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Foreword

The TOEFL Monograph Series features commissioned papers and reports for TOEFL 2000 and other
TOEFL"® test development efforts. As part of the foundation for the TOEFL 2000 project, a number of
papers and reports were commissioned from experts within the fields of measurement and language
teaching and testing. The resulting critical reviews and expert opinions have helped to inform TOEFL
program devel opment efforts with respect to test construct, test user needs, and test delivery. Opinions
expressed in these papers are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views or intentions of
the TOEFL program.

These monographs are also of general scholarly interest, and the TOEFL program is pleased to make
them available to colleagues in the fields of language teaching and testing and international student
admissions in higher education.

The TOEFL 2000 project isabroad effort under which language testing at Educational Testing
Service (ETS") will evolve into the 21st century. Asafirst step the TOEFL program recently revised the
Test of Spoken English (TSE") and introduced a computer-based version of the TOEFL test. The revised
TSE test, introduced in July 1995, is based on an underlying construct of communicative language ability
and represents a process approach to test validation. The computer-based TOEFL test, introduced in
1998, takes advantage of the new forms of assessments and improved services made possible by
computer-based testing while also moving the program toward its longer-range goal's, which include

» the development of a conceptual framework that takes into account models of communicative
competence

» aresearch agendathat informs and supports this emerging framework

» abetter understanding of the kinds of information test users need and want from the TOEFL test

» abetter understanding of the technological capabilities for delivery of TOEFL testsinto the next
century

Monographs 16 through 20 are the working papers that lay out the TOEFL 2000 conceptual
frameworks with their accompanying research agendas. The initial framework document, Monograph 16,
describes the process by which the project will move from identifying the test domain to building an
empirically based interpretation of test scores. The subsequent framework documents, Monographs 17-
20, extend the conceptual frameworks to the domains of reading, writing, listening, and speaking (both as
independent and interdependent domains). As such, the current frameworks do not yet represent afinal
test model. The final test design will be refined through an iterative process of prototyping and research
asthe TOEFL 2000 project proceeds.

As TOEFL 2000 projects are completed, monographs and research reports will continue to be
released and public review of project work invited.

TOEFL Program Office
Educational Testing Service



Abstract

This paper was prepared based on an initial overall framework paper devel oped for the TOEFL 2000
project by Jamieson, Jones, Kirsch, Mosenthal, and Taylor (2000). The paper applies concepts advanced
in the overall paper to the modality of speaking. In doing so, this document presents an initial framework
for research and devel opment activities for the speaking component of the TOEFL 2000 test. The paper
should be viewed as awork-in-progress, as research activities presently underway for TOEFL 2000 will
undoubtedly bring about refinements to the contents of this document.

The paper is made up of six parts. Part 1 provides an introduction to the overall document. In Part 2,
oral discourseis discussed from a sociological perspective aswell asin terms of speech act theory. Part 3
discusses the details of the speaking framework for the TOEFL 2000 test. Identification of the test
domain and relevant task characteristics and variables is discussed, along with some of the factors
suspected to influence the difficulty of speaking tasks. In Part 4, some of the technical issuesinvolved in
eliciting and capturing speech samples are discussed. Part 5 contains alist of relevant research activities
that should be pursued as the project progresses. The final part considers ways in which the new TOEFL
2000 speaking component will improve upon the current version of the TOEFL test and the Test of
Spoken English (TSE).

Key words/phrases: Speaking proficiency, communicative competence, oral discourse, speaking task
design
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1. Introduction

This document presents the initial framework for the research and devel opment for the speaking
component of the TOEFL 2000 test. In the following section (Part 2), we discuss oral discourse from the
sociological perspective as well asin terms of speech act theory—the two major traditions in the study of
native speaker oral communication. As discussed in that section, the body of research does not provide a
strong basis for developing the TOEFL 2000 test of speaking proficiency; therefore, the framework for
the assessment represents an effort to combine what is known about oral communication and about
language use in academic settings with our growing understanding of the possibilities and limitations
inherent in oral language testing.

Part 3 defines the test domain and outlines the characteristics of the tasks (e.g., in terms of situational
features, discourse features, visual materials, and test rubric). This section also discusses some of the
factors that appear to influence the difficulty of speaking tasks, such as the number of participants and the
types of information involved, and summarizes certain task characteristics and performance conditions
that affect the listener’s attentional resources. Part 4 considers technological issues involved in assessing
speaking ability.

Part 5 of this document presents alist of research activities that are needed to guide the test
development effort. Part 6, the final section, considers the ways in which the new TOEFL 2000 speaking
component will improve on the earlier versions of the test.



2. Conceptualizing Speaking Proficiency

In general, speaking can be defined as the use of oral language to interact directly and immediately
with others. For the purposes of the TOEFL 2000 assessment, the concern is with such interactions as
occur in academic settings. In such settings, interactions are primarily directed towards acquiring,
transmitting, and demonstrating knowledge. In addition, interactionsin the academy may concern the
organization, management, and regulation of learning activities.

Communicative competence in oral academic language requires control of awide range of
phonological and syntactic features, vocabulary, and oral genres and the knowledge of how to use them
appropriately. Thisframework sets out variables that are central to realizing this construct in an
operational test.

It isimportant to recognize that a test imposes certain constraints on the character of the interactions
that are created in the assessment and thus on the validity of generalizations from performances on the
test to performance in ordinary interactions outside the test. Success in spoken interaction is determined
by (a) the nature of the tasks that the interaction requires and the roles in that interaction; (b) the
conditions under which the participants are required to perform; and (c) the resources the individual
brings to the interaction.

Normally, (a) and (b) are constructed by the participants during the interaction, but on atest these are
created by the test developer and the performances are reacted to by the rater. As neither of these are
active participants in the interaction in the kind of semi-direct assessment that is contemplated for the
TOEFL 2000 test, the constraints and conditions are not interactively created in the test as they would be
in ordinary discourse. Evenin direct oral testing, as He and Y oung (1998) show, the interactions may not
provide afirm foundation for generalizations because the oral test isitself a unique oral genre with
significantly different patterns of turn-taking and topic control. It isimportant, therefore, that the validity
of the test be demonstrated explicitly, rather than assumed.

The study of native speaker oral communication has been dominated by two traditions that have
occasionally found common ground.* The sociological tradition, originally deriving from the
ethnomethodol ogical approach pioneered by Harvey Sacks (see his early lectures, now published in
Sacks, 1995), has focused on how oral discourses are a co-construction of all the participants and has
taken interaction asits touchstone. While there have been avariety of approaches to the study of
interactive discourse, acommon thread has been the notion of joint co-construction. Somewhat
independently of other work on genre, the sociological tradition has developed aformal approach to
typical types of discourse, seeking to identify key interactional patterns of a number of everyday
(telephone calls, for example) and more situation-specific (such as court testimony) discourses. To the
extent that the sociological tradition has been concerned with meaning, it has been with the meaning these
patterns convey.

