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ABSTRACT 

The study focuses on spoken and written skills in second language 

performance. The subjects in the study were a sample of second language 

(ESL) high school students in Year 12. 

The study addressed the question of relationships between spoken and 

written skills in second language learning. The main questions were the 

predictability of written language from spoken language performance and 

the identification of the particular spoken skills which influence written 

language performance. 

Spoken and written language tests which varied substantially were 

administered to assess the students' proficiency in the two skills. Spoken 

language scores were compared statistically with written language scores. 

The procedure first established the underlying dimensionality in spoken 

variables using factor analysis, secondly, linearity of scores between spoken 

and written language skills was assessed, next, a correlation matrix 

identified the spoken language skills which had a significant relationship to 

written performance and finally, the stepwise multiple regression indicated 

the amount of contribution spoken skills of grammar, lexical and semantic 

features, vocabulary, pronunciation and communicative skills made to 

written language performance. 

The study indicates that the lexical-semantic and grammar in spoken skills 

contribute significantly to performance in written language. The statistical 

analysis indicated that spoken language vocabulary, communication and 

pronunciation did not make an additional significant contribution in the 
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regression analysis, however, these skills had a significant relationship to 

written language performance in the correlation matrix. 

The study shows that spoken and written language as productive aspects of 

language may rely on the same grammatical, lexical and semantic skills to 

carry out meaningful and effective communicative discourse. However, the 

contribution of spoken lexical-semantic and grammar skills to writing was 

statistically small. This was due probably to the fact that the spoken and 

written relationships go beyond the common grammar and lexicon shared 

by the two discourse skills. It is suggested that the differences between 

spoken and written modes explain the relatively moderate relationship. 

Speaking is an interactive skill which depends on real situations. The 

involvement of speaker and participants, the role of prosody, paralinguistic 

cues, the fragmented sentence structures, its oral style with hesitations and 

constant references to mental processes and its spontaneous nature makes it 

quite separate from the written process. The spoken mode is acquired 

naturally while the written mode is learned from instruction. The 

conventional and concise nature of the written mode also make this activity 

quite different from the spoken mode. It is suggested that spoken and the 

written modes are quite different and the magnitude of the relationship 

does not lend support to a strong relationship in the two modes. 

The study contributes to ESL teaching and learning strategies. The finding 

that is of importance to ESL situation relates to the appropriate application 

of the lexical and grammatical rules to spoken and written language 

production. Recognition of the importance of these skills could assist in 

curriculum planning and channel ESL teaching. Concentration on high 
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level achievement of lexical, semantic and grammatical skills should 

enhance ESL learning. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

Most research in language acquisition and development has focussed on 

spoken and written language skills in first language. By contrast fewer 

studies have investigated these skills in second language learning. The 

present study is an examination of the relationship between spoken and 

written language ability for second language (English) learners and it 

specifically investigates the notion that spoken language ability is predictive 

of performance in written language. The question of whether the two 

function independently or in relation to each other was also explored. 

Finally, the study attempts to identify specific skills in spoken language that 

may contribute to performance in written language. 

Spoken and written language represent variant modes of the same 

language. The two modes stem from a similar background, namely the 

grammatical structures and lexicon of the language. English orthography is 

related to an underlying abstract level of language and not to sound 

(Chomsky & Halle, 1968). Although spoken and written language are two 

modes for the communication of meaning, there are differences which 

persist in the two modes. Spoken language, is dependent upon a number of 

factors operating singly or in combination, whereas written language may 

not incorporate all the features of speech. There are various aspects of 

spoken language that have no counterpart in the written form, for example, 

the prosodic and paralinguistic features, dependence on interlocutor 

response, perception of cues, interpretation, socio-cultural codes, prior 

knowledge and real world situations. Speech is acquired naturally while 

writing is acquired through deliberate instruction involving cognitive, 

linguistic and motor skills. Scrutiny, reflection and planning are features of 



writing which involve the application of linguistic resources to the syntax, 

lexicon, vocabulary, semantic, orthographical and cohesive aspects of 

written discourse. Instruction is in the oral mode, however, there is a need 

for a transition to the written mode and relatively little is done with respect 

to developing control over the written form in the language class. Language 

learners need to translate thoughts into the written form. Therefore, it is of 

interest to establish more exactly the relationships between spoken and 

written language. The spoken language skills selected for the present study 

were grammar, vocabulary, lexical-semantic, phonological and 

communicative skills. Their relationships to performance in written 

language was subsequently investigated. 

