Fluency and Gehee from Band 3
on.

Pragmatic knowledge is the next component froenftamework
for describing the speaking construct, within witbntext Fulcher
(2003) discusses appropriacy, implicature and esimg beindg’
Appropriacy of the response to the task as wellappropriacy of
grammar and vocabulary use is discussed in theeriorit Topic
Development and Lexical Use of the TOEFL speakicgles Being a
very important aspect, appropriacy is involved fr8oore 1 in TOEFL.

24 For Bachman (1990), pragmatic competence is coatpoktwo competences: illocutionary
and sociolinguistic. However, Fulcher (2003) desid® single out sociolinguistic
competence in his framework.
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The IELTS speaking scale also pays special attemticappropriacy of
topic development, grammatical structures, and voleay resource.
These are examined in three criteria: Fluency anmhe€nce,
Grammatical Range and Accuracy, and Lexical Respugaspectively.
Signs of appropriacy are examined from Band 3 amplitature and
expressing being are not present in either speadalgs.

The last aspect of speaking ability, which, adeay to Fulcher
(2003), should be included into the construct, @idinguistic
knowledge. Here, topical knowledge is consideredbath speaking
scales. The TOEFL speaking scale emphasizes thertamge of
conveying relevant ideas with appropriate use otabaolary and
grammar structures as well as developing the tdpily. Topical
knowledge is discussed in the criteria Language &sd Topic
Development from Score 1 on. In regard to the IEISpBaking scale,
topical and cultural knowledge are assessed. Thgredeof topic
development depends on the topic. If the topiaisiliar, test takers can
produce a lengthier and error-free discourse themwt is unfamiliar.
Topical knowledge is involved from Band 3 on. Craluknowledge is
represented in the form of idiomatic language. Talsérs are expected
to include idioms in their speech from Band 7 on.

The following conclusions can be drawn from tligcdssion of
the aspects of speaking ability assessed by TOBBLELTS. First, the
TOEFL and IELTS speaking scales are highly comgarabterms of
language competence. This aspect is so importatththth speaking
scales describe it from the lowest levels. The TDEpeaking scale
cannot be compared to the IELTS speaking scale wa#pect to
strategic capacity because this aspect is not dedun the TOEFL
speaking scale. In regard to textual knowledge, sheaking scales
cannot be compared in terms of the structure é&flh@sause they do not
examine it. Pragmatic knowledge is assessed in peaking scales.
The TOEFL speaking scale is comparable to the IEEp&king scale
with respect to appropriacy. Finally, sociolingigstknowledge is
included in the speaking constructs of both te3tsey are comparable
in terms of topical knowledge. In addition, the TEL speaking scale
assesses cultural knowledge of test takers.

The next subchapter presents the comparability aspects of
speaking ability across ACTFL and CEFR, which Wil similar to the
comparability of TOEFL and IELTS. The aspects oéadpng ability
will be compared according to Fulcher's (2003) feavork for
describing speaking construct.
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4.6 Comparability of the aspects of speaking abiljt across ACTFL
and CEFR

The comparability of the aspects of speaking itgbihcross
ACTFL and CEFR starts with language competencenélbgy, the
first component of language competence, is assegsdile ACTFL
speaking scale. This component is important becaus#igibility of
speakers’ discourse depends on it. Pronunciatialisussed from the
ACTFL lowest level, Novice-Low, on. The differenbetween Novice-
Low and Superior speakers is great. Whereas speakehe Novice-
Low level may produce unintelligible discourse hesma of poor
phonological knowledge, speakers at the Superia lare expected to
have a good command of pitch, stress and tone. dRbgn is not
discussed explicitly in the CEFR speaking scalg, dfter reading the
descriptors of level Al, it becomes clear that fg¢akers would not be
able to perform satisfactorily at this level withopossessing some
knowledge of phonology.

Accuracy and fluency are discussed togetherard#scriptions of
the ACTFL proficiency levels. A minimally intelligle spoken
discourse, which is described in relation to accyrand fluency, is
produced by Novice-Mid speakers. The CEFR speakaade has two
separate criteria for these components. These areracy and Fluency.
They are assessed from the CEFR lowest level, ksl/ebn.

The next aspect of speaking ability, which iscdssed in
Fulcher’s (2003) framework, is strategic capaditys involved in both
ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales. Strategic competenimcluded in
the ACTFL speaking construct from the Novice-Midde According to
the description of this level, Novice-Mid speakeray resort to code-
switching as one of the types of achievement gjiadeor silence may
be frequent, that is, avoidance strategy, whentdakk requires a high
level of language knowledge, for example, the mtiate level tasks.
As for the CEFR speaking scale, some strategiedeamoticed in the
spoken discourse of Al speakers, which is the CIBRRst proficiency
level. Rephrasing strategy, which is discussed le fcriterion
Interaction, leads to a better communication.

Textual knowledge involves the sensitivity to teiucture of
conversations. In the ACTFL speaking scale Novidd-Bpeakers are
expected to demonstrate some limited knowledgedjdcancy pairs
responding to direct questions in a limited numbemwords. As for
Intermediate-Low speakers, they can participatecamversation on
predictable topics. They may also start a conviersatith a request for
information. As regards the CEFR speaking scalespdakers are able
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to take part in spoken interaction, which is basedgome basic lexical
resource. For instance, they can solicit infornratis well as provide
responses to the questions about their persondhtycase of Bl

speakers, they are already able to open, maintaid elose

conversations about familiar topics. Thus, knowkedfadjacency pairs
is discussed in the criterion Interaction.

The next aspect of speaking ability is pragmiatiowledge. The
ACTFL speaking scale looks at appropriacy of thekep discourse
produced by speakers from the Novice-Mid level. gdeakers also
demonstrate appropriacy of their discourse to cmat®n. Although
they have limited knowledge of vocabulary and grammnihey can
interact in a simple way. Both speaking scales dn abserve
implicature of spoken discourse. As for expres$eqg, the ACTFL
speaking scale describes speakers’ ability to espomn a variety of
communicative tasks. This ability is noticed in M@+High speakers. In
the CEFR speaking scale B1 speakers show theityaiilparticipate in
face-to-face conversations on a range of famil@pids. Criterion
Interaction describes pragmatic knowledge of spmake

Finally, sociolinguistic knowledge is assessediath speaking
scales. In the ACTFL speaking scale Novice-Mid kpema have
situational knowledge. They can respond to diragstjons. As for
topical knowledge, Novice-High speakers take parstraightforward
social situations discussing basic topics. Theyadse aware of topics
that are important in order to survive in the tarigeguage cultures.
This way they demonstrate cultural knowledge. lgard to the CEFR
speaking scale, Al speakers show that they havee s@abulary
knowledge for certain concrete situations. Thigdéscribed in criterion
Range. They can discuss topics related to the paligo and this is
discussed in criterion Interaction. With respectctdtural knowledge,
C2 speakers command a variety of idioms and colétigms. This
component of sociolinguistic knowledge is includedriterion Range.