The other main research thread, speech act theory, has taken meaning as its mgjor focus and has
looked at how speakers use language to convey meaning directly and indirectly. Speech act theory has

! The psychological work of Herbert Clark (Clark & Schaefer, 1987, 1989), for example, draws on and integrates both traditions.



tended to take function, not form, as its main organizing principle. The contributions of both traditionsto
the framework are set out in more detail in Part 3.

Both sociological and speech act concepts have found their way into research on second language
speaking, though, with one exception, little of this work has been concerned with speaking in academic
contexts. The exception iswork on the speaking difficulties of international teaching assistants (ITAS).
Interest here has been driven less by any theoretical insights than by the fact that the speaking problems
of ITAs present immediate and public problems for university administrations. The literature on speaking
in academic contextsis dominated by ITA issues. While Waters (1996) found more studies of speaking
than of other skillsin his survey of academic needs research in North America, five of the seven studies
located by Waters were exclusively about ITAs.

Within the pedagogy of second-language speaking, there is also an important body of research on
task-based communication, which only recently has been applied directly to testing (Robinson, 1996;
Norris, Brown, Hudson, & Y oshioka, 1998; Skehan, 1998a). The importance of thiswork for TOEFL
2000 speaking specifications is outlined in the discussion on conditions of performance in Part 3.

Thereis abroad base of knowledge about testing general second language oral proficiency. The
success of the oral proficiency interview (OPI) format, pioneered by the Foreign Service Institute (FSI),
has informed almost all extant approaches to assessment, even those that do not or cannot implement a
full direct interview, such as the Test of Spoken English (TSE®). Thereis, however, agrowing body of
critical research that has called into question the basic assumptions that underlie the OPI approach. The
validity of the procedure in terms of itsimplied view of language ability has been criticized on a number
of grounds (Lantolf & Frawley, 1985; Bachman & Savignon, 1986; Bachman, 1988; Shohamy, 1990), for
example as being poorly articulated and contradictory (McNamara, 1996). Itsview of the development
of aspects of language ability—for example, control of linguistic form—has been shown to contradict
insights from second language acquisition research (Pienemann, Johnston, & Brindley, 1988). The
interview format has been shown to be an institutional genre of its own, unlike conversation in many
important ways (van Lier, 1989; Perrett, 1990; Young & He, 1998).

In sum, the available research does not provide a firm foundation for constructing a specific test of
speaking as part of second language academic communicative competence. Accordingly, the TOEFL
2000 speaking framework represents an attempt to meld the broad base of knowledge about oral
communication and more general knowledge about language needs and uses in an academic setting with
the growing understanding of the limitations and possibilities of oral testing. This should provide a
workable foundation for developing specifications for test construction and directions for research that
will better inform future development.



3. Speaking Framework for the TOEFL 2000 Test

Identifying the Test Domain

In keeping with the context of the three other skill areas being assessed (i.e., listening, reading, and
writing), the TOEFL 2000 speaking component will be a measure of oral communication in an academic
context. That is, the assessment will ask examinees to produce meaningful speech in situations
appropriate to academic life.

Examinees will be asked to demonstrate their oral communication skills across a variety of genres,
functions, and situations. Tasks will focus on the middle to upper range of English as a second
language/English as aforeign language (ESL/EFL) proficiency. The TOEFL 2000 speaking component
will simulate realistic communicative situations and include integrated tasks—for example, ones
involving listening and speaking, or reading and speaking.

Identifying Task Characteristics and Variables

In order to identify variables that affect the difficulty of various tasksin the TOEFL 2000 speaking
component, it isfirst necessary to define key task characteristics, as described in the Jamieson, Jones,
Kirsch, Maosenthal, and Taylor framework paper (1999). This section examines three characteristicsin
depth: situational features, discourse features, and test rubric.

Stuational Features. Speakingisasocia activity and, as such, an assessment of it requires attention
to the social setting that the assessment tasks intend to simulate. Situational features provide parameters
of social settings that serve to delimit the kinds of tasks that would be appropriate to the TOEFL 2000
test. Some of them, perhaps because they trigger differencesin the language used, may be associated
with differencesin difficulty.

Participants

An interaction has at least two participants. When designing simulations for testing purposes, it is
necessary to keep in mind certain characteristics of these participants—namely, their roles and
relationships. These characteristics are discussed below.

Roles.

Number: It isimportant that the number of participants vary from task to task because the
number can have an effect on the nature of the interaction and the formality of the language. Itis
also important to note that there is also at least one “other” in a speaking situation, and all
TOEFL 2000 speaking component tasks should have clearly signaled participants in addition to
the speaker (examinee). There are four general types of number situations that seem appropriate:
(a) one-to-one, (b) asmall group, (c) asmall audience, and (d) alarge audience.

One-to-one. Theoriginal ethnomethodological literature dealt primarily with this type of
interaction with the telephone call being the prototypic example (see the classic Sacks,
Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974). In this case the participants need not be concerned with who
the next speaker is—there is only one possibility. The mgjor interactional problem isto



properly give and notice turn-taking signals. A number of one-to-one discourses occur
naturally in an academic setting: instructor and student about course content and course
requirements; student and student about course content and informal matters; student and
service provider; etc.

A small group. The prototypic small group interaction is the dinner party (Tannen, 1984,
uses this for example, as does Goodwin, 1981) where the turn-taking task is more complex.
A few academic situations have the characteristics of this sort of small group; a group of
students discussing course content or working on a group project are probably the most
typical.

Although both these types are typified by relatively short turns, participants may be granted
(and claim) the floor for longer turns, usually taken up as a story (Eggins & Slade, 1997,
have an excellent discussion of this).

A small audience. A typical example of thiswould be asmall seminar or discussion group.
Turns are often formally assigned by aleader, and all turns except some questions are
typically longer than in one-to-one or small group situations. Micheau and Billmyer (1987)
and Weissberg (1993) report research on the spoken language of nonnative speakers of
English in this type of setting (see Waters, 1996, for a convenient summary of these studies).