1. Rationale for the Study 

Spoken and written language make different demands on second language 

learners. The two skills represent modes of expression which are developed 

for different functions. To the ESL learner, listening, speaking, reading and 

writing skills are essential for the achievement of knowledge not just of 

language, but knowledge in general. Of the macro skills, written language 

appears to have greater relevance to the success of the second language 

learner. Written language, the language of learning, is an instrument of 

significant power (Olson, 1977). Western education has put great emphasis 

on written prose and it is the mastery of a particular form of written symbols 

that is often used to decide the academic success and the quality of intellect 

of second language as well as first language learners. Translating knowledge 

into conventional written prose appears to be a difficult but essential task for 

the second language student. 

The students in this study were at the threshold of tertiary entrance and 

written language competence was crucial to their academic success. Written 
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term papers and other written examinations scripts exhibiting conventions 

of written prose was required of them. Hence, it was hoped that the study 

would contribute towards identifying language skills leading to the 

improvement of their written ability. 

Because the difference between spoken and written language is not 

normally emphasized in English teaching, most second language teaching is 

done with little sensitivity to the differences in potential demands between 

speaking and writing. The lack of sensitivity to this issue was indicated by 

several teachers who, when told about the study, remarked that spoken 

skills should predict written skills and that no question was at issue. 

11. Outline of the Study 

Chapter 2 presents an overview of the literature on characteristics of spoken 

language. While there is no common agreement on the topic, it is clear that 

certain skills are distinctive to that medium. In Chapter 3, the development 

and characteristics of written language are discussed. Subsequently some 

possible relationships between spoken and written forms are analysed. The 

test instruments and criteria for employing the particular tests are explained 

in Chapter 4. A detailed description of the spoken and written language 

testing procedures follows. Chapter 5, explains the statistical procedures, 

statistical analysis and the results. Finally, the summary of the findings, the 

limitations of the study and the implications for second language teaching 

are discussed in Chapter 6. 

3. 



CHAPTER TWO 

SPOKEN LANGUAGE 

Literature Review 

This chapter examines the development and characteristics of spoken 

language skills. It is important to recognise similarities in the linguistic 

basis of spoken and written language, but it is equally important to realise 

differences that go beyond a mere change of medium, principally the non 

linguistic context that supports the comprehension of speech, which is not 

there to support the comprehension of print. Most of the research based on 

differences between spoken and written is in first language however, this 

study will attempt to suggest the implications for second language. 

The discussion begins with developmental aspects of spoken language skills, 

followed by the general characteristics of the spoken mode. The structural 

characteristics are then discussed from syntactic, lexical, semantic, cohesive, 

phonological, communicative and functional aspects. 

L The Development of Spoken Language 

Spoken language mode evolved in the human species long before written, 

and in the development of the individual the child learns to talk before 

learning to read and write. (Ong, 1977; Hammond, 1990). The dominance of 

the spoken mode is even more obvious when it is realised that for some 

active languages today, there is no written form in daily use. The 

development of spoken language skills involves cognitive, linguistic, 

metalinguistic and phonological skills. 



Spoken language skills develop with phonological development in early 

childhood. Learners begin to acquire an understanding of the different 

combinations or patterns of sounds in the particular language. These sound 

patterns convey differences in meaning. Spoken language development is 

also related to the physical development of the articulatory mechanisms 

required for the production of speech sounds and the development of 

auditory perceptual skills (Brown, 1973; McNeill, 1966, Snow, 1972). The 

sequence of phonological development depends on the physiological 

development of speech mechanism and the progressive maturation of the 

vocal apparatus (Stark, 1986). 

