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The notion of communicative-competence has received wide attention in
the past-few years, and numerous attempts have been made to: define it. o
Canale and Swain (1980) havé reviewed these attemptsand have developed, S
a framework which defines several hypothesized components of communi-- .
cative competence and makes the implicit claim that tests of components of
communicative competence measure different abilities: In this study we
examine the construct validity of some tests.of components communicative.
competence and of a hypothesized model. Three distinct traxts——]mguishcﬂ»' U
compétence, pragimatic competence and sociolinguistic competence-—were,
posited as components of commumcatlve competence S =

A multitrzit-multimethod design was used, in which each of the three 7,
hypothesxzed traits was tested using four methods: an oral interview, a ,
‘writing sample; a multnple-cho:ce test'and a- self-ratmg The subjects were
116 adult non-native speakers of English from various language and lan- =
'guage-learmng backgrounds. Confirmatory - factor--analysis' was: usedito
‘examine the plausibility of several causal models, involving from-one to:. =
three trait factors. The results indicate that the model which best fits the =~
data includes a general and two specific trait fa(,tors-—-grammatxcal/prag-z‘_ G
matic competence and sociolinguistic competence Therelative 1mportance ;
of the trait and method factors in the various tests used is. 'llso mdncated, o

Our understanding of language proflcxency has been consxderably bro A
ened in the past few years by the notion of communicative competence; ar.
frameworks of language use which have been proposed recently (Caml &
Swain 1980, Munby 1978) differ considerably from those advocate
by Lado (1961), Carroll (1968) and other language testing specnalxsts Cana
and Swain (1980) reviewed numerous attempts to define communicative
competence and developed a framework which not only defines several hy-

_pothesized components of communicative competence but also makc
1mphc1t c]anm that components of commumcatwe competence comprlse di
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tinct underlying abilities. In their framework the specific- abilities are: 1)
grammatical competence, which includes lexicon, morphology, syntax, sen~
tence-level meaning and phonology; 2) sociolinguistic competence, which-
~ineludes sociocultural appropriateness. rules and’ discourse rules; and 3)
strategic competence, which comprises various verb nd nonverbal com-
munication strategies which are empl()yed to compensate for deficienciés in-
-(grammatical and sociolinguistic) competence or to accommodate the vicis-
situcles of the communication situation. L ' ‘
‘Recent efforts to develop tests based on “communicative” frameworks
‘have beei: extensive, ranging from tests for general use in mmonty language ;
settings (Canale 1981), to tests or test batteries des."’ned for  specific
) to tests for specific -
~‘types of language programs (Morrow 977). But while t] eorizing and test
- construction‘continue apace, little empirical research is available regardmg. ,
- the vahdxty of these theoretical frameworks ‘or their components as psy-
‘chological constructs. In this study, we have begun an empirical investiga-
tion of communicative proficiency which both draws from and we beheve, »

e iclanﬁes current theoretical frameworks.

© The theoretical framework which this study exammes comprlses three

' »n’ymam components or: tralts grammatlcal competence,’ pragmatlcr.compe-'

' ';tence and socxolmguxstxc ‘competence. Grammatical competence nclndes :

Phot o]ogy and graphology are not included here because we view these

more as channels than as components. This is because there appears tobea

evel of pronunciation accuracy (or legibility), below which verbal
cation co mpletely breaks down whﬂe above that level commun

hology and - syntax, both of which vary in range and accuracy. S




g recent studnes however,
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FIGURE 1
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While this model makes specific claims regardmg the dlfferent ablhtxes or
constructs which comprise communicative comiw *ence there is a
erable body - of research which suggests the presence of a * gene ral
of language competence Oller (1976 1979)"1and hers originally |

secondary pnonty and made on the bas:s of practlcal (e n,v
ffd’r,ﬂ'r,{’ ,1978, 1980‘,- Corriga n

sed iiot sxmply of “true” varlarl e
st,theory, MTMM studles dxst-

"n'i"e'd ;e,ut",*:he\"\'ievfé'r f'
T "ode]s as explanahons for lan
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analyzed into three components: “true” “variance (Ste) or that
- construct or trait tested, method variance: (Sm2) and error varlanc

ST =S+ 552 + S BT
An extension of this analy’sns'apphee to tests which measure more than one
. trait, where the “true” variance may be further broken down into that due to
: »the dlfferent traits tested (St1 i St 2y ‘ ey