A large audience. The university lecture isthe prototype here. Turnsfor the main speaker
are uniformly longer than in any of the other situations, and turns for others are few and often
determined by the speaker. Several studies of international teaching assistants are
summarized by Waters (1996), but all appear to focus on narrow properties of language,
rather than on macro discourse, and so do not provide afull understanding of the lecture
situation. Most TOEFL 2000 examinees will never be the main speaker in this situation,
though a number of graduate students may be.

Age: All participants will be adults. The typical examinee will be ayoung adult or late
adolescent who will have to be able to interact with same-age peers and older adults (though none
need be elderly). Age probably plays a smaller role than status differences, or is subsumed in
status differences (see discussion of relationships below), in determining characteristics of the
interaction.

Gender: Thereisarich, and controversia, literature on the difference between the spoken
language of men and women. Studies of whether the differences found among native English
speakers also occur among nonnative speakers are scarce. While the tasks used in the TOEFL
2000 test should be those equally available to both genders, the rating system should also be
sensitive to the possibility that characteristics that differ by gender are being differentially
rewarded.

Ethnicity: If it is possible to have some form of simulated interaction in the test, it isimportant
that the variety of English used by the other speaker(s) be one that is easily understood by most
North American native speakers. The rating system should not penalize examinees for



“standard” varieties different from the general North American standard (see Davidson &
L owenberg, 1996).

Occupation: The occupations of the participants suggested by the task should be those that a
student would interact within an academic setting. Thiswould typically include academic
occupations (teachers as well as students) and those administrative/clerical and service
occupations common in such a setting. It is unlikely, however, that interactions with all
occupations found on a campus would be appropriate (such as those with custodial staff).

Educational Level: The educational level of the participants should be appropriate to the
occupations as noted above.

Relationships.

Symmetric: These are typically relations with peers—other students—and should be an
important part of the assessment. Thiswould include both relatively informal (e.g., discussions
over coffee/teawith other students) and relatively formal (e.g., discussionsin atutorial group)
relationships.

Asymmetric: Students are part of anumber of relationships where some other participants have
higher status and power. Indeed, most relations with academic and administrative personnel in
an academic setting are of thistype. However, students may be in situations where they have
higher status, particularly if they are group leaders. There are also situations of ambiguous or
changeabl e status, such as customer-server relations. All these should be sampled on the test.

Topic

In general, the topics covered in the assessment should be appropriate to an academic setting.
Typicaly, students are called upon to speak about topics they are somewhat knowledgeable about, but
they are also expected to talk about subjects they know less well because they are just |earning about
them.? Integrated tasks provide an opportunity for the latter type of topic, as the reading and listening
stimuli can be expected to provide some background information the examinee can use in speaking (or
writing). Not all speaking tasks need be integrated ones, however, and some topics will have to be those
that examinees can be expected to already have some knowledge about. These can be divided into two
types: those that are so general that most examinees will be able to talk on them and those that are
phrased in such away as to allow examinees to use their idiosyncratic backgrounds. The latter poses, of
course, a particular challenge to the raters. When categorized by the source of the candidate’s
knowledge, there are three sorts of topics:

*  subject matter with information supplied by an integrated task,
e subject matter that iswidely known, and
e subject matter known by the individual examinee.

2 Topic familiarity is one of the performance conditions that influences task difficulty (Skehan, 1998a). For further discussion
See page 17.



Whatever the source of knowledge, the topic must also be appropriate to an academic setting. There
seem to be four important types of topics that occur in an academic setting:

e academic subjects—the standard content of lectures and texts;

e organization of learning activities—discussions of learning strategies and negotiations over
procedures and tools;

» rulesof academic life—largely bureaucratic discourse over the formal requirements of
courses and academic regulations; and

» daily living events that occur on a campus—service encounters (bookstore, medical services)
and informal discussions with friends.

Setting

The general framework (Jamieson et al., 1999) identified three broad setting typesin an academic
milieu: instructional, study, and service settings. These are simply listed here, with a few comments.

Instructional locations.

Lecture hall. Asfew students will actually be expected to lecture, the most typical speaking
activitiesin this setting would be guestions about the content of alecture.

Seminar room/discussion group. Here students might be expected not only to ask questions but
also to make short presentations or to provide sizable responses to aleader’ s questions.

Laboratory. The most likely speaking tasks here would be to ask questions and seek clarification
and to explain findings to alab instructor.

Sudy locations.

Library. Thetypical library speaking activity isto seek advice or help with locating particul ar
information.

Instructor’s office. Usually students seek clarification of subject material or rules when they visit
an instructor, but sometimes, asin tutorial situations, they may have to make a presentation about
their work and respond to questions about it.

Study room. Students may discuss their class material together, seeking and providing
clarification.

Service locations.

These are generally characterized by students seeking information or materials.



Purpose

The purpose of the tasks is covered under the following section on discourse features.

Register

It is difficult to characterize register because there is no widely agreed upon framework for labeling
different types. Asused in the general framework (Jamieson et al., 1999), such variables are intended to
characterize the degree of formality of language, much in the sense that Labov (1966) described the
socia structure of language. Rather than enumerate categories, it seems more sensible to identify
situational features that effect the formality of the language. Theseinclude:

» the degree to which the language is expected to satisfy formal rules of grammar;
» the degree to which there is some focus on the quality of the language;

» whether spoken contributions are phrasal or sentential;

* how much time to plan utterancesis available; and

» whether the larger discourse is constructed interactionally or is largely scripted.

Many of these formality features also play rolesin conditions of performance, discussed later in this
section.

Discourse Features. The discourse features describe the domain being assessed by the speaking
component of the TOEFL 2000 test and are discussed according to generic/pragmatic features and
structural features. These features are highly interrelated and are intended to stress the importance of
interaction in the assessment of oral language ability. For operational test purposes, they can also be
viewed as features of the response since they reflect the productive nature of this TOEFL 2000 test
component. (In the listening and reading components of the test, these features are captured under text
materials where they help describe test prompts.)

Since there is no single agreed-upon position on discourse, the existing literature serves as a point of
departure for articulating the critical role of discourse in the assessment of speaking ability in an
academic setting. Asresearch is systematically conducted as part of the TOEFL 2000 test devel opment
process, it will be possible to gain a better understanding of the role that discourse features must play in
test specification, task development, and score interpretation.

Generic/Pragmatic Features

The TOEFL 2000 test framework looks to Halliday (1973) for categories that relate to the purposes
for engaging in tasks and identifies the following six asrelevant for international students using English
in a North American university: heuristic, instrumental, regulatory, personal, representational, and
interactional (Jamieson et al., 1999, p. 15).

In the context of the TOEFL 2000 speaking component, we find it useful to consider the functional
analysis of discourse in terms of generic/pragmatic features existing at micro and macro levels. These



two levels provide a means for organizing and categorizing a range of language uses for test devel opment
purposes.