In comparing the aspects of the ACTFL and CEFRakng
constructs, | can conclude that these guidelingsoftentations are
highly comparable in terms of language competeBogh emphasize
speakers’ pronunciation, accuracy, and fluency. fas strategic
capacity, ACTFL and CEFR are highly comparable alt because they
discuss the types of strategies used by speakemreadVer, the ACTFL
speaking scale is highly comparable to the IELT&akjmg scale with
respect to textual knowledge. According to thesedejines for
orientations, speakers should be aware of the fatespeaking, such as
turn taking and adjacency pairs. In addition, praticnknowledge is
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described in both speaking scales. The ACTFL andrRCEpeaking
scales are highly comparable with each other imseof appropriacy
and expressing being. The last aspect of speakilitydhat is included
in the construct of these guidelines for orientatis sociolinguistic
knowledge. Both speaking scales are highly companatth respect to
situational, topical, and cultural knowledge.

Finally, subchapter 4.7 presents the comparlti¢ aspects of
speaking ability across TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and GERhe process
of the comparison will be the same as in the coatphty of TOEFL
and IELTS, and ACTFL and CEFR.

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

Having compared the TOEFL speaking scale to thelTflbne
and the ACTFL speaking scale to the CEFR one, | famus on the
comparison of the speaking constructs across thredieiency tests and
guidelines for orientation in this section.

Following Fulcher's (2003) framework for describi the
speaking construct, the first aspect to be compacedss the speaking
scales is language competence. All speaking scales highly
comparable with each other in terms of its threenmmnents:
phonology, accuracy, and fluency. Speakers’ proiatioa features are
assessed. In addition, the speaking scales ofetsts aind guidelines
describe speakers’ ability to produce accurateflaeet discourse.

Strategic capacity is the next aspect of speakibijty. The
TOEFL speaking scale does not assess the tesstalser of strategies.
The IELTS speaking scale, by contrast, includeseaelment strategies
such as paraphrasing. As for the ACTFL speakingesdadescribes
both achievement and avoidance strategies thatkepeasort to in
challenging situations. In regard to the CEFR speplscale, only
achievement strategies are included. Thus, | carclgede that the
TOEFL speaking scale is not comparable to any atpeeking scales.
The IELTS speaking scale and the CEFR speakinge sma highly
comparable with each other in terms of strategpaci#y. Both include
achievement strategies in their level descriptiraddition, they show
some comparability with the ACTFL speaking scale.

Textual knowledge is the next aspect of spealkhilty. The
TOEFL and IELTS speaking scales do not include tedters’
knowledge of the conversation structure. Thus, tanot be compared
to the ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales. In contthst ACTFL and
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CEFR speaking scales are highly comparable with etteer in terms of
textual knowledge because both assess the rulspdaking.

The next aspect of speaking ability to be congbasepragmatic
knowledge. The TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL, and CEFR spagkscales
look at the degree of grammatical and vocabulagr@piacy in the
spoken discourse of speakers. Only the ACTFL anéFRCEpeaking
scales describe speakers’ expressing being in csati@n. Thus, | can
conclude that these speaking scales are somewtmgacable with each
other in terms of pragmatic knowledge.

The last aspect of speaking ability is sociolistic knowledge.
The TOEFL and IELTS speaking scales pay attentiontdpical
knowledge in order to see whether test takers dpuéle topic fully and
appropriately to the task. Only the IELTS speakswple includes
cultural topic. The ACTFL and CEFR speaking scalesess situational,
topical, and cultural knowledge. Thus, | can come tconclusion that
the TOEFL and IELTS speaking scales are somewhaparmble to
that of ACTFL and CEFR in terms of sociolinguidtimowledge.
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CHAPTER V
Conclusions, Pedagogical implications, Limitationand Suggestions

In this chapter, | present the main conclusidra t draw from
the findings of the present study (section 5.1ya@egical implications
are discussed in section 5.2. Finally, the studirsitations and
suggestions for further research are addressegttios 5.3.

5.1 Conclusions

The objective of the present study was to analjeespeaking
constructs of two proficiency tests (TOEFL and IH)Tand two
guidelines (ACTFL and CEFR). In the pursuit of istigating their
speaking constructs, two research questions wesedpo

1. How do the TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL and CEFR speaking

scales assess speech

performance?

2. Is there comparability of the speaking construcbsg these

proficiency tests and guidelines?

The analysis carried out was based on the frameved
communicative language ability (CLA) proposed bycBaan (1990)
and Fulcher's (2003) framework for describing tipeaking construct,
which is an adaptation of the Bachman and Palm@®&)L model of
CLA.

Based on Bachmaet al's (1995) CLA checklist and rating
instrument, it was possible to reveal the compaehtCLA across the
TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL, and CEFR speaking scales. Muez, the
degree of involvement of each component was regealéus, the
following general conclusions for each speakindesaeere obtained.

5.1.1 The TOEFL speaking scale: general conclusions

The components of all competences were ratedthvithhelp of a
five-scale instrument, from zero to four. As canseen in Table 50, all
components of grammatical competence proposed lojarBan (1990)
are included in the speaking construct of the TOE&ing scale for
speaking. All are somewhat involved at Score 1nTligey are involved
critically at a basic level at Score 2. Next, tlaeg involved critically at
an intermediate level at Score 4. Finally, theyiaw®lved critically at
an advanced level at Score 4.
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Table 50
General conclusions for the TOEFL speaking scale

ltem # 1=smwht 2=critical bas./ 3=critical int. 4=criical adv.
involved very much

LEX Scorel Score 2 S®@re Score 4

Grammatical MOR Score 1 Score 2 S®re Score 4
competence STX  Scorel Score 2 Score 3 Score 4

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

IDE - Score 1 Score 2 orgéct
lllocutionary  MAN - - - -
competence HEU - Score 1 Score 2 Score 4

IMG - - - -

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

Strategic STC - -
competence

Cohesion and Rhetorical organization are involeetcally at a
basic level at score 1. Their degree of involvensrcores 2 and 3 is
critical intermediate and it is critical advancetl $core 4 in this
proficiency test.

Two components of illocutionary competence areolved in
language of the TOEFL candidates. These are idedtEnd heuristic
functions. The first is critical at a basic levélScore 1. It is critical
intermediate at Scores 2 and 3. Finally, it iScaltadvanced at Score 4.
As for Heuristic functions, they are critical basat Score 1. This
component is critical intermediate at Scores 2ari€inally, it is critical
advanced at score 4. The TOEFL rating scale foaldpg does not
include the components of Sociolinguistic competenor Strategic
competence.

Based on these findings, | argue that to thidigemcy test,
speaking is seen as the oral ability to demonsgetemmatical, textual,
and illocutionary competences. Grammatical andutdxtompetences
should be presented at their advanced level. Aardsgillocutionary
competence, just its two components, ideationattfans and heuristic
functions are involved in the TOEFL speaking camdtrThe other two
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language functions, manipulative and imaginatives aot involved
across any of the TOEFL scores. In reference aiegjfic competence,
the TOEFL speaking scale does not include this amapt of CLA into
its speaking construct.