ST2 =St12 + Stz e

. Since the purpose of construct vahdatlon is to determine * what constructs :
~ account for variance in test performance” (Cronbach:and Meehl, 1955), the
“logic: of construct vahdatnon reqmres that the vanances due to the con-

2+S 2y S2

In ordet to make possible these distinctions, MTMM studnes employ sev-
eral methods for t’»stmg far:h of several putanvely dnstmct tralts. ,‘I the:

tests, each a combmatnon of a smgle traxt w1th asingl
'jmeasures (X1 to Xjg) are. represented in Flgure 2

FIGURE2
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e .‘hrm/her to go out somewher’_
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Instrumentation

Interview method. The oral interview used was an adaptatron of the FSI oral i
interview. Elicitation procedures and rating scales grew out of a prior study
and were further developed specifically to elicita. ratable sample of eachof =~
the hypothesized traits. The interview was conducted by two examiners, and -
requlred approximately 25 minutes to complete. In condu in o
view, one interviewer dressed formally, and assumed a forma ol whlle*. i
the other assumed an informal role. The room was arranged with thetwo
interviewers in separate areas; with the candidate seated so that" attentmn':,," :
would be directed towards only one interviewer at a time. . e

The interview began with a short greetmg and inh roduction by the‘ in:
formal interviewer; followed by a short “warm-up” conversation which was
alsoused to make an initial estimation of the candldate s abrllty Durmg this
conversation, appropsiate topics for further iscussion ‘were 1dentlf1ed
*Except in cases of very iow proflcrency, the cal ldate was asked t

tive w.ployer) The candldate was then mtervrewed by the formal inter-
~viewer. This interview included the shert oral presentatxon whlch he/ she hadf;
prepared.
At the end of tlus part of the mtervrew, the candrdate returned to the '

: frxend The role~play requn‘e

brxef inf
for: further drscussmn of this test ). : o i i
Wrzting sample method The wntmg sample test onsrsted 4 veral su

ould be. graded on vocabular
e'{:appropnate greetmgs and

G jtems in’ 10 sub tes Item strmulr mclud’, prctu
' "‘»fﬂ'ldlalogues and short paragraphs : e
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The following items exemplify this test:
“So your-motorcycle race was fun, huh?” : :
“Yeah. it was {1) reully something. I'll tell you all about it when (2)we
“meet later.” ‘ :
- “OK. (3) Sez you at the pool.”
“Yeah. Be ready to (4) get beat!”

“(5) Fat chance!”
, (sensitivity to register)

1 went into town and
(D gotlost.
(2) got off the ‘way.
(3) got off my way.
(4) Tost the path.
(5) lost my path.
(nativeness)
“He'’s pretty. absent-minded, don’t you thmk?'
“He sure is. And he’s not even'a :
(1) hockey player
(2) college professor
(3) sales person :
(4) big executive
(5).secre.tary :

~{cultural stereotypes) e
Self—ratmg method v (See Bachman & Pa[mer 1982 for further dlscussm' :
l » 2

£ (LTI g
- typescales. Thesentems reQulred the reupondents to make three t
,f,_‘yrself*ratmgs e ‘ ’ ’ .

i the trait areas, for example*

1) ratings of their abi

. ""“How many Engl ords do youknow?” Lo
',fVery few ~ Several Alot, but not As’m_an'yf’ s most
] , ~ hundred . asmanyasmest Americans know

Amerlcans know
(Pragmatxc-vocab lary) ‘

mgs of then' dxfﬂculty or def:clency m,; veas, for example , :

rd i 'i‘xt for you to put several English sentences tegether ina row? S
Very harci ~“Not very hard Very easy i
(Pragmatlc-cohesmn) i

,V Imposs:ble

’,3) ratmgs of th'

'lty to recogmze the presence or absen i
or example ’ :



. pleted their tests on their own.) The majority of the interview tests (80) w

" 'Davidson at the University of Illinois.

o f,-'sub-tralt defmmons ngen in Flgures 3-5.
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All of these tests were pre-tested with non-native English speaking stu- o
dents at the University of Illinois. Interview procedures and scoring criteria
were simplified ==d clarified, ard the other tests were revised—shortened
and made less ambiguous—on the basis of the pre-test results. i

In addition to these tests, subjects compieted a questionnaire which i in-
cluded questions regarding the conditions under which they learned and use
English, their reasons for learning English and various types of demographlcﬂ e
information. v i