Micro level: Shorter turnsin interaction. One possible source of theory on the micro-interactional
aspect of discourseis speech act theory (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969), which focuses directly on
interaction and the types of functions captured in an exchange or series of exchanges. The speaker’s or
writer’sintent is at the heart of the exchange. Searle (1969, 1979), building on Austin, offers five sets of
functions: directives, commissives, representatives, declaratives, and expressives. The Council of
Europe, drawing on both Austin and Searle, provides a notional-functional syllabus for language teaching
(van Ek, 1976) which yields a slightly different set of functions. The six major functions in the Council
of Europe scheme are (p. 25):

e imparting and seeking factual information,

» expressing and finding out intellectual attitudes,
e expressing and finding out emotional attitudes,
» expressing and finding out moral attitudes,

e getting things done (suasion), and

e socidizing.

Within this scheme, each function is divided into subfunctions.

An dternative approach to micro-analysis of interaction comes from the tradition of
ethnomethodol ogy and conversation analysis, which has identified turn-taking conventions and a number
of other structural features of interaction, such as adjacency pairs and preference sequences. Essentia to
this approach is the notion of on-line co-construction of discourse.

Macro level: Extended discourse. A number of approaches to extended discourse exist. The
rhetorical function approach focuses on the identification of traditional patterns of rhetorical organization,
or patterns of exposition (Hale, Taylor, Bridgeman, Carson, Kroll, & Kantor, 1996), that are most
relevant to the academic use of language at the university level. Such functions include definition,
narration, description, comparison and contrast, procedural/process, etc. These functions are well
established in the literature (Shaughnessy, 1977; D’ Angelo, 1980; and others; c.f., the rhetorical
properties provided in Appendix D of the framework document, Jamieson et ., p. 57). They might be
used alone or in combination in a given communicative situation to achieve a specific goal. AsHatch
(personal communication, Nov. 7, 1997) indicates, “ Giving areport, a speaker might need to describe
materials used, narrate what happened, compare and contrast methods used, and do other parts of
problem solving. On the other hand, atask might ask for only one type of organization (e.g., procedural:
how to accessthe Internet).”

Essentially similar features of discourse have also been discussed under the heading “genre.” The
concept of genre stems from work in traditional literary studies, but has appeared in arange of work on or
relevant to spoken language, including the ethnography of speaking, particularly in the work of Hymes
(1972), literary theory (Bakhtin, 1986), variation theorists in sociolinguistics such as Labov and Wal etzky
(1967), the Sydney schaool of systemic-functional linguistics including Martin (1993), Eggins & Slade



(see, especially, Eggins & Slade, 1997), and critical discourse analysis (Fairclough, 1995). However as
Slade (1996) putsit:

There are many different approaches to the analysis of genre. What each approach hasin
common is the recognition that there are, in both spoken and written language, different
text-types or genres with their own internal structures, which accord with different social
goas. (p.9)

A number of accounts of generic types exist in the literature. Theseinclude:

» face-to-face service encounters,

e service encounters over the phone,

»  gpoken pedagogic discourse,

* narratives, including those elicited from a sociolinguistic interview,
e opinion texts, and

e gossip.

While the concept of genreis useful in defining the speaking variable, it is worth noting that the
above list represents as yet arather slim research base, and further research will be required. In addition,
anumber of writers (Paltridge, 1997; Swales, 1990; Jefferson & Lee, 1992; Fairclough, 1995) stress that
genres are ideal text types, prototypes, or templates that people orient to but do not necessarily conform
to. Although these underlying abstract structures exist, participants negotiate their way through such
structures and regularly disrupt them. It will thus be important that the test not take too prescriptive a
view of generic structure. Similarly it will be important to include what Bakhtin (1986, p. 78) calls
“flexible, plastic, and creative” genres such as personal narrative or expression of opinion in addition to
those with a more rigid generic format such as formulaic exchangesin everyday situations.

Structural Features

A number of features of performance will be reflected in the characteristics of the response. These
will include features of discourse, lexico-grammar, and phonology/prosody and their communicative
effect. Such features are likely to include:

» accomplishment of task (in terms of discursive requirements, coherence, etc.),

» sufficiency of response in terms of length and complexity,

» comprehensibility, including control of phonological and prosodic features,

e adequacy of grammatical resources,

e range and precision of vocabulary,

« fluency (this may not represent a single category; it is currently the focus of considerable
discussion, even controversy: c.f., Fulcher, Skehan, and see below), and

» cohesion.

Not al of these features will be relevant to the evaluation of every task, and performance on each
may vary relative to other categories from task to task. In other words, performance on different aspects

10



of the task may not vary uniformly but differentially, depending on the attentional focus required of the
task, task demands, etc. Thus, particular features may be emphasized for particular tasks, depending on
their character and associated performance conditions. Rating will be conducted using appropriate
analytic scoring schemes, as discussed later in this section.

Content Visuals. As Douglas pointed out (1997), itislogically and practically impossible to test
speaking apart from some other skills: the examinee must receive input in some form, whether written or
spoken (p. 25). Visual stimuli are an economical and effective way of introducing a situation or atopic
of conversation without providing the candidate with alot of vocabulary (Underhill, 1987). One way of
thinking about the role of visualsisin terms of the extent and type of cognitive structuring of the task
they provide. This may usefully be conceptualized in Vygotskyan terms (for further discussion of this
perspective, c.f., McNamara, 1997).

The most commonly used visualsin asurvey of existing ESL tests were maps, single pictures or
photographs, multiple-picture sequences, and charts or graphs. The quality of the visual aswell as the
guestion or directive itself both would seem to contribute to the difficulty of the task. Giving directionsis
considered to be a Level 2 task on the Foreign Service Institute (FSI) scale; however, if the map that
accompanies the question contains many details and the sites between which the directions should be
given are hard to find, this most likely would negatively affect the examinee’ s performance on this task.
Likewise, to describe a graph that is about an esoteric topic and requires specialized knowledge to
interpret would be a more difficult task than describing a simpler graph on a more generalized topic.

The usual test purpose for a picture sequence isto dlicit the function of narration (FSI Level 2).
Additional tasks at different levels, such as describe (Level 2), hypothesize (Level 3), and state and
support an opinion (Level 3), could accompany the picture sequence. Poor quality drawings/photographs
or aconfusing story line can affect the difficulty level of these tasks. Research into the same task with
and without visuals might help to expand our understanding of the difficulty levels of certain question

types.