5.1.2 The IELTS speaking scale: general conclusions
The analysis of théELTS rating scale for speaking showed that

all components of grammatical competence are irclud the speaking
construct (see Table 51). Components Lexis, Mokl and
Phonology are somewhat involved from Band 2, wlieeecomponent
Syntax is somewhat involved from Band 3 on. All goments of
grammatical competence are critical basic at Band'hkn, they are
critical intermediate at Band 6. Finally, they amdtical advanced at
Band 8.
Table 51
General conclusions fahelELTS speaking scale

Item # 1=smwht 2=critical bas./ 3=critical int. 4=critical adv.

involved very much

LEX Band?2 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8

Grammatical MOR Band 2 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8
competence STX Band3 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8

PG Band 2 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8
Textual COH Band3 Band 4 Band 6 Band 8
competence ORG Band4 Band 5 Band 7 Band 8

IDE Band 3 Band5 Band 6 Band 8
lllocutionary MAN - - - -
competence HEU - Band 2 Band 6 Band 8

IMG - Band 7 Band 8 Band 9

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

Strategic STC Band4 Band 8
competence

Cohesion and rhetorical organization are somewivatved from
Band 3 and Band 4, respectively. Then, cohesianwvidved critically at
a basic level from Band 4, and rhetorical orgaioratrom Band 5.
Next, cohesion is critical intermediate at Band &l 8and 7, and
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rhetorical organization is critical intermediateBdnd 7. Finally, both
become critical advanced at Band 8.

The components of illocutionary competence aneolired in
language use, except for manipulative functionsaiidnal functions are
somewhat involved at Band 3 and become criticaicbat Band 5.
Heuristic functions are critical basic at Band @aginative functions
are critical basic at Band 7. Ideational functians involved critically at
an intermediate level at Band 6, where heuristid @amaginative
functions are critical intermediate at Band 6 arahd 8, respectively.
Heuristic functions come to be critical advanceahfrBand 8. Then,
ideational and heuristic functions are critical aoleed at Band 8. Lastly,
imaginative functions are involved critically at @dvanced level at
Band 9.

In regard to sociolinguistic competence, its comgnts dialect
and register are not involved at all. As a reghkty are graded as zero
across all bands. Furthermore, strategic competeecemes somewhat
involved at Band 4 and it is very much involvedir@and 8 on.

Based on the findings above, | argue that thaldpg construct
of the IELTS speaking band descriptors include fllewing aspects.
These are grammatical, textual, illocutionary aimdtegic competences.
Almost all components of these competences, besidesomponent
manipulative functions, are involved criticallytheir advanced levels in
the IELTS speaking band descriptors. The only cdemmpe that is not
involved across any of the bands is sociolinguistimpetence. Thus, |
conclude that speaking in the IELTS speaking testhé ability that
should include grammatical, textual, illocutionargnd strategic
competences.

5.1.3 The ACTFL speaking scale: general conclusions

Table 52 presents the results of the analysithe@PACTFL rating
scale for speaking. It can be seen that the conmiere grammatical
competence are somewhat involved from the Novice-level except
for the component syntax that is somewhat invoklethe Novice-High
level. Lexis, morphology, and phonology becomeiaaitbasic at the
Novice-High level where syntax is critical basidla Intermediate-Low
level. All components of grammatical competence amgolved
critically intermediate at the Advanced-Low levé&iinally, these are
critical advanced at the Advanced-High level.
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Table 52
General conclusions fokCTFL speaking scale

Item # 1=smwht 2=critical bas./ 3=critical int. 4=critical adv.

involved very much

LEX Novice Low Novice High Adv. Low  dv. High
Grammatical MOR Novice Low Novice High Adv. Low AdHigh
competence STX Novice High Inter. Low  Adv. ko Adv. High

PG Novice Low NowHigh Adv. Low Adv. High

Textual COH Inter. Low Inter. Mid Adv. Mid Adv. High
competence ORG Inter. Low Inter. Mid AdMid Adv. High

IDE  Novice High ntér. Low Inter. High  Adv. High
lllocutionary MAN Novice Low Novice High Adv. Mid  Superior
competence HEU - Novice Mid Inter. Low Inter. Mid

IMG - Adv. Mid - -

Sociolinguistic DIA - - -
competence REG  Adv. Low Adv. Mid Adtigh Superior

Strategic STC Novice Mid  Adv. Mid
competence

In reference to cohesion and rhetorical orgammatboth are
somewhat involved from the Intermediate-Low levEhey become
critical basic at the Intermediate-Mid level. Thegcee of their
involvement is critical intermediate at the Advadiddid level. Finally,
they are critical advanced at the Advanced-Higtellend continue at
this degree of involvement in the Superior level.

Ideational functions are somewhat involved at Nwvice-High
level. Manipulative functions are somewhat involhedm the lowest
level, that is, Novice Low. Heuristic and imagiwatifunctions are
involved critically basic at the Novice-Mid leveh@ Advanced-Mid
level, respectively. Ideational functions are cati basic at the
Intermediate-Low level and manipulative functiome aritical basic at
the Novice-High level. Ideational and manipulatiuactions are critical
intermediate at the Intermediate-High level and @abed-Mid level,
respectively. Then, heuristic functions are crltiteermediate at the
Intermediate-Low level and are critical advancedhat Intermediate-
Mid level. As for ideational and manipulative fuioets, they are critical
advanced at the Advanced-High level and the Supelével,
respectively.
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The component dialect is not involved at all. Wigspect to the
component register, it is somewhat involved atAdeanced-Low level.
Next, it is critical basic at the Advanced-Mid Iéwend it is critical
intermediate at the Advanced-High level. Finaltyisicritical advanced
at the Superior level.

Strategic competence is somewhat involved atNbeice-Mid
level and it is very much involved at the Advandédt level and
remains at this degree of involvement across theeroproficiency
levels.

Based on these findings, | can make the followsngclusions
regarding the CEFR speaking construct. The ACTFeakmg scale
sees speaking as the ability to demonstrate allpooents of CLA.
These are grammatical, textual, illocutionary, eleguistic, and
strategic competences. However, not all componeoits these
competences are involved equally. These comporastsmaginative
functions, which are only involved critically abasic level, and dialect,
which is not involved across any proficiency levefshe ACTFL. All
other components are critical at an advanced léwelthe ACTFL
speaking construct.

5.1.4 The CEFR speaking scale: general conclusions

All components of grammatical competence are liraa in the
language use of speakers (see Table 53). Lexigyidbrgy, Syntax and
Phonology are somewhat involved at level Al. Thgree of the
involvement of Lexis and Morphology remains the sahlevel A2 and
the component Phonology is critical basic from le®& on. However,
the component Syntax is critical basic at level &mponents Lexis
and Morphology become critical basic at level Blorkbver, the
involvement of all components of grammatical corapee, except for
Phonology, becomes critical intermediate at lev2l Binally, these are
critical advanced at level C1.