Spoken language skills develop from the use of one-word utterances to 

relatively complex structures over a short period of childhood. In the early 

one-word utterances (referred to as holophrases), it is possible to see the 

development of cognitive and linguistic skills since for the child and the 

listening adult, each word can represent a single idea or whole sentence (De 

Laguna, 1927). During the course of the acquisition, increasing complexity 

in spoken language is seen. This is evidenced by the rapid growth in the 

child's vocabulary. In addition, the length and complexity of sentences 

increases and there is an ability to express a greater range of meanings. The 

increased vocabulary knowledge and greater command and expression of 

grammar, enables the child to communicate in fluent and understandable 

terms (Brown, 1973; Garton & Pratt, 1989; Slobin, 1966; Snow, 1972). 

Spoken language develops from circumstances which have a firm basis in 

intentional communication from the preverbal period. Language, comes to 

serve acts of meaning, that is, the need to communicate in society. 

Language acquisition sterns from a social need to communicate, utilising the 

symbolic communicative systems which serve the functions and values 
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imposed by mankind. Spoken language however, evolved from natural 

verbal and gestural contexts, originating in the need to communicate, and 

probably progressed from naming of things to pragmatic and mathetic 

functions. This developmental phase of language acquisition allowed a 

transition to the language of the particular cultural environment and finally 

to the fundamental structures that lie behind adult language. Hence, 

language equips the individual with a potential for meaning, which serves 

as a resource for doing and thinking (Halliday, 1985). Thus seen, spoken 

language acquisition is a consequence of social interaction. It is acquired in 

an almost untutored social context which is nevertheless a highly 

motivating environment, amidst an almost untutored social context. 

The sequence of development of spoken language acquisition appears to be 

similar in most societies. Within a few years, children progress from one 

word communication to an approximation of adult competency. Basic 

grammatical forms are also acquired after four or five years. In addition to 

phonology and grammar, gesture and context are important elements in the 

process of spoken language acquisition. Young children use them 

extensively as paralinguistic aids in interpreting and producing speech. 

Characteristics of Spoken Language 

The characteristics of spoken language are now discussed from general, 

structural, communicative, functional and cohesive aspects. 

IT. General Characteristics of Spoken Language 

Speech evolved millions of years ago, long before the ability to read and 

write. Thus spoken language precedes written language both historically 

and ontogenetically. It is evident that wherever human beings have existed 

they have had a language, and in every instance the language existed 
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initially in a spoken mode. Oral language can exist independently as 

witnessed by the fact that most languages in history have not had a written 

form. Writing, however, has never existed without orality; yet writing can 

never dispense with orality (Ong, 1982). 

The spoken mode then is the first language, the language of the mother 

tongue which is a universal characteristic of all human beings. It is also the 

language the child brings to school and temporarily uses to fulfil the 

language demands of the school (Olson, 1977). It then becomes the chief 

resource for the child in learning a far more challenging language skill, that 

of writing. 

Spoken discourse has a unifying and incorporating effect in its relation to 

the speaker and the audience. In this way, it unifies speakers during 

discourse by incorporating ideas which are based on perception of cues, co

occurring signals in prosody, paralinguistic features and speech formulae 

(Tannen, 1982). Thus, the speaker and the participants are drawn into the 

discourse in active involvement with one another. 

The direct involvement of the participants during spoken discourse is 

further explained by Chafe. Three kinds of involvement are typical in 

spoken language, namely, involvement of the speaker with himself, 

involvement of the speaker with the hearer, and involvement of the 

speaker with the subject matter. In spoken language the speaker pays 

attention to his personal experience, to the ways in which the language 

affects the interlocutors and to the presentation of content (Chafe, 1985). 

Spoken language has a directness because it depends on interlocutor 

response and shifting real world situations. Spoken discourse makes free 

use of gesture, allows for hesitation and uses paralinguistic cues (Lakoff, 
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1979). The processes of spoken language creation are shown explicitly 

during the discourse. Yet spoken language is ephemeral, lasting only for as 

long as it takes to produce each sound and its perception. Its perception is 

narrow and direct (except for broadcasting). 