Test Rubric. Thetest rubric deals with issues related to examinee output in response to the tasksin
the TOEFL 2000 speaking component. This section describes the formats of the responses to be elicited
with this component, in terms of type and length of response. In addition, this section describes how
quality of performance on the various tasks in the speaking component will be assessed, in terms of levels
of scoresto be assigned, method of scoring, criteriafor scoring, and mode of scoring.

Response Formats

Type of response. Three possible response formats can be considered for the TOEFL 2000 speaking
component: (a) read aloud, (b) elicited sentence repetition, and (c) constructed response. The first two of
these, read aloud and elicited sentence repetition, provide for a more restricted assessment of speaking
but lend themselves to computer scoring. With these formats only certain structural features of speaking
can be assessed. These features might be scored as present or absent (i.e., right/wrong) or they might be
scored by level (see below).
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Constructed response formats, on the other hand, allow for a much richer and more varied assessment
of speaking, whereby most to all of the structural features of speaking can be assessed. For these
formats, scoring would most certainly be done by level, including whether features are simply present or
absent (singularly or in combination).

Length of response. In order to make a judgment about a person’s speaking ability, it is necessary to
have a speech sample to assess. The larger the sample, the more evidence of the person’s oral
proficiency is presented and is available to be assessed. Issues of face validity and content validity must
be taken into consideration in deciding how large a speech sample is hecessary in order to give a
meaningful score (see Bachman, 1990).

A survey of existing ESL speaking tests showed that arange of 8 to 35 minutesis allotted for
examinee speech depending on the purpose and format of the assessment. Some tests have a threshold
level which must be achieved in order for the examinee to have an opportunity to respond to additional
guestions (Underhill, 1987). The format of the FSI and ACTFL Oral Proficiency Interviews (OPI), direct
measures of speaking ability, is aone-on-one (or two-on-one) “conversation” lasting 15 to 30 minutes
depending on the proficiency level of the examinee (Lowe & Liskin-Gasparro, 1983). The TSE takes
about 20 minutes to administer, of which 10 to 12 minutes are available for examinee speech. On the
TSE the individual questions are allotted 30, 45, 60, or 90 seconds of response time, depending on the
task. Thelength of time allocated to each task is determined by the level of the question (based on the
equivalent task in an ACTFL or FSI OPI) and feedback from pilot testing.

The fact that the TOEFL 2000 test will be administered by computer raises many questions about
how the available technology can best be used to assess an examinee' s speaking proficiency. Speech
recognition systems are not yet capable of accepting al the various forms and pronunciations of words
found in open conversation, so at present they cannot provide a direct estimate of the communicative skill
level of speakers. However, indirect measures of communicative skill can be derived from performance
on tasks like cloze exercises and elicited sentence repetition (Bernstein, 1997). Certain variables, such as
pronunciation or grammar, might be able to be captured and scored by speech recognition functions, and
these options should be explored.

On the other hand, in recent years the shift in emphasis to language as atool for communication, and
not as an end initself, has led to the inclusion in oral assessments of such considerations as length of
utterance, complexity, rate, flexibility, appropriacy, repetition, and hesitation, as well as the “traditional”
categories of accuracy in grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, fluency, and content (Underhill, 1987).
Scoring variables such as coherence and cohesion can be measured only when the sample islong enough
to contain several “paragraphs’ of speech. Revision of the TSE in 1995 included the elimination of more
mechanical short-answer tasks in favor of extended discourse involving more abstract communicative
language. The TSE revision team expected that examinee scores on the revised test would be better
indicators of communicative ability. They also anticipated that these changes would have a positive
washback effect on ESL instructors to emphasize communicative teaching and learning activities in their
classes (Douglas & Smith, 1997).

In addition, it has been noted (Douglas, 1997) that a measure of “grammar knowledge,” for example,
in a communicative situation, may not be strictly possible, since we know so little about how grammar
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interacts with other components of communicative language ability. Research needsto be doneto
ascertain the feasibility and desirability of being able to isolate any single component of language ability.

We believe that the TOEFL 2000 examinee should have the opportunity to produce atotal of at least
10 to 15 minutes' worth of speech for assessment, and that the sample should provide opportunities to
judge the examinee' s linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse, and functional competencies. Because of the
practical considerations of avery large volume of examinees, research needs to be done to ascertain how
the test might include a combination of short-answer tasks that focus on linguistic competency variables
and could be scored by computer with other tasks requiring answers of extended discourse which most
likely would need to be rated by humans.

Quality of Performance

Levels of scoring. As mentioned earlier, responses to the assessment tasks can be scored as
right/wrong or present/absent, which is referred to as dichotomous scoring; aternatively, they can be
evaluated for different levels of correctness, which is referred to as polytomous scoring. At present, it is
envisioned that most of the TOEFL 2000 speaking tasks will be polytomously scored.

Speaking tasks that will be scored on multi-level scales lend themselves to partial credit scoring, and
from the perspective of item response theory (IRT), to the use of the polytomous partial credit or
generalized partial credit IRT models. Further, use of the simpler partial credit model lendsitself to
many-faceted Rasch modeling (Linacre, 1993), whereby other facets besides task difficulty, such as rater
severity, can be considered in the rating process. Thisis usually done viathe computer program
FACETS (Linacre & Wright, 1993) or, more recently, the computer program ConQuest (Wu,

Adams, & Wilson, 1998); see Bachman, Lynch, and Mason (1995) for an application that made use of
FACETS. However, recent work by Tang and Eignor (1997), who used TSE data, seemsto indicate that,
at least with TSE-like tasks, use of the more complex generalized partial credit model would be
necessary.

Finally, speaking tasks that are simply scored right/wrong or present/absent are also amenable to IRT
analyses using one of the current IRT models for dichotomously scored items. Since guessing will not be
possible on these tasks (i.e., options will not be provided as in multiple-choice questions), either the one-
parameter logistic or Rasch model or the two-parameter logistic model are likely candidates.

Method of scoring. Turner and Upshur (1996) discuss the two general “families’ of rating scales
that have been used in language assessment when scoring is done using multi-level scales. Thefirst
family of scalesis more or less generic in nature (i.e., the same rating scale(s) can be applied to different
tasks); this family includes both holistic and analytic scales. A holistic scale of speaking ability would
describe a number of levels of overall speaking ability which are intended to be applicable to any sample
of speech. The score level descriptors might refer to any of a number of criteria and expected levels of
performance on these criteria, but these are generally incorporated into one overall description at each
level. Analytic scales, on the other hand, have more than one overall scale, so that it is possibleto
separately rate a number of different attributes or criteria. The separate analytic ratings may then be
combined to provide amore general measure of speaking ability, but they need not be. In some
situations, the same set of analytic scalesis applied to different tasks; in other situations, a common
subset of scalesis applied to the tasks along with some additional scalesthat are unique to each task. The
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first approach is by far the most common with analytic scoring (see Bachman et al., 1995, for an
application of analytic scoring).