In regard to the components of textual competeboth are
involved. Cohesion is somewhat involved at leve] where component
Rhetorical organization becomes somewhat involvelbvael B1. The
degree of the involvement of Cohesion is sustamail level A2.
Component Cohesion gets involved critically basic lewvel B1.
Rhetorical organization is critical basic at le. The degree of the
involvement of Cohesion comes to be critical intedmte at level B2,
where of Rhetorical organization at level C1. Udtely, the
components Cohesion and Rhetorical organizatiorcttieal advanced
at level C1 and C2, respectively.
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Table 53
General conclusions for the CEFR speaking scale

ltem # 1=smwht 2=critical bas./ 3=critical int. 4=criticd adv.
involved very much

LEX Al B1 B2 C1
Grammatical MOR Al Bl B2 C1
competence STX Al A2 B2 C1l

PG Al C1 - -
Textual COH Al B1 B2 C1
competence ORG B1 B2 C1 Cc2

IDE Al A2 B1 C1
lllocutionary MAN Al B1 B2 Cc2
competence HEU - Al C1 Cc2

IMG - - Cc2 -
Sociolinguistic DIA - - - -
competence REG - B2 C1l Cc2
Strategic STC Al -
competence

Examining language functions, that is, ideatipma&nipulative,
heuristic, and imaginative, | came to the conclugfmat all of them are
involved, though some of them are involved from lineest level and
some not. Therefore, ideational and manipulativenctions are
somewhat involved at level Al. Heuristic functicare critical basic at
level Al. Ideational functions are critical basit lavel A2, where
manipulative functions become critical basic ateleBl. Ideational
functions are critical intermediate at level B1 aedhain the same at
level B2. With respect to manipulative functiongey are critical
intermediate at levels B2 and C1. As for imagirafiunctions, they are
not required in the discourse Basic and Independsaits, that is, levels
Al, A2, B1, and B2. They become critical intermeeliat level C2. At
last, ldeational functions are critical advancedleakels C1 and C2,
where manipulative and heuristic functions ardcaitadvanced only at
level C2.

The component dialect is not involved at any llevEhe
component register is involved critically at a lsatével at B2 and
becomes critical intermediate at level C1. Its degof involvements is
critical advanced at level C2.
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In reference to Strategic competence, it is somaévinvolved
from level A1 and sustains this degree of involvatnacross other
levels of proficiency.

Thus, these finding lead to the following con@basabout the
speaking construct of the CEFR speaking scale. oo to this scale,
the speaking construct includes grammatical, téxtil@cutionary,
sociolinguistic, and strategic competences. Howevet all their
components are involved equally. The componenedia$ not included
to the speaking construct, and strategic competenoaly somewhat
involved.

5.1.5 The comparability of speaking constructs

Having compared the aspects of speaking abilitChapter 3, |
came to the following conclusions about the degi@ewhich the
TOEFL, IELTS, ACTFL, and CEFR speaking construcswerge.

It is worth noting that the speaking construdtshe TOEFL and
IELTS speaking scales are similar to each otheghHiomparability is
not possible because although both speaking stbfase the same test
purpose, that is speaking proficiency, they havierint test methods.
However, they are highly comparable with respect language
competence and pragmatic knowledge. They are notparable in
terms of strategic capacity because the TOEFL spgaicale does not
include it in its description. Textual knowledgeathmplies knowledge
of the talk structure is not involved in both spegkscales. However,
the components cohesion and rhetorical organizatiwhich are
discussed within the framework of CLA, are invohMedanguage use,
and the speaking scales are highly comparablesrafipect. Moreover,
these speaking scales are only somewhat compavnathlerespect to
sociolinguistic competence because the TOEFL spgadcale does not
describe test takers’ cultural knowledge.

The ACTFL and CEFR speaking scales are also yighl
comparable in terms of the speaking construct. Bipibaking scales
define the speaking construct in terms of languzgepetence, strategic
capacity, textual knowledge, pragmatic knowledge] aociolinguistic
knowledge. These proficiency guidelines serve agntations for
language teachers and test developers, where tingerfouse these
guidelines to assess students’ spoken discourséharidtter to develop
test tasks.

Considering the above conclusions about the ccoaibpdy of the
speaking construct, it is possible to claim that LTS speaking scale
is more comparable to the ACTFL and CEFR speakaades than to
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the TOEFL one. The IELTS speaking sub-test involiggraction
between the examiner and the test taker. Moredvagssesses the test
taker’'s ability to use cultural references, suchdasmatic expressions
or colloquialisms. All these aspects are descrilmethe ACTFL and
CEFR speaking scales. In contrast, the TOEFL spgaddale definitely
leaves out strategic capacity and cultural knowdedg

5.2 Pedagogical implications

| believe that this study will contribute to teactiebetter
understanding of the components of speaking. Basetis knowledge,
they will be able to develop tasks according todbpects of speaking
ability they want to assess.

Moreover, the present study may give teacherslynabut also
students, an idea of how speaking is constructeddse two important
international proficiency tests, which aspectsasgsessed and therefore
believed to be important in speaking. Similarlye tetudy may also
clarify how speaking is constructed in the materthat are meant to be
the speaking scales of the guidelines for orieoiatifor teachers and
test developers in assessing speech production.

Being a teacher, | know that many language teachedopt
language tasks in order to assess some aspectakisg ability during
their classes, for example, accuracy or pronumriatHowever, these
tasks may not always intend to assess these agpacifically. Thus, |
think that this study will motivate teachers toigasheir own speaking
tasks or be more considerate towards the choiceagfy-made speaking
tasks in their lessons. For instance, when teacbed to practice the
pronunciation of the particular words they shou&elop or look for
the tasks where these words appear.

With the help of the present study, | believattteachers will
have further evidence of what tasks to select ands on when teaching
speaking, especially for examination purposes.

Besides using the knowledge on speaking proficigncgchieve
their objectives, teachers as well as test devedopeght also share this
knowledge with students and future test takers. iRstance, after
assessing the student’ oral performance the teaatsy provide
explanations regarding this assessment. Based eowriteria that the
teacher employs in the speaking assessment, sthddshlarify the
aspects of speaking being assessed - for instgmounciation,
accuracy, or fluency - to the student. Thus, sttedamd test takers’
performance on speaking tasks in lessons and desiinations would
be more conscious and would, as a consequence,tdebdtter oral
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performance because students and test candidaigdd Wwe aware of
what they are expected to do and what aspectsoftpeaking ability
are being assessed.

5.3 Limitations of the study and suggestions for fither research

The findings of the present study suggest thatpiwdiciency
guidelines are highly comparable to each other,thagroficiency tests
are reasonably comparable to each other. In additi® guidelines for
orientation are more comparable to IELTS than t&eFO Despite that
fact that | have achieved the objectives of theystaome limitations are
also important to be mentioned. These limitatioesdl to some
suggestions that could be taken into account ithéurresearch about
speech production assessment.

| recognize that the method | have applied is ffam being
objective because the analysis of the speakingsaahs based on my
personal understanding and perception of the coemerof CLA and
the degree of their involvement. Being a noviceematl also
acknowledge that expert raters could have a diffeppinion about the
aspects analyzed. Therefore, in future studieserii@t one expert rater
should be involved in such analysis.