Chafe (1985) describes spoken language as the production of a series of single 

idea units. These units are spoken with a single coherent intonation 

contour, ending in a clause-final intonation. They are preceded and 

followed by some kind of hesitation, ranging from a momentary break in 

timing to a filled or unfilled pause lasting several seconds. Structurally they 

are clauses which normally contain a verb phrase, noun phrase, 

prepositional phrases and adverbial phrases, they are about seven words 

long and take about two seconds to produce. These idea units are the 

prototype of spoken language (Chafe, 1985). Moreover, the idea unit 

contains all the information a speaker can handle in single focus of 

consciousness. In other words, an idea unit expresses the amount of 

information a person can comfortably pay attention to and verbalize, both 

conceptually and linguistically in face to face interaction with interlocutors 

(Chafe, 1985). 

Manipulation of language is evident in spoken language (Halliday, 1975). 

Spoken language provides for speakers to manipulate speech to meet 

individual ends. Its ephemeral quality creates a situation whereby speakers 

are free to respond according to immediate needs, make changes and add or 

alter information. As mentioned above, spoken language is flexible, it 

allows for false starts, repetitions, digressions, and it uses prosody and 

paralinguistics to achieve specific communicative objectives. 
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Ill. Structural Characteristics of Spoken Language 

Spoken language contains at least the following structural or formal 

elements: syntax, semantics, lexicon and phonology. Syntax is the 

grammatical form of propositions, a set of rules which determine the 

relationship of morphemic elements in a proposition or sentence. 

Semantics involves the meaning of words and strings of words as well as 

relations such as synonymy, antonymy, redundancy, tautology, truth by 

definition and other logical features. The lexicon is the stored knowledge of 

data which constitute at the surface level of words and phrases. Phonology 

is the knowledge of the sound system based on functional sound units (or 

phonemes). These functional sound units form the basis of the spoken 

word which are represented in writing by orthographical characters (in the 

case of English, by an alphabet i.e. orthography). 

In addition to these linguistic characteristics, communicative, functional 

and cohesive elements form part of language, and are related to the 

structural elements of speech. 

The communicative and functional elements include complex rules for 

social conventions of language used to convey the intended meaning and 

the various functions language can be put to. Cohesion is the process by 

which the text is tied together to achieve a continuously developing theme. 

These features of language are now elaborated below. 

Syntactic Structures 

Syntax in spoken language grew out of conventions and regularities in 

language use. There is no adequate description for them in totality and 

individual ones can be described explicitly only with difficulty.- Yet the 

9. 



speaker of a language knows them intuitively. The rules of grammar can 

never be completely and exhaustively explained (Ong, 1982). 

Conventions of syntax are based more on written than oral forms. For 

example it is difficult to define precisely what sentences are in spoken 

language because they often lack specifically defined boundaries. Sentence 

lengths in spoken language were examined by Portnoy (1973),who found 

that sentences in spoken discourse were long with a tendency towards 

complexity. Another study which examined the nature of sentences showed 

that sentence boundaries were unclear because utterances were fragmented 

by frequent first person references such as '1', 'we', 'me', and 'us' and 

colloquial expressions like 'well', 'I mean' and 'you know' (Chafe,1985). 

Pauses, hesitations, fuzziness and the use of prosodic and paralinguistic 

features in spoken language contribute to indefinite sentence endings. 

Other studies have also examined syntactic features of spoken language. 

The study of coordinate and subordinate structures in spoken sentences has 

provided further insight into syntactic complexity. Chafe (1985) observed 

that the idea units in spoken discourse are typically strung together in a 

chain, often without connectives. His study showed that idea units are 

introduced most often by the coordinating conjunction 'and' while other 

conjunctions like 'so', 'because' and 'but' also occur, but less frequently. 

Further, there was a relatively small amount of subordination in spoken 

discourse. These short spurts of ideas generally tended to be independent of 

each other and relied for cohesion on coordinate structures, particularly 

since spoken language does not allow time or mental resources to compose 

the discourse that production of written text does (Chafe, 1982). 
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A similar study by Kroll (1977) has shown that only 14 % of spoken language 

contained subordinate structures while 40 % showed coordinate structures. 

It is, however, pointed out that this feature is attributable to the coordinator 

'and', which may serve more as a filler word implying that there is 

something more to follow. It is noted that al though 96 % of coordinate 

structures began with the coordinate 'and' it should not be concluded that 

spoken language is syntactically simple. Kroll demonstrated that the large 

number of 'and' coordinates were actually fulfilling functions other than 

that of coordination, and in some instances were abbreviated to the weak 

phonological expression of I n I for narrative purposes. Kroll concludes 

that there are other processes involved in the distribution of coordinate and 

subordinate structures and suggests that the types and functions of these 

structures be examined before any kind of complexity is claimed. 