Experience with the TSE holistic scoring procedure suggests that such an approach masks the
apparent difference in difficulty among TSE speaking tasks. That isto say, even though the TSE tasks
appear to differ in difficulty (see Powers, Schedl, Wilson-Leung, & Butler, in press), the holistic
procedure and generic rubric produce score means on the various tasks that are close to equivalent,
thereby masking difficulty differences. Since for the overal proficiency scalesto be developed in the
TOEFL 2000 project, position on the scale is related to task difficulty, the holistic approach seems
guestionable. The use of analytic scalesis unlikely to cause this problem to the same degree as does use
of the holistic approach.

With the analytic scaling approach, the number of levels or rating points for each scaleistypically
developed based on alogical analysis of the possible levels of separation afforded by using the particular
scales with the tasks. Also, nothing precludes the use of analytic scales for assessing a set of tasks from
having differing numbers of levels within the different scales.

The second family of rating scales described by Turner and Upshur (1996) includes the primary trait
and multitrait rating scales. According to Turner and Upshur (1996), “ These [scales] are less reflective of
general theories [about the development of language abilities] than the holistic and analytic scales, but are
more influenced by an analysis of task demands’ (p. 56). Such scales are designed to indicate how well
an individual satisfies the requirements of agiventask. Primary trait scoring uses one score scale with a
number of levels which are specific to the task. Turner and Upshur provide an example of a primary trait
scale from Cohen (1994) for the following task:

“Some people believe that awoman’s place isin the home. Othersdo not. Take one side
of theissue. Write an essay in which you state your position and defend it.” (p. 57)

The primary trait levelsthen indicate: (a) whether the writer has, in fact, taken aposition
(level 1); (b) whether reasons are given (level 2); and (c) whether or not each of the reasons has been
elaborated (level 3).

Multitrait scales are similar to analytic scalesin that performance is rated using more than one scale.
They are similar to primary trait scalesin that each score scale is specific to the particular task.

The task-specific levels of either primary trait or multitrait scales can be defined either logically or
empirically. In most applicationsto date, the specific levels have been defined logically. Fulcher (1987,
1996; see also Skehan, 19983, in press) has expressed concern that logically defined scales reflect what
theorists think happens in communicative situations, and not what actually happens. Turner and Upshur
(1996; see dlso Upshur & Turner, 1995) have investigated an empirically based procedure for defining the
specific score levels of primary trait scales. This approach, referred to as EBB scaling by Turner and
Upshur (the scale is Empirically derived, requires Binary choices by raters, and defines the Boundaries
between score levels), while labor intensive, should be further explored for TOEFL 2000 speaking tasks
if aprimary trait approach is chosen. However, the viability of this and other approaches from a financial
perspective would need to be assessed before it could be implemented. North (1995, 1996) provides an
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excellent discussion of a number of issuesin the development of empirically based rating scales (see also
North and Schneider, 1998).

Criteria for scoring. When using either the primary trait or multitrait approaches, criteriafor scoring
are task specific. For the holistic and analytic approaches, where the resulting scales are generic, it
makes more sense to talk generally about scoring criteria. These criteria are either combined into some
sort of general statement at each scale point with the holistic approach or defined in separate scales with
the analytic approach.

Bachman et al. (1995) used five analytic scales that measured the following components of speaking
ability: pronunciation, vocabulary, coherence, organization, and grammar. An expanded list now under
consideration for the speaking component of the TOEFL 2000 test includes: pronunciation, vocabulary,
cohesion, organization (coherence), grammar (grammatical accuracy), comprehensibility, and fluency. In
addition, length of responses may be considered, provided it can be broken down into meaningful levels
to define the points on the (analytic) scale.

Mode of capturing responses and scoring.

Capturing responses: It is assumed that the speaking section of the TOEFL 2000 test will be an
indirect measure of speaking ability in that the prompts will not be directly delivered by an
interlocutor nor will the responses to the tasks be scored immediately by judges. It is assumed that
the tasks themselves will be delivered via computer. The oral response can be captured by the
computer. If the visual record is seen asimportant, then the speech act associated with the response
will need to be either captured by the computer or videotaped. The amount of hard disk space that
will have to be used in the computer capture of the visual record may constrain which method will be
used.

Human/computer scoring: Given the current state of speech recognition technology (see Burstein,
Kaplan, Rohen-Wolf, Zuckerman, & Lu, 1997), it is assumed that most responses to speaking
prompts will be scored by human raters. Developmentsin thisfield will need to be carefully
monitored.

When the state of speech recognition technology is such that it can be considered for the scoring of
speaking tasks, amodel similar to the one under consideration for writing tasks might be feasible.
With this model, the speech sample would be scored once by a human rater and once by the
computer. Another model worthy of consideration, which would make use of analytic scales, is one
where the computer would be used to score features such as sentence length, while humans would be
used to evaluate features such as intelligibility.

Integrated Tasks. The portion of the TOEFL 2000 test that involves integrated skillsis avery
important one for assessing an examinee's speaking proficiency becauseit islogically and practically
impossible to test speaking apart from some other skills. In the academic environment that is the context
for TOEFL 2000, students are constantly in circumstances in which they listen to or read something and
then are required to respond either orally or in writing. Although there are situations like a political
address or an academic lecture where one person speaks and others only listen, the stimulus for even
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these speech acts has undoubtedly come from something in either written or spoken form. Therefore, the
integration of skillsin the TOEFL 2000 measurement has strong face validity.

Speech is normally an interactive mode of communication in which the participants switch roles
between listener and speaker frequently within a conversation. Because of practical limitations, itis
unlikely that the TOEFL 2000 speaking component will be a direct measure of speaking ability.
However, even in a semi-direct test of ora proficiency, speech cannot exist in a vacuum; the examinee
must receive input in some form, either spoken or written, in order to know what task he/she is being
required to perform.

In the TSE, the candidate both hears the instructions and reads them in the test book and then records
the answer on cassette tape for future assessment. Because of their relevance to an academic context,
many of the functions that the TSE assesses might appear on the TOEFL 2000 speaking component.
These functions include describing, persuading, narrating, hypothesi zing, summarizing, comparing,
giving directions or instructions, recommending, and stating and supporting an opinion. Any of these
functions could be linked to either written or spoken stimulus material. For example, the examinee could
read a passage or listen to a short lecture and then be asked to make an oral summary of it. An examinee
could listen to an extended conversation between two students about going on afield trip for an
astronomy class, look at amap in the test book, and then be asked to leave directions to the planetarium
on another student’s voice mail system. Many of the integrated tasks that have been suggested by the
TOEFL 2000 writing team would aso probably work with spoken responses.