Moreover, to my best knowledge, Bachman et 1.995) CLA
checklist and rating instruments have been usewdtttest items and
not speaking scales. In future studies an additims&rument should be
used to provide more reliable results. As for Fatth (2003)
framework for describing the speaking constructs thas not been
applied as an instrument to inspect the speakimgtogct in speaking
scales. More studies in this respect should béechout.

In addition, the analysis and the comparabiligdein the present
study are related to the tests and guidelines’lspgascales. Maybe a
more reliable analysis would be possible if | hathpared the speaking
scales with their respective test items. By doiaglswvould be able to
determine whether my findings regarding the aspaicspeaking ability
are relevant and whether these aspects are elipjtéte test items.
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APPENDIX A
A framework for describing the speaking construct
(Fulcher, 2003, p.48)

Language competence
Phonology

- Pronunciation

- Stress

- Intonation

Accuracy

- Syntax

- Vocabulary

- Cohesion

Fluency

- Hesitation

- Repetition

- Re-selecting inappropriate words
Re-structuring sentences
- Cohesion

Strategic capacity
Achievement strategies

- Overgeneralization

- Paraphrase

- Word coinage

- Restructuring

- Cooperative strategies
- Code switching

- Non-linguistic strategies
Avoidance strategies

- Formal avoidance

- Functional avoidance
Textual knowledge

The structure of talk

- Turn taking

- Adjacency pairs

- Openings and closings
Pragmatic knowledge

- Appropriacy

- Implicature

- Expressing being
Sociolinguistic knowledge

- Situational

- Topical

- Cultural
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intelligible and
coherent, with
some fluidity of

expression, pacing some imprecise| usually lacks
though it are or inaccurate | elaboration
exhibits some | noticeable use of or
noticeable and vocabulary or | specificity.

pronunciatio
ny
intonation, or

sion of relevant
ideas. Respons
may exhibit

APPENDIX B
TOEFL Independent Speaking Rubrics
Score | General Delivery Language use | Topic
description development
4 The response | Generally The response | Response is
fulfills the well-paced demonstrates | sustained and
demands of the| flow (fluid effective use of | sufficient to
task, with at expression). | grammar and | the task.
most, minor Speech is vocabulary. Itis
lapses in clear. It may | It exhibits a generally
completeness. | include fairly high well
It is highly minor lapses,| degree of developed
intelligible and | or minor automaticity and coherent
exhibits difficulties with good relationships
sustained, with control of basic| between
coherent pronunciatio | and complex ideas are
discourse. A n or structures clear (or
response at thig intonation (as appro clear
level is patterns, priate). Some | progression
characterized | which do not | minor (or of ideas).
by all of affect systematic)
the following: | overall errors are
intelligibility | noticeable, but
do not obscure
meaning.
3 The response | Speech is The response | Response is
addresses generally demonstrates | mostly
the task clear, with fairly automatic | coherent and
appropriately, | some fluidity | and sustained
but may fall of effective use of | and conveys
short of being | expression, | grammar relevant
fully though minor| and vocabulary, ideas/inform
developed. Itis| difficulties and fairly ation. Over
generally with coherent expres all

development
eis somewhat
limited,
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lapses in the may require | grammatical Relation
expression of | listener structures or be| ships
ideas. A effort at some what between
response at thig times limited in the ideas may at
level is (though range of times not be
characterized | overall structures used| immediately
by at least intelligibility | This may affect| clear.
two of the is not overall fluency,
following: significantly | but it does not
affected). seriously

interfere with

the

communication

of the message

2 The response | Speech is The response | The response

addres ses basically demonstrates | is connected
the task, but intelligible, limited range to the task,
development of| though and control of | though the
the topic is listener effort| grammar and | number of
limited. is needed vocabulary. ideas
It contains because of | These presented or
intelligible unclear limitations the
speech, articulation, | often prevent | development
although awkward full expression | of ideas is
problems with | intonation, or| of ideas. For limited.
delivery and/or | choppy the most part, | Mostly basic
overall rhythm/pace; | only basic ideas are
coherence meaning may| sentence expressed
occur; meaning| be structures are | with
may be obscured in | used limited
obscured in places successfully elaboration
places. A and (details and
response at thig spoken with support). At
level is fluidity. times

characterized
by at least
two of the
following:

Structures and
vocabulary may
express mainly
simple

(short) and/or
general
propositions,
with simple

or unclear
connections

relevant
substance
may be
vaguely
expres sed of]
repetitious.
Connections
of ideas may
be unclear.
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made among

them (serial
listing,
conjunction,
juxtaposition).
The response is Consistent Range and Limited
very pronunciatio | control of relevant
limited in n, grammar and | contentis
content and/or | stress, and | vocabulary expressed.
coherence or is| intonation severely limit | The response
only minimally | difficulties or prevent generally
connected to cause expression of | lacks
the task, or considerable | ideas and substance
speech is listener connections beyond
largely effort; among expression of
unintelligible. delivery is ideas. Some very basic
A response at | choppy, low-level ideas.
this level is fragmented, | responses may| Speaker may
characterized | or rely heavily on | be
by at least two | telegraphic; | practiced or unable to
of the frequent formulaic sustain
following: pauses expressions. speech
and to complete
hesitations. the task and
may rely
heavily on
repetition of
the prompt.

Speaker makes no attempt to respond OR responseeiated to

the topic.
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APPENDIX C

IELTS Speaking band descriptors (public version)

Band | Fluency and Lexical Grammatical [Pronunciation
coherence resource range and
accuracy
9 « speaks fluently |  uses euses afull | «usesa full
with only rare vocabulary range of range of
repetition or with full structures pronunciatio
selfcorrection; flexibility and naturally and | n features
any hesitation is | precision in appropriately | with
content-related all topics * produces precision and
rather than to find| * uses idiomatic| consistently | subtlety
words or grammar language accurate * sustains
* speaks naturally and structures flexible use
coherently with accurately apart of features
fully appropriate from ‘slips’ throughout
cohesive features characteristic| « is effortless
« develops topics of native to understand
fully and speaker
appropriately speech
8 « speaks fluently | « uses a wide | uses a wide| * uses a wide
with only vocabulary range of range of
occasional resource readily structures pronunciatio
repetition or and flexibly to | flexibly n features
self-correction; convey precise | * produces a | * sustains
hesitation is meaning majority of flexible use
usually content- | * uses less error-free of features,
related and only | common and sentences with only
rarely to search | idiomatic with only occasional
for language vocabulary very lapses
« develops topics | skilfully, with occasional is easyto
coherently and occasional inappropriaci | understand
appropriately inaccuracies es or throughout;
* uses basic/nonsyst| L1 accent
paraphrase ematic has
effectively as errors minimal
required effect on