‘Subjects

The subjects were 116 non-native English speakers from the Salt Lake Clty" o
area ranging in age from 17-67, with a median age of 23. They were from36
different countries, with 18 native language backgrounds, and had livedin =~
the U.S. from a few months to over 10 years, with a median length'of stayin =~ =
the U.S. of 1.2'years. 75 had studied English for at least 1 year in their native < =
country, while 41 had not studied English in their native country at all.In® -
addition, only half had studied English for 1 year or more in the U.S. 72 were
university students (64 undergraduate, 8 graduate) majoring in 33 different =~
fields, 20 were in adult education programs, 10 were studying Enghsh in-
tensively, 2 were high school students, while 12 were not students (4 of these
were university faculty members.) 49 indicated that they knew a Eorelgn'
language other than English. Of these, 11 indicated a better knowledge of
this language than of English. g

Procedures

Administration. Each subject took all tests within a two-week period. All -~ .
“subjects completed the self-rating first in order to prevent their responses
from being influenced by their performance on the other tests. The orderin -~
which the subjects completed the remaining three tests varied due to the
need to administer the writing sample and multiple choice tests to most of
the subjects in groups during regularly scheduled class periods: while sched
uling these same subjects for individual interview tests over the entire tw
week period. Tests were administered by the following personne Grou
tests were administered by the subjects’ classroom teachers (except for a few
_of the highest level subyects—-Umversnty of Utah staff members—who com

‘administered by the authors (Bachman and Palmer): The: ;emamder wer
administered by Palmer and George Trosper, a research assistant worki
“on the project. The final two tests were administered by Bachman and Fre

~ Scoring. Atthe conclusion of each oral interview test, the two mtervxewer
‘individually assigned the subject ratings on each of the sub tr i ing hi
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FIGURE:3
Main trait: Grammatical Conipetence

I Main trait »

Suibtraits

{ - Rating - Rang‘e vAccuracy
= No systematic: evulence of morpholdgxe Control ‘of few orno sttuctures s
; and syntachc structures. - Errors of all or most possible types’
v frequent
B | hmxted range of both morphologlc
EORIEIERa ctic structures, but
with seme systematic evidence; , S i
2 e Control of some structures used,
3 € not complete, range but'with mény?érrbff types:
: of ‘both morphologic and : R N
. syntactic structures.
i g , uctures used
e with few- error types. :
5 Complete range-of morphologicand
T syntactic structures.
6 L

No errors not expectable of a nahve
speaker . : .

'FIGURE 4
Main trait: Pragmatic Competence

‘Subtraiis
Cohesion’

Organization |

; Language completely
- d.s;omted

1organizationi,y o

: ,'Very "tlle cohesxon, :
- relatio hlps between’
s fstructures not udequate

marked '

Moderate cobesxon, i
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FIGURE 5
Main trait: Sociolinguistic Competence
Main trait Subtraits
Rating  Distinetion of Register Cultural
¥ Tai Substanti Nativeness Refercnces
0 Evidence of
only one Frequent non-pative
register hut grammatical Na
structures Control
Evidence of only
one register
1 Exidence nf
ar
two registers
Tmpossible to judge
becanse of futer-
{erence from ather
factors
2 Evidence of Evidence of two
two registers registers
and control of Some
formal or
infarmal Control
3
Control of hoth ~ Evidence ol twa Rare nan-nativé but
registers and grammatical
formal and control'of formal  structures
il GTIRAY or informal
4 repisters
Control of hoth Full
formaland in- No non-native but
formal registers  grammatical Contral
structures

Each interviewer then combined his sub-trait ratings using a non—compen-
satory system. Subjects were given main trait ratings equal to'| he -
level at which the criteria were met on all sub-traits. For exampl
received a subtrait rating of ‘3’ on vocabulary and organization, b
of only ‘2" on cohesion, ‘his/her main trait rating for pragmatic comp, o
we id be ‘2. A sample rating protocol (performance profile) is provxded n— -
Figure 6, with a hypothetical subject’s ratings on sociolinguistic. competenc
filled in. X’s indicate the subject’s ratings on the subtraits of sociolinguistic
competence, while the circled number indicates his non-compensatorxly de-
rived ma‘n trait rating. The main trait ratings of the two. mtervxewers wert
averaged for the statistical analysis of the data. -
The wntmg sample tests were scored by the. researchers (Bachman n

- same deﬁmhons and performance profile sheets :

The: multxple-ehoxce and self-rating tests were ob)ectwely score
“range of possible scores on each sub-trait's portion of these tests was d‘vide
,mto mtervals cotrespondmg to the mtervals on the performanc '

, ’S rbom 1978), both'on the CYBER system at the Umvemt of Hinoi
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FIGURE 6

Performance Profile
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Besulls
Reliabilities Since relinhility is a requisite for validity, reliability: estxmates

5 were computed for all the measures m the study In addmon to alph 1 coef-

fall the measur&s are of acceptable rehabllxty

; Conftrmatory Factor Anelysis. Confxrmatory factor analysns (CF \)is.a
 technique for statistically evaluating or testing the extent to which a given set
‘of hypotheses are confirmed by the relationships observed ina body of data.