Finally, it should be noted that because many of the tasks envisioned for ng speaking will not
be able to be scored immediately, this portion of the test could not be delivered in the same adaptive
fashion as certain sections of the current computer-based TOEFL test. However, research could be
carried out on adapting speech tasks based on examinee performance on the listening tasks, under the
assumption that examinees who do poorly on these ought not to get extremely difficult speaking tasks.

Factors Influencing Task Difficulty. The difficulty of an assessment task, as well as the quality of the
performance as judged against specific criteria, can be shown to be affected by the cognitive demands of
the task and the conditions under which individuals carry out the task. Recent work in Britain by Skehan
and his colleagues, building on earlier work by Brown, Anderson, Shilcock, and Y ule (1984), has
attempted to explore the ways in which varying qualities of task (“task characteristics’) and conditions of
performance (“task implementation conditions”) influence various measures of output on speaking tasks.
Skehan (19983, p.174) recognizes the potential of thiswork for defining an ability/difficulty continuum
using item response theory (IRT) approaches. Table 1 summarizes research findings to date as reported
by Skehan which have explored factors affecting task difficulty in some detail. For example, in Brown et
a.’ sresearch, narrative tasks in response to picture stimuli were found to differ in difficulty depending on
how many people or narrative elements were involved in the pictures: a car crash involving atruck and a
car was easier than a crash involving three cars that looked rather similar.
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Tablel
Factors Influencing Task Difficulty

Easier condition Harder condition
Small number of participants, elements | Greater number of participants, elements
Concrete information and task Abstract information and task
Immediate, here-and-now information Remote, there-and-then information
Information requiring retrieval Information requiring transformation
Familiar information Unfamiliar information

Based on Skehan, 1998a: 174, Table 7.2

A further range of influences on difficulty is summarized in Table 2. The impact of these factorsis
proposed tentatively asit has yet to be confirmed by solid research (for example, recent research suggests
that the impact of visual factors is more complex than is proposed here. See more on content visuals
below). “Surprise elements’ in the table below means that new information (e.g., asastimulusto a
narrative) is provided in the course of carrying out atask, which implies that the speaker has to change
tack without warning; this limits the possibility of producing a rehearsed performance.

Table2
Other Possible Factors Influencing Task Difficulty
Factor Likely Impact on Difficulty

As time pressure increases Increase

As opportunity for control (e.g., to ask for clarification, to

delay, to rephrase, to modify—but not completely change— Decrease

the task goals) increases

As surprise elements increase Increase

Asvisual support increases Decrease

Based on Skehan, 1998a: 176-177

Other aspects of performance conditions may affect task difficulty in a more complex way, in that
tasks which elicit particular cognitive processes may have measurable impact not on task difficulty as a
whole but on particular aspects of performance. The following components of cognitive processing in
performance on speaking tasks have been identified in Skehan’ s research:

1. Tasks and performance conditions which direct attentional resources to form and rule. These
tasks and conditions may induce either “risk-avoiding” or “risk-taking” behavior, yielding
variation in measures of accuracy and complexity of language, respectively.

2. Tasksand performance conditions which focus attentional resources on meaning and real-time
processing, yielding variation in measures of fluency.

Findings from research to date on the impact of task characteristics and performance conditions
respectively on particular aspects of performance are summarized in Tables 3 and 4. The aspects

17



are fluency (as measured by such things as pausing, silence, repetition, false starts, reformulations, etc.),
grammatical accuracy (based on proportion of error), and complexity (based on measures of
subordination, for example, number of clauses per T-unit or c-unit).

In Table 3, the ascending arrows represent increases in measures of the relevant component: for
example, increasing familiarity of task material may lead to performances which are measurably more
fluent, but not more accurate or more syntactically complex. “Differentiated outcomes’ refersto
problem-based tasks in which there are a number of possible solutions to the problem; for example,
where candidates are asked to give opinions about the best course of action. It seems that when speakers
are thinking about the various possibilities, they have fewer attentional resources available for monitoring
correctness, and their language resources are “ stretched,” so to speak, to express the complex meanings
they intend.

Table3
Task Characteristicsand Their Impact on Attentional Resour ces
Nature of Task Resulting Change Aspect
Differentiated outcomes i Complexity
Well structured tasks i Accuracy
Familiar material i Fluency
On-line computation involved i Complexity

In Table 4, the impact of varying conditions of planning is considered. Candidates may be given
detailed advice as to how to plan: for example, they may be told to focus on correctness, or on the overall
organization of their response to the task; or they may be given planning time but no advice on how to
useit (“undetailed planning time™).

Table4
Performance Conditions and Their Impact on Attentional Resour ces
Performance Condition Resulting Change Aspect
Undetailed planning time i Accuracy
Different lengths of planning i Fluency
time i) Complexity

This research has complex implications for assessment. The factors set out in Tables 1 and 2 could
act as difficulty driversin the definition of an ability/difficulty continuum. The factors set out in Tables 3
and 4 could be used to establish the specifications for particular tasks, with care being taken to ensure that
the task demands and performance conditions do not engender a competition for attentional resources.
These factors could also be used to establish appropriate rating criteria for each task depending on the
character of the task and its performance conditions. A complex program of research relevant to the
goals of the TOEFL 2000 project isthus called for. Aninitial project exploring the potential of the work
of Skehan under formal test conditions has begun (McNamara, Elder, & Iwashita, 1998).
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4. Technical Issues Affecting the Measurement of the Speaking Construct

In order to ensure that the TOEFL 2000 test provides the best assessment of an examinee’'s English
oral language proficiency, it will be necessary to research each step of the test devel opment process,
including devel oping the prompts, delivering the test items, obtaining a speech sample, rating the speech
sample, and distributing the score to the score users. Each step entails technical considerations which
must be addressed.

Speaking is an interactive skill, and so even though the TOEFL 2000 speaking component by
necessity will have to be an indirect measure of speech administered by computer, the more the tasks can
simulate interactivity, the more true the test will be to the construct. Given the rapid development of the
computer field, it has been predicted that what is considered to be “high-end” equipment today will
become commonplace in three to five years. Interms of delivery of the test items, the hardware currently
available in 1998 in this category has very high-quality sound and video capability. The improvementsin
technologies for the compression, storage, and transmission of audio and video images will help to make
their use practical at the network level. On the other hand, although it might be argued that video
presentation of the items would be more redlistic and “interactive,” research is heeded to weigh the
advantages and disadvantages of such a delivery system. Certainly the cost and time involved in creating
avery large pool of video itemswill have to be weighed against the verisimilitude factor.