intelligibility
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« speaks at length| « uses * uses a range * shows all
without vocabulary of complex | the positive
noticeable effort | resource structures features of
or loss of flexibly to with some Band 6 and
coherence discuss a flexibility some, but not
* may variety of - frequently | all, the
demonstrate topics produces positive
language-related | * uses some lesserror-free features of
hesitation at common and sentences, Band 8
times, or some idiomatic though some
repetition and/or | vocabulary and| grammatical
self-correction shows some mistakes
e uses a range of | awareness of | persist
connectives and | style and
discourse markers collocation,
with some with some
flexibility inappropriate

choices

* uses

paraphrase

effectively
« is willing to * has a wide e Uses a mix | * uses arang
speak at length, | enough of simple and| of
though may lose | vocabulary to | complex pronunciatio
coherence at discuss topics | structures, n features
times due to at length and but with with mixed
occasional make meaning | limited control
repetition, clear in spite of | flexibility * shows some
self-correction or | inappropriacies| « may make | effective use
hesitation * generally frequent of features
- uses a range of | paraphrases mistakes but this is not
connectives and | successfully with complex| sustained
discourse structures, e can
markers but not though these| generally be
always rarely cause | understood
appropriately comprehensi| throughout,

on problems | though

mispronuncia
tion of
individual
words or
sounds
reduces
clarity at
times
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5 * usually * managesto | e produces « shows all
maintains flow of | talk about basic the positive
speech but uses | familiar and sentence features of
repetition, self- unfamiliar forms with Band 4 and
correction and/or | topics but uses | reasonable | some, but not
slow speech to vocabulary accuracy all, the
keep going with limited e uses a positive
e may over-use flexibility limited range | features of
certain * attempts to of more Band 6
connectives and | use paraphrase| complex
discourse markers but with mixed | structures,

« produces simple| success but these

speech fluently, usually

but more complex| contain

communication errors and

causes fluency may cause

problems some
comprehensi
on problems

4 « cannot respond | «is able to talk | « produces e uses a
without about familiar | basic limited range
noticeable pauseg topics but can | sentence of
and only convey forms and pronunciatio
may speak basic meaning | some correct| n features
slowly, with on unfamiliar simple * attempts to
frequent topics and sentences but control
repetition and makes frequent| subordinate | features but
self-correction errors in word | structures are lapses are
« links basic choice rare frequent
sentences but with « rarely eerrorsare | e
repetitious use of | attempts frequent and | mispronuncia
simple paraphrase may lead to | tions are
connectives and misunderstan| frequent and
some breakdowns ding cause some
in coherence difficulty for

the listener

3 * speaks with long ¢ uses simple | « attempts » shows some
pauses vocabulary to | basic of the
« has limited convey sentence features of
ability to link personal forms but Band 2 and
simple sentences| information with limited some, but nof]
* gives only * has success, or | all, the
simple responses| insufficient relies on positive
and is frequently | vocabulary for | apparently features of
unable to convey | less familiar memorised | Band 4
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basic message topics utterances
* makes
numerous
errors except
in memorised
expressions
* pauses lengthily| « only produces| ¢ cannot e speech is
before most isolated words | produce often
words or memorised | basic unintelligible
- little utterances sentence
communication forms
possible

* N0 communication possible
« no rateable language

» does not attend
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APPENDIX D
The ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines-Speaking (Revised 999)

SUPERIOR

Speakers at the Superior level are able to commateiin the language wit
accuracy and fluency in order to participate fulnd -effectively in
conversations on a variety of topics in formal amdrmal settings from bot
concrete and abstract perspectives. They discessitkerests and special fields
of competence, explain complex matters in detail] @rovide lengthy an
coherent narrations, all with ease, fluency, anduscy. They explain thei
opinions on a number of topics of importance tomtheuch as social an
political issues, and provide structured argumersupport their opinions. Th
are able to construct and develop hypotheses torexplternative possibilities.
When appropriate, they use extended discourse withanaturally length
hesitation to make their point, even when engagebstract elaborations. Sugch
discourse, while coherent, may still be influenbgdhe Superior speakers own
language patterns, rather than those of the tdagguage. Superior speakers
command a variety of interactive and discoursetegjias, such as turn-taking
and separating main ideas from supporting inforomatihrough the use
syntactic and lexical devices, as well as intomatiofeatures such as pitc
stress and tone. They demonstrate virtually noepatof error in the use gf
basic structures. However, they may make sporadicse particularly in low-
frequency structures and in some complex high-ieeagy structures mor
common to formal speech and writing. Such errdrshey do occur, do ng
distract the native interlocutor or interfere withmmunication.

ADVANCED HIGH
Speakers at the Advanced-High level perform all #&ubed-level tasks wit
linguistic ease, confidence and competence. They aole to consistentl
explain in detail and narrate fully and accuraialll time frames. In addition
Advanced-High speakers handle the tasks pertaittirthe Superior level b
cannot sustain performance at that level acrosariety of topics. They ca
provide a structured argument to support their iop, and they may construgt
hypotheses, but patterns of error appear. They digouss some topic
abstractly, especially those relating to theiripatar interests and special fields
of expertise, but in general, they are more corafiet discussing a variety of
topics concretely. Advanced-High speakers may detnate a well-develope
ability to compensate for an imperfect grasp of edorms or for limitations i
vocabulary by the confident use of communicativeatsgies, such a
paraphrasing, circumlocution, and illustration. Yhese precise vocabulary and
intonation to express meaning and often show dheancy and ease of speedh.
However, when called on to perform the complex ¢aaksociated with th
Superior level over a variety of topics, their laage will at times break dow
or prove inadequate, or they may avoid the tasbgather, for example, b
resorting to simplification through the use of dgsttn or narration in place
argument or hypothesis.
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ADVANCED MID

Speakers at the Advanced-Mid level are able to leanidlh ease and confideng
a large number of communicative tasks. They pasdie actively in mos
informal and some formal exchanges on a varietyooitrete topics relating t
work, school, home, and leisure activities, as veslto events of curren
public, and personal interest or individual relesanAdvanced-Mid speake
demonstrate the ability to narrate and describallimajor time frames (pas
present, and future) by providing a full accounithvgood control of aspect, 3
they adapt flexibly to the demands of the convéeatNarration and
description tend to be combined and interwoven eate relevant an
supporting facts in connected, paragraph-lengticodise. Advanced-Mi
speakers can handle successfully and with relathge the linguistic challenges
presented by a complication or unexpected turrnvehts that occurs within th
context of a routine situation or communicativektagith which they ar
otherwise familiar. Communicative strategies such @rcumlocution o
rephrasing are often employed for this purpose. §peech of Advanced-Mi
speakers performing Advanced-level tasks is mallkedubstantial flow. Thei
vocabulary is fairly extensive although primarilgreeric in nature, except in the
case of a particular area of specialization orrese Dominant languag
discourse structures tend to recede, although aliseanay still reflect the oral
paragraph structure of their own language rathen tithat of the targ
language. Advanced-Mid speakers contribute to csati®ns on a variety
familiar topics, dealt with concretely, with muctcaracy, clarity and precisio
and they convey their intended message withoutapissentation or confusion.
They are readily understood by native speakersawstemed to dealing witl
non-natives. When called on to perform functionshandle topics associated
with the Superior level, the quality and/or quantf their speech will generall
decline. Advanced-Mid speakers are often able &esan opinion or cit
conditions; however, they lack the ability to catently provide a structured
argument in extended discourse. Advanced-Mid speakay use a number of
delaying strategies, resort to narration, descniptexplanation or anecdote, pr
simply attempt to avoid the linguistic demands op&ior-level tasks.