~ In stating these hypotheses explicitly, the researcher posits-a model which
specifies the number of factors which underly the measured variables, as

well as the exact relationships between the factors and the measured vari-

o ables, and among the factors themselves. This causal model then constltutes,; Lok

_-a theoretic ”’l’explanatlon for the correlations actua’lly obtained in the data.

~ The extent to which this explanatxon provides a statwﬂcally significal

I, the smalle,_'

~ the data can be determined by the chi-square (x?) statistic. Likewise, the
- :,{relatxve dlfferent causal models can be compared by exa
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TABLE1 .
Reliabilities of Measures: -

Inter- L .
rater - Alpha

Interview: :
Grammar 925 980
Pragmahc v .890 965
Saciolinguistic 906 951
‘Writing Sample: ’
Grammar 912 966
Piagmatic 923 934
Sociolinguistic .861 942
Muiltiple-choice: S
Grammar e

. Pragmatic AT4T
Sociolinguistic ’ 839
Self-Rating: - '

Grammar

' Pragmatic

Sociclinguistic

In multitraiz-multimethod studies employm' ’CF'/ \
trait and method, are posﬁed In this way, i
f'from method factors, and tu clearly dxstmgus

reqmres, the- researcher to make absolutely exphel

‘hypotheses regarding correlations among traits or methods; or
and methods The multltralt-multlmethod cor:elatlons obtamed in ,thl
are gwen in Appendlx A
M E ted.

-fmveshgated dxffer' eensxderably from those ex.‘mmed in prevxou
g The chl-squares assocxated degrees of freedom end' robablh :

TABLEZ

s

; Cbmplete'y e ’86.'851*7 ;
‘umtary R

, 34051
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As can be seen from the size of the chi-squares and the probability levels,
neither of these models can be accepted as an explanation of the data.
“Subsequently, several “partly divisible” models of communicative compe-
tence were tested. It was initially assumed that there would be no interaction
‘between traits and methods and that the four methods’ would be uncorre=
, lated with each other. In testing these assumptions, however, we found that
- partly divisible models with three correlated methods in general fit better -
~than models with four uncorrelated methods, and so all of the models dis-
- cussed below mclude three correlated method factors. Of the partly divis-: B
_ible models tested, it was found that a model with thres correlated trait =
o ffactors (grammatical, pragmatlc and sociolinguistic ‘competence) provxded a
~ barely significant fit (x2 = 48.35, df = 36, p = .082), while a model with'a
_ general factor and three uncorrelated trait factors provided a better fit
(x?=32.83, df =27, p =:203) but which was technically unacceptable 40f
i jthe models tested, that: which provided the best fit (x2 = 30.63, df = o1,
'p=.286) to the data included a higher-order general factor and two
~ uncorrelated primary trait factors. The path diagram which illustrates the-‘_ :
‘relatxonshxps -among the factors and the observed variables in this model is.
given in Figure 7. The relative importance of each of the lines or. paths in thlS‘
’dia‘gra”m; can be estimated, in’ the'f;:form-{ofﬂ'faéto't‘a loadi nd: factor
correlahons The factor loadings and factor correlatlons are ngen in ,Table 3.