Beaman (1982) has examined several studies and concluded that contrary to 

previous assumptions, subordinate clauses are frequent in spoken as well as 

written discourse. The nominal subordinate clause is frequent in both 

modes, while finite nominals and adjectival subordinates are common only 

in spoken discourse. Other studies have found that samples of spoken 

sentences had imperatives, interrogatives and exclamatory sentences but 

few declarative ones (Portnoy, 1973). O'Donnell (1974) found that spoken 

language contained nominal clauses, infinitives and progressive auxiliaries. 

Some of these findings support Halliday's (1985) hypothesis that there is 

complexity in the spoken mode. He explains that the expression of action 

requires more than a verb; in fact to ensure effective transfer of information, 

it takes a clause. Therefore, spoken language involves the frequent use of 

clauses because of its dynamic function of serving language to express 

events in time. The complexity of spoken language is described as an 
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intricacy of grammatical patterns and Halliday concludes "contrary to what 

many think, spoken language is on the whole more complex than written 

language in its grammar; and informal spontaneous conversation is the 

most grammatically complex of all "(Halliday, 1979 p. 47). He attempts to 

dispel the notion of formlessness in spoken language. However, it may be 

said that each mode is complex in its own way. The increased lexical density 

of written language is balanced by the relatively greater number of clauses in 

spoken language (Beaman, 1982; Halliday, 1985; Poole and Field, 1976). 

Nevertheless, research has shown that syntactic complexity is a feature of 

both modes and the evaluation of syntactic complexity is more complex 

than recognising the mere presence of subordinate structures 

(Beaman,1982). 

Chafe (1985) states that spoken language has unconventional grammatical 

structures. Grammatical devices that are not accepted in written mode are 

quite common in the spoken mode. Some of them are considered as errors 

and others are considered as 'sloppy' ways of speaking. Examples include : 

the indefinite; 'this headache'; a pronoun referring to an event or state, 

'That in itself was scary'; a pronoun with no established referent, 'it 's 

actually going to be more like eight to one', singular verb agreement with 

plural noun, 'there's so many things'; a clause final preposition, 'the guy I 

was with'; a trailing conjunction,' It was too big for him but', a topic 'but a 

friend of mine' ; and an antitopic, 'Never been to a wedding dance. Neither 

of us'. There is also evidence of 'no' being used as an adjective and other 

similar on going language disfluencies (Chafe, 1985). Another study also 

mentions the occurrence of disfluencies by referring to them as syntactic 

abnormalities (Nida, 1967). 
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Lexical and semantic structures 

Chafe (1985) explains that in the English lexicon there are three kinds of 

items: those words used predominantly in speaking, words used 

predominantly in writing and the neutral words which apply to both 

language modes. In this section, the spoken lexicon is discussed. 

Words used in spoken language have typical features. Spoken language 

samples do not exhibit the rich or diverse vocabulary of written language, 

but show redundancy and frequent recurrence of certain items. Spoken 

language also has a tendency to use short and simple words (Portnoy, 1973; 

Lakoff, 1979). Furthermore, the normal linguistic conventions of the 

written word are freely replaced in the spoken mode which may lead to a 

lack of clarity or 'fuzziness' . Spoken samples also display inaccurate use of 

words, overgeneralised words and phrases, (Lakoff, 1979; Chafe, 1982). There 

are also words in the spoken lexicon which are only acceptable in spoken 

language such as, 'guy', 'stuff', 'mean', 'scary' (Chafe, 1985). Further, Lakoff 

(1979) found the frequent occurrence of colloquialism and dialectal traits 

such as the frequent first person references and emphatic participles cited by 

Chafe (1982). 