On the other end of the interactive scale, existing speech technologies, such as automatic speech
recognition (ASR), can be used to assess pronunciation of short segments of speech by matching the
examinee’ s utterances with preprogrammed models. Although this question typeis not very
communicative, it might be useful for measuring “threshold” proficiency. Certainly future developments
with ASR should be followed closely.

With regard to obtaining the speech sample, microphones and videocameras in the computer for
recording the speech and video images of the examinee are becoming more readily available. Whether
or not it is necessary or even helpful to have avideo image of the examinee responding to questionsis
something that will need to be researched.

Asfor rating the speech sample, because of the limitations of ASR (discussed above), humans will
need to be involved in scoring the assessment. Therefore, it must be possible to transmit the speech/video
sample to theraters. The technigues being used for on-line scoring of written essays might be adapted for
scoring speech samples. One advantage of having the speech sample scored on line isthat the raters do
not have to gather in one location and can work on a more flexible schedule. If, however, this technique
means that alot of special equipment would be needed for raters to access the speech/video files, this
could have an impact on the cost of the test.

With regard to reporting of scores, at the moment the capacity does not exist to do “real-time,”
automated scoring for longer speech segments. Sinceit is envisioned that a number of the speaking items
will be integrated with items testing the other skills, it will have to be determined how the lack of
immediate scoring on the speaking segment would affect the reporting of scores for the rest of the
TOEFL 2000 test. One advantage to having the speech sample on disk isthat it could then be accessible
to admissions officers and other university personnel who might want to hear areal speech sample as
opposed to just receiving a score number for an examinee.
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It seems obvious that the best way to meet these technological challenges to the TOEFL 2000 project
isthrough a strong collaborative effort by researchers, test developers, technical support staff, and outside
consultants as necessary.

20



5. Research Agenda

In preparing the framework document for the TOEFL 2000 speaking component, team members were
unable to locate review articlesin a number of important areas that clearly would have helped inform the
development of the framework. Hence, as detailed below, we call for a number of literature reviews to be
conducted. These literature reviews will undoubtedly help refine certain elements contained in the
framework.

The speaking team plans to follow the sequence of task design and devel opment steps outlined in the
research agendafor the writing team. Hence, research activities related to final task design, defined in the
second section below, will need to be conducted during the cycle outlined by the writing team. We also
specify (see the third section below) a number of topicsthat, if researched, would help to inform task
design. While these are important to the final task design process, they are not as crucial as the activities
listed in the second section.

Finally, in discussions with the Natural Language Processing (NLP) group at ETS about waysin
which that group might support the development of the TOEFL 2000 speaking component, a number of
intermediate to long-range research topics were identified. These topics are briefly listed in the final part
of this section and depend on the NLP group first establishing a platform whereby speech data can
routinely be collected. Before such work isinitiated, a careful review of work performed by other
technol ogy-oriented researchersin the field of speaking will need to be undertaken.

Literature Reviews

We anticipate the need for the following literature reviews:

areview of the literature on speaking needs" >—range of general vocabulary needed;
areview of recent research on register;*
areview of recent research on oral genres;*

areview of recent research on cognitive demands of tasks; and*

a M W NP

asurvey of rating scales used in existing speaking tests.

Research Activities Related to Task Design

Other research activities that will need to be undertaken include the following:

1. Confirmthat variablesidentified by Skehan et al. (1998) on performance conditions that are
contained in the framework do predict task difficulty.

2. Confirm that variables contained in the framework under discourse features, particularly
structural features, predict task difficulty.

3. Perform research that would lead to a decision whether to use primary trait or analytic scales for
the speaking assessment. Can primary trait scoring be made cost effective?

Include native and nonnative speakers
2 Separate review for undergraduates and graduates
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4. Perform research on the extent to which content visuals increase or decrease task difficulty.
5. Perform research on the extent to which interactivity can be incorporated in speaking task design.
6. Perform research on the role that rater cognition playsin determining task difficulty.

Other Research Activities to Inform Task Design

Additional research activitiesinclude;

1. A needsanalysis of speech production required of undergraduate and graduate students (pending
outcome of Al);

2. Giventhelevel of interactivity likely to be featured in the speaking component, an analysis of the
consequences for the validity of the test;

3. Research on whether aninitial threshold-level assessment of speaking could be created, based
partly on read-aloud and elicited repetition activities;

4. A comparison of the effects of capturing responses on video vs. audiotapes; and

5. Research on incorporating the work on attentional resources into the analytic scoring process.

Research Agenda for the NLP Group

The Natural Language Processing (NLP) group at ETS will need to undertake the following research
activities:

Speech genre characterization studies viamanual analysis,

Speech genre characterization studies via automated tools,

Written versus spoken language characterization studies,

Nonnative, minority, and gender-based |anguage characterization studies,
Creation of an auditory idiom knowledge base,

Automated speech sample scoring studies,

Limited domain concept-to-speech synthesis research,

Independent speech synthesis research,

NL P-based automated speech recognition research,

10 Statistical language model-based automated speech recognition research, and
11. Combined knowledge source automated speech recognition research.

CoNoOUA®WDNE
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6. Speaking Assessment in TOEFL 2000

The current TOEFL test does not include an oral communication component. Although the TSE is
offered, this assessment of general speaking ability is designed primarily for teaching assistants and
medical professionals. Thus, the speaking component of the TOEFL 2000 test is a highly important
development. Theintegrated skills portion of TOEFL 2000 will simulate realistic communicative
situations since it islogically and practically impossible to test speaking apart from some other skill (the
examinee must receive input in some form, whether written or spoken). This new section of the test will
meet score users expressed need for information about examinees' English oral language proficiency in
an academic context.

We expect that the introduction of an oral communication component will have a positive washback
effect on the ESL teaching community. By using constructed-response items, which are less likely to be
coachable, in the TOEFL 2000 speaking component, we will encourage students to learn to communicate
orally—not to learn a skill simply to do well on atest.

Finally, unlike the current TOEFL test, which yields a single score, the TOEFL 2000 speaking
component will provide descriptive information about the examinee’s level of proficiency in each skill
area assessed. These descriptions will be developed through analyses of specific variables that affect the
difficulty of the assessment tasks.
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