Flgure 7

Partly dMsahlo mode!. . 3
Highee-oider general factor pius 2 primary trait laciou

Genaral

B . Grammatical .
-and Pragmafic Sociohnoulsﬂc -
‘Competence Compeianco

Xy oooXa X3 Xg . Xg X6 X7 Rl IR TR [ B RS 1 S

{77 Anterview Method wmina-nd
S RO Mulﬂnln-chom
‘Method -

ched by the lteratwe procedure, sever
esses) were uninterpretable, and
larger than the parameter eshmates themselve
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~TABLE 3

Factor loadmgs for Partly Divisible Model: General Factor plus Two Uncorrelated Tra. Factors
(x =30.63, df 27 p ?86)

Measure 4
GRAM INT - (X1) 889 .145 000
GRAM WRIT (X2) 859 285 000
GRAM M:C (X3) 621 766 000 000
GRAM SELF (X9) 726 051 000 000
o
000
000
000

- 265

PRAG INT  (X5) 816 185 380
PRAG WRIT (X6) 836 164

PRAG M-C  (X7) 538 .306 .000

gegeEBEEEES|
g

PRAG SELF  (X8) 757 090 000 s
SOCIO'INT (X9) 742 000 219 311 000
- SICIO WRIT (X10) 865 000 326 .00 000
SOCIO MC (XI7) 678 000 267 000 002 000
SOCIO SELF (X12) 669 000 - 67 000 .000 596

“Method Factor Correlations

Interview ~ Writing/" Selt-
, Multiple-Choice . 'Rating -

Interview 1000

Writing/ ' o
‘Multiple-Choice 013 1,000
Self- B
Ratmg i = S

-8
,tralt factors In addition’
“includes specificity. Thi
‘combination: of variable
‘ ;'used to determ,ine“th '

ures;except the multn_p
eneral factor, thh, th

: FactorLoadings
"ijoad most heav:ly
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trait factors, with two trait loadings (grammar self-ratmg and pragmatxc,w :
self-rating) nearly vanishing. '
‘These results indicate the relative effects of the general, trait and methodr E
factorsin the different types of tests examined. The interview and self-rating
“tests used in this study appear to consist largely of general factor variance
‘with some noticeable method variance. The writing sample and multiple-
- choice measures, on the other hand appear to consist- primarily of general -
" and trait factor variance, with negligible variance due to method. These
— fmdmgs are not entirely inconsistent with those of an earlier study (Bachman' e
& Palmer 1981a), in'which the two measures involving the interview: method ;
loaded most heavily on a general factor, but with the interview measure of L
- reading I ading more heavily on the method than trait factor. In that study,
= measures ‘using the self-rating method also consistently loaded most hea y 5
on. general and method factors. We would also note that the results of :e' e
. present study provide indirect suppoit for the general plus specxfxc
~~model, rather than the correlated trait model in that study
‘Method factors. The correlations among the method factors mdlcate sub~
"stantlal correlations between the self-rating and the other two methods, |
- while there'is vxrtually no correlation between the interview and ‘writing -
methods. The low correlation. between the interview and writing methods
s to be expected, and provides evidence of their distinctness as methods. i
- The correlations between the self-ratings and the other two. niethods, how-
. -ever, while not high, are somewhat problematical. It may be that by present-, -
,mg the self-ratmg questlons in such a way as to encourage sub]ects to

o : l‘and ‘pragmatic- competence, it-is: perhaps not surprns
~ these two appear to cluster together and are distinct from socioli
S competence It may well be that grammar and vocabulary underly
o .necessary for cohesxon and orgamzatlon and that these are all functic

socxolmgmstlc subtraxts on the other hand may be related 'more
affectxve aspect of language Whlle thxs study has not found: denc

mnshlp between these aspects in subsequent studies. -
With regard to the general factor, the fact that the measures,.' it
heavxest loadmgs on this. factor in general employ the interview and. wntm
‘methods, suggests that this factor may mvolve mformatlon processj
xtended dlscourse . v
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Conclusion

In this study we have found empirical support for a model whlch mcorpo- il
rates some of the components which have been posited by current theo- .
retical frameworks of communicative competence. We believe that this - e
‘empiricai validation is significant in that such theoretical frameworks are
already influencing current language teaching pedagogy to the extent that
they form the basis for several language teaching curricula, both in methodsﬁ
and materials; as well as for language tests. ' i

In addition to distinct trait components, we have also found ev1dence for a"__
substantial general factor which affects all the measures in the study, whlle.j
perhaps of more practical interest are the relative effects of the general, trai
and method factors evidenced by the different types of tests used i in this
study. ,;
Methodologically, we feel this study again demonstrates the power of
causal modeling with confirmatory factor analysis as a research paradigm
for construct validation. We believe that the expliciteness with which re- L
‘search hypotheses and assumptions must be stated in such models greatly
facilitates both the formulation and the validation of hypotheses regardmg :
the psycholmguxstlc constructs which underly scores on language tests '
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APPENDIX A
MTMM Correlations
(All correlations sxgmﬁcant atp< 001 df=109°)
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