Brevity is not a feature of speech. Economy of expression is not expected in 

spoken discourse yet it does not inhibit discourse. Written sentences by 

contrast tend to aim at being concise and precise and hence are short in 

comparison to spoken sentences (Poole & Field, 1976). Nida's (1967) study of 

the spoken mode shows excessive use of words in comparison to number of 

ideas. The spoken mode is low in content words, and though it does not 

lack information it lacks lexical density. It has fewer high-content words but 

more clauses which account for the frequency of verbs in spoken sentences 

(Halliday, 1985). 
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In spoken language, meaning is derived from what is meant and not so 

much from what is said, i.e., the spoken text does not explicitly carry 

meaning, but rather implications which are woven into an understanding 

of what was intended and in the assimilability to the set of expectations or 

the reality of the situation (Olson, 1986). Research on conversational 

analysis of inter-ethnic situations carried out by Gumperz, Kaltman & 

O'Connor (1982) gave insight into how meaning is achieved. In spoken 

language a string of utterances reflects an accomplishment of a common 

task. Comprehension of spoken discourse therefore rests on situationally 

constructed meaning, listener's interpretation, shared expectancies, possible 

worlds (PW) and 'real world' context (Olson, 1986). 

IV. Cohesive Characteristics of Spoken Language 

Cohesion in spoken language is achieved by a combination of linguistic and 

paralinguistic cues. Cohesive devices call upon speakers' knowledge of 

syntactic, semantic and socio - cultural codes in the process of interpretation. 

These enable speakers to read between the lines, fill in elided material, make 

anaphoric and cataphoric references and generally interpret the flow of 

spoken language through interclausal, semantic and thematic 

interpretation. These devices and strategies operate at all levels of discourse 

by which people present information so as to highlight certain parts, 

background, signal topic shifts and establish and maintain perspective 

within a topic. Semantic and pragmatic information is signalled through 

prosody, context, gesture, and paralinguistic features (Gumperz, Kaltman 

and O'Connor, 1982). 
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Cohesion in spoken language also depends heavily on prosody, that is, 

variation in intonation, stress, tone of voice, and other paralinguistic 

features. Prosody is just one of the important devices that permit cohesion 

in spoken interaction. Information flow in spoken language is in the 

control of the speaker who puts out information at a rapid rate and tends to 

monitor the information using terms like 'anyway', 'well', 'I mean', 'you 

know' which are positive cohesive cues (Chafe, 1985). Negative 

consequences include disfluencies such as, false starts, afterthoughts, 

repetitions, corrections and fumblings. Frequent references to the speaker's 

mental processes also allows monitoring of flow of conversation for 

example, 'I thought', 'I had no idea' and so on. Chafe also observed the 

frequent occurrence of the particles 'just' and 'really' to indicate stress. 

These features of spoken language contribute to a lively on-going and 

creative use of language. In Chafe's view, these changes in utterances cause 

an absence of order in sequencing. In viewing cohesion in spoken language 

it is observed that there are frequent changes in utterances as a result of 

feedback from the receptor, and an absence of order in sequencing of spoken 

discourse (Nida, 1967; Chafe, 1982). 

V. Phonological Characteristics of Spoken Language 

One of the strongest features of spoken language is use of intonation and 

rhythm. These prosodic movements are part of the system of spoken 

language and they are an integral part of the phonological structure. The 

correct use of intonation, stress, rhythm and tone, is essential for signalling 

grammatical distinctions in spoken language (Leech & Svartvik, 1986). 

Furthermore, the psychological atmosphere in relation to intonation trends 

appears to influence the spoken mode (Nida, 1967). 
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Intonation is the melodic movement in rise and fall of pitch and it 

functions in the lexical-grammatical system where it encodes the word by 

reflecting differences in meaning. English makes use of intonation and 

stress, for example, perfect (adjective) and perfect (verb) to express 

grammatical meaning. Syllables that should be stressed are determined by 

the word and are guided by three principles: firstly, words of more than one 

syllable usually have stress on a particular syllable while others are not 

stressed for example, exhi'bition, in'dustrial and so on. It is possible for long 

words to have more than one strong syllable. Secondly, stress on one 

syllable words is strong when they have a lexical or content word function 

or are words of major word classes, for example, nouns (time), verbs (go), 

adjectives (black), adverbs (well). Unstressed one syllable words are words of 

minor word-classes which serve a grammatical function, for example, 

prepositions (to), pronouns (it) and articles (the) . Thirdly, any word or 

syllable can be stressed according to the demands of the context (Leech & 

Svartvik; 1986). These units of syllables (sometimes referred to as feet) are 

part of the larger phonological group termed as the tone group. Each tone 

group is a meaningful segment of discourse or one quantum of the message 

which the speaker organises during speech production (Halliday, 1985). 