D

n £ O

n

ADVANCED LOW

Speakers at the Advanced-Low level are able to lbarad variety of
communicative tasks, although somewhat haltinglyiraes. They participate
actively in most informal and a limited number afrrhal conversations o
activities related to school, home, and leisurévitiets and, to a lesser degre
those related to events of work, current, publind gersonal interest d
individual relevance. Advanced-Low speakers denratesthe ability to narrat
and describe in all major time frames (past, presed future) in paragrap
length discourse, but control of aspect may beitacht times. They can hand
appropriately the linguistic challenges presenteg & complication of
unexpected turn of events that occurs within th&exd of a routine situation g
communicative task with which they are otherwismifar, though at times
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their discourse may be minimal for the level andhised. Communicative
strategies such as rephrasing and circumlocutiop beaemployed in suc
instances. In their narrations and descriptionsy tombine and link sentenc
into connected discourse of paragraph length. Whmssed for a fulle
account, they tend to grope and rely on minimatalisse. Their utterances &
typically not longer than a single paragraph. Strecof the dominant languad
is still evident in the use of false cognates,rditetranslations, or the ora
paragraph structure of the speaker's own languatherrthan that of the targ
language. While the language of Advanced-Low spmakey be marked b
substantial, albeit irregular flow, it is typicalfpmewhat strained and tentati
with noticeable self-correction and a certain gratical roughness. Th
vocabulary of Advanced-Low speakers is primarilynggc in nature,
Advanced-Low speakers contribute to the convensatiith sufficient accuracy
clarity, and precision to convey their intended sag®e without
misrepresentation or confusion, and it can be wtded by native speake
unaccustomed to dealing with non-natives, evenghahis may be achieve
through repetition and restatement. When attempiingerform functions o
handle topics associated with the Superior leved linguistic quality and
quantity of their speech will deteriorate signifitig.

INTERMEDIATE HIGH
Intermediate-High speakers are able to converdeeese and confidence wh

dealing with most routine tasks and social situegiof the Intermediate leve|.

They are able to handle successfully many uncomielt tasks and soci
situations requiring an exchange of basic inforomatielated to work, schoo
recreation, particular interests and areas of ctemge, though hesitation an
errors may be evident. Intermediate-High speakarslle the tasks pertainin
to the Advanced level, but they are unable to sugtarformance at that leve
over a variety of topics. With some consistencyeaers at the Intermedial
High level narrate and describe in major time framsing connected discour
of paragraph length. However, their performancéhese Advanced-level task
will exhibit one or more features of breakdown,tsas the failure to maintai
the narration or description semantically or sytitaly in the appropriate
major time frame, the disintegration of connectéscalrse, the misuse ¢
cohesive devises, a reduction in breadth and apptepess of vocabulary, th

failure to successfully circumlocute, or a sigrdfit amount of hesitation.

Intermediate-High speakers can generally be urmmisby native speaker
unaccustomed to dealing with non-natives, althotighdominant language
still evident (e.g. use of code-switching, falsgmates, literal translations, etc
and gaps in communication may occur.

INTERMEDIATE MID
Speakers at the Intermediate-Mid level are ableatodle successfully a varie

of uncomplicated communicative tasks in straightfmd social situations,
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Conversation is generally limited to those predit#aand concrete exchang
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necessary for survival in the target culture; thestude personal informatio
covering self, family, home, daily activities, intets and personal preferenc
as well as physical and social needs, such as &uagping, travel and lodging.
Intermediate-Mid speakers tend to function reabfivdor example, b
responding to direct questions or requests forrim&tion. However, they ar
capable of asking a variety of questions when resggsto obtain simpl
information to satisfy basic needs, such as dwestiprices and services. Wh
called on to perform functions or handle topicstret Advanced level, the
provide some information but have difficulty lingjrideas, manipulating tim
and aspect, and using communicative strategieh, asicircumlocution.
Intermediate-Mid speakers are able to express paksoeaning by creatin
with the language, in part by combining and recarinigy known elements an
conversational input to make utterances of sent&rgth and some strings of
sentences. Their speech may contain pauses, rdfdioms and self-correction
as they search for adequate vocabulary and apptepknguage forms t
express themselves. Because of inaccuracies im tragabulary and/o
pronunciation and/or grammar and/or syntax, miststdadings can occur, but
Intermediate-Mid speakers are generally understoog sympathetic
interlocutors accustomed to dealing with non-native

INTERMEDIATE LOW
Speakers at the Intermediate-Low level are ableatalle successfully a limited
number of uncomplicated communicative tasks byttrgavith the language ir
straightforward social situations. Conversationréstricted to some of the
concrete exchanges and predictable topics neceksasyrvival in the targe
language culture. These topics relate to basiopatinformation covering, fof
example, self and family, some daily activities gmdsonal preferences, as we
as to some immediate needs, such as ordering fodd naaking simple
purchases. At the Intermediate-Low level, spealeesprimarily reactive and
struggle to answer direct questions or requestsformation, but they are alsp
able to ask a few appropriate questions. Interntediaw speakers express
personal meaning by combining and recombining siort statements wha
they know and what they hear from their interloesitoTheir utterances ar
often filled with hesitancy and inaccuracies asytlsearch for appropriat
linguistic forms and vocabulary while attemptinggiwe form to the messag
Their speech is characterized by frequent pausefgctive reformulations an
self-corrections. Their pronunciation, vocabulargdasyntax are strongl
influenced by their first language but, in spite fefquent misunderstanding
that require repetition or rephrasing, Intermedlaies speakers can general
be understood by sympathetic interlocutors, pdeityby those accustomed
dealing with non-natives.
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NOVICE HIGH
Speakers at the Novice-High level are able to harallvariety of tasks
pertaining to the Intermediate level, but are ueabl sustain performance at
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that level. They are able to manage successfuliyimber of uncomplicated
communicative tasks in straightforward social ditues. Conversation i$
restricted to a few of the predictable topics neagsfor survival in the target
language culture, such as basic personal informaliasic objects and a limitgd
number of activities, preferences and immediatedsieBlovice-High speakers
respond to simple, direct questions or requestinformation; they are able tp
ask only a very few formulaic questions when ast@dio so. Novice-High
speakers are able to express personal meaninghpygréieavily on learneg
phrases or recombinations of these and what thay fnem their interlocutor
Their utterances, which consist mostly of short awinetimes incomplete
sentences in the present, may be hesitant or iretec©On the other hand, since
these utterances are frequently only expansioneashed material and stogk
phrases, they may sometimes appear surprisinggnfland accurate. These
speakers’ first language may strongly influencertpeonunciation, as well a
their vocabulary and syntax when they attempt tsg®lize their utterance
Frequent misunderstandings may arise but, with titepe or rephrasing
Novice-High speakers can generally be understoosympathetic interlocutors
used to non-natives. When called on to handle sirapVariety of topics and
perform functions pertaining to the Intermediateele a Novice-High speaker
can sometimes respond in intelligible sentenceswilinot be able to sustain
sentence level discourse.