Rhythm in spoken language is described by Halliday (1985), as the beat of the 

language which encompasses the movement of time in spoken language. 

The function of rhythm is internal to the phonological system and it 

imposes organisation on the sound of language by patterning the syllables 

and creating the potential for tone. A tone unit is a stretch of speech which 

contains one focal point. Spoken English is generally rhythmic. It is a foot

timed language and all the feet are more or less the same length. Thus 

information is conveyed through intonation and flow of discourse, each 
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movement of the sound determining the meaning of what is to follow 

(Halliday, 1985). 

Spoken language involves the ability to use specific phonemic units with 

the conventional pronunciation. Phonological studies measuring 

differences in second language development have yielded interesting 

results. For example, native speakers of English perceive the /r I and /1/ 

distinction categorically but native speakers of Japanese do not normally 

perceive this difference. The subtlety of intonation in English and its 

consequent difficulties for the second language learner hinders mastery of 

pronunciation skills in English. Studies of syllable structure among second 

language learners demonstrated that while a large numbers of errors were 

attributable to the native language syllable structure, substantial numbers 

were shared by the learners and could be attributable to a seemingly 

universal preference for the open ( CV ) syllable. 

VI. Communicative and Functional Characteristics of Spoken Language 

The nature of spoken and written language and the purposes for which they 

have evolved account for the differences in functions. Speech is seen to 

fulfil immediate communicative needs in dynamic and real world 

situations that is, in the present. There is an immediacy and an emotional 

directness in the functions spoken language fulfills (Lakoff, 1979). Spoken 

language is typically used where participants meet face to face in 

conversation, which covers an enormous spectrum across home-based 

dialogues, community interactions, occupational communication, 

educational, religious, trade and governmental needs. Examples include, 

conversation in service counters, recountings of personal experiences, and 

in formal and informal learning situations (Hammond, 1990). 
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Spoken language is used in formulating and exploring knowledge 

appropriate to the regulation of practical actions (common sense needs) 

directed to the achievement of personally and socially valued ends. The 

branches of knowledge which are compatible with oral language are usually 

coded in the spoken mode (Olson, 1987). Spoken language can therefore 

serve the function of being a structure of knowledge. Olson (1977) describes 

human intelligence as pluralistic in that spoken and written language 

provide two quite different structures of knowledge and two ways of being 

intelligent. An example of a branch of knowledge is the oral compositions 

of the older Homeric epics. He cites Havelock's (1973) studies which show 

that these poems constituted an oral tribal encyclopedia which included 

procedures for regulating social events of culture, succession of authority, 

settling of disputes and the like. 

Spoken language is a tool for transmitting knowledge in both formal and 

informal learning situations. Educational objectives are, to a large extent, 

indicated by means of the spoken mode. It has been adopted as the 

predominant form of school instruction (Olson, 1977). Spoken language 

serves a heuristic function, fulfilling the need to enquire and the means to 

seek knowledge and information. Written language is the medium for 

explicit prose, the language of formal schooling and examining, and the 

language of science and theoretical conceptualization. It serves a clear and 

distinct purpose in the schooling situation and as a consequence, in the 

schooling of second language learners. (Halliday, 1985; Olson, 1977). 

This chapter has indicated the nature and the acquisition of spoken 

language. The syntactical, semantics, lexical, phonological, cohesive, 

communicative and functional skills of spoken language are particular to it, 
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and they constitute the variables of interest to the present study. The nature 

of written language will be examined next. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

WRITTEN LANGUAGE 

Literature Review 

As was shown in Chapter 2, spoken language evolved out of the basic need 

to communicate. Written language on the other hand, emerged with the 

increase in functional demands on language. While spoken language can 

exist without writing, the written mode exists only in direct or indirect 

relation to the world of sound, the natural habitat of language which yields 

meanings (Ong,1982). However, both spoken and written modes are 

productive aspects of language which communicate meaning. 