O

NOVICE MID

Speakers at the Novice-Mid level communicate mitiynand with difficulty
by using a number of isolated words and memoriZecges limited by the
particular context in which the language has beamnled. When responding to
direct questions, they may utter only two or thkgerds at a time or an
occasional stock answer. They pause frequentlyhag tearch for simple
vocabulary or attempt to recycle their own and rthieterlocutor’'s words,
Because of hesitations, lack of vocabulary, inamcyr or failure to respond
appropriately, Novice-Mid speakers may be undedstaith great difficulty
even by sympathetic interlocutors accustomed tdirdeavith non-natives,
When called on to handle topics by performing fiort associated with the
Intermediate level, they frequently resort to réjmet, words from their native
language, or silence.

NOVICE LOW

Speakers at the Novice-Low level have no real fonel ability and, because
of their pronunciation, they may be unintelligib@ven adequate time and
familiar cues, they may be able to exchange grggtigive their identity, and
name a number of familiar objects from their imnagelienvironment. They are
unable to perform functions or handle topics peitej to the Intermediate
level, and cannot therefore participate in a troreversational exchange.
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(Council of Europe, 2001, pp.28-29)
Range Accuracy Fluency Interaction |Coherence
Shows grea Maintains  (Can expres (Can interac  (Can creatt
C2 flexibility consisten  him/hersell with ease an |coheren
reformulating  jgrammatica [spontaneou skill, picking ugand
ideas in cffering [control of | atlength fand using nc- icohesive
linguistic forms tqcomplex with a naturaverbal anc discourse
convey finer languae, [colloquial fintonational  |making ful
shades of meaniteven while [flow, cues apparentland
precisely, to give attention is favoiding or gffortlessly. Cajgppropriate
emphasis, ti otherwise  |badktracking interweave use of &
differentiate anc lengaged (e.¢around any |his/her vatiety of
to eliminate in forward (difficulty so [contribution jorganisati
ambiguity. Also |planning, in ismoothly thajinto the joint |nal pattern|
has a gooi monitoring the discourse witl and a wide
command o others' interlocutor ifully natural  frange of
idiomatic reections). |hardly awareturntaking, connector:
expressions an of it. referencing  fand othe
colloguialisms. allusion makng|cohesive
etc. devices.
Has a goot Consistently [Can expres |Can select Can
c1 [command of ¢ maintains ¢ him/herseli suitable phras jproduce
broad range ¢ high degre¢ fluently and from a readily clear,
language allowig of spontaieousliavailable rang(smoothly
him/her to select gremmatical ly, almost  of discourse flowing,
formulationto jaccuracy effortlessly. functionstc  well-
express him errors are  |Only a preface his structurec
herself clearly ir frare, difficulticoncepually remarks in ordé¢speech
an appropriat o spot anc difficult to get or to keeshowing
style on awide generally  subject car the floor and tcicontrolled
range of genera correctec  hinder a relate his/lhe [use of
academic when they d(natural, own organisatir
professional o foccur. smooth flow [contibutions |nal
leisure topics of language skilfully to petterns,
without having tc those of othe |connector:
restrict what speaker: and
he/she wants t colesive
say devices
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B2

Has a sufficien

express
viewpoints or
most gineral

topics, withou!

searching fo

hows ¢

range of languaglrelatively
to be able to giv: |high degre¢
clear descriptiongof

rammatica

ontrol. Doeg
not make

rrors whick

much coispicuouscause

misundersta

Can product
stretches o
language wh
a fairly even
tempo;
although
he/she can b
hesitant as h
or she
searches fc

Can initiate
discourse, tak
his/her turr
when

end
converation
when he / sh
needs to, thoug
he /she may nc

Can use i
limited
number of
cohesive

appiopriate anddevices tc

link his/her
utterance:
into clear,
coheren
discourse

words, using soniding, and calpatterns an: always do thi¢ though
camplex sentenceorrect mos lexpressions lelegantly. Cai there may
forms to do sc  (of his/her  there are fevjhelp the be some
mistakes. |noticeably discussior "jumpines:
long pause flong on "in along
familiar groundjcor-
confirming tribution.
comprehesion,
inviting others
in, etc.
Has enoug| Uses Can keer  [Caninitiate.  Cen link a
51 [anguage to ge reasonably |going |maintain anc  series o
by, with sufficien{ accurately gcomprehensiclose simple  shorter,
vocabulary to repertoire ofly, even face-to-face  [discrete
express frequently though converstion onsimple
him/herself with | used pausing fol ftopics that arc  elements
some hesitatio | 'Toutines” grammatica familiar or of jinto a
land circur- and patterng@nd lexical persona connected
locutions on topig associated planning anc finterest. Car  |linear
such as family | With more  repair is very repeat back pasequence
hobbies an predictable gevidert, of what points
interests, work, | Situations. especially ir someone ha
travel, and crrent longer said to confirrr
levents stretches o |mutual
free understandin
roduction.
Uses basic l._lses sSome| can make | Can answer Can link
sentence patterpssimple him/h if questions and groups of
A2 | with memorised| structures im/nerse respond to words
phrases, groups| correctly, _understood simple with
of a few words | but still in very shof statements. | simple
and formulae in| systematicall utterances, Can indicate | connecto
order to commus y makes even thoug when he/she iss like
nicate limited basic pauses, fals following but | "and,

starts and




155

information in | mistakes. reformulatjais rarely able § "but" and
simple everyday n are very | understand | "becausel.
situations. evident. enough to keg
conversation
going of
his/her own
accord.
Has a very basi¢ gpows only Can manag| Canask and | can link
Al | repertoire of limited very short, | answer words or
words and simpl cgontrol of a| iSolated, questions groups of
phrases related | o\ simple mainly pre-| about personalyords
personal details grammatica packaged | details. Can | with very
and particular | gryctures | utterances, | interactina | pasic
concrete and with much | simple way by |inear
situations. sentence | Pausingto | communicatio| connecto
patterns in search for | nis totally s like
memorised| €xpressions, dependent on| »5nd" or
repertoire. | t0 articulate| repetition, "then".
less familial rephrasing and
words, and | repair.
to repair
communical

on.

r