Mattingly (1972) claims that speaking and listening, "primary linguistic 

activities", are acquired naturally by children in all societies. Reading and 

writing, described as "secondary activities", are acquired through substantial 

reliance on the linguistic awareness of the primary activities. They are 

learned as second order representations where various combinations of 

symbols (namely the alphabet) represents the first order spoken mode. 

Vygotsky (1962, 1978) notes that learning to write takes a long time as words 

do not represent spoken objects directly, but represent first the phonetic 

forms, via, grapheme-phoneme correspondences. This suggests that writing 

is acquired successfully only after the acquisition of a certain level of spoken 

language in almost all cases. It is possible that members of a society could 

learn only a written form of language, for instance if vocal-auditory 

apparatus were absent, although in such cases it would be more 'natural' if 

gestural communication took place. Some real life instances of the latter 

include the Martha's Vineyard (Rhode Island) Community. Learning to 

write seems to be a long process which necessitates a different order of 



cognitive processing. Reading and writing are also normally acquired 

through deliberate instruction. 

L The Development of Written Language 

The development of competence in written language involves an 

integration of several skills . These include cognitive, linguistic, 

metalinguistic and physical skills, and experiential knowledge. A brief 

description of these skills follows. 

Cognitive skills represent a certain level of cognition that a writer applies to 

the writing task. These may be general skills of organising, memory, 

problem solving and so on. The writer's linguistic knowledge includes a 

tacit ability to manipulate the phonetic, semantic, structural and social 

features of language. In addition, the writer brings to the task metalinguistic 

abilities, chiefly, the ability to reflect upon language, manipulate language as 

an object in itself and use language as a creative medium (Herriman, 1986). 

The physical aspects involved in writing include motor, praxic and visuo

spatial skills. Experiential knowledge includes the knowledge gained from 

formal and informal language exposure and overall social and linguistic 

experience. 

A person who has acquired the ability to write has achieved at least a 

minimal integration of these cognitive, linguistic, motor skills and 

experiential knowledge. The writer, therefore has to bring to the writing task 

a combination of stored cognitive, linguistic and experiential knowledge. 

This stored knowledge works in combination with organisational strategies 

in the realisation of writing. The identity and arrangement of these 

strategies is still an undecided question, and one which is of interest to 

cognitive theory (Cooper, 1983; Martlew, 1983). 

21. 



Writers also have to progress through various stages during the acquisition 

of writing when there is progress from a mastery of simple to complex 

structures with simultaneous linguistic development. At the same time, 

there is a development of expressive power in the writer who comes to 

master skills of recognition, evaluation, correction and operation of written 

language. During the process, metalinguistic awareness increases; it 

involves the conscious attention to syntax and semantics of language. The 

choice of words, grammatical aspects such as number, tense and mood, and 

attention to the precise message is indicative of the ability to use language 

effectively. The acquisition of these linguistic skills is by no means universal 

to either first language or second language learners. 

Unlike the development of the language of speech, the acquisition of 

writing is primarily achieved through formal instruction. Indeed it is part of 

the first lessons of schooling. Writing is normally deliberately taught 

together with reading, and is seen as the first and the necessary requirement 

of schooling in all literate societies. Martlew (1983) sees it as acquired 

through conscious application of linguistic skills during p lanned 

instruction. Although writing existed long before schools came to be 

established, it has been taken over by schools as the central medium of 

planned learning. 

Teaching and learning are undertaken to a large extent through the 

medium of writing particularly because it serves the important function of 

being the critical medium for storage and transmission of knowledge. 

Knowledge is expressed through writing; in textbooks, journals, 

encyclopaedias, etc. In schools, written-down knowledge is imparted 

through the medium of speech, that is, verbal instruction, and yet the 

learner is usually assessed via the written form rather than that of the mode 
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of instruction, i.e. the learner is expected to use the written mode to show 

his level of acquisition of the knowledge taught verbally. Hence the mastery 

of written skills becomes an essential requirement to achieving success in 

schools. It is for this reason that Olson (1977) sees need for written language 

skills to be developed to a high level. Writing of course exists outside of 

schools, but most of the models of extended writing with which we are 

familiar depend on academic or scholarly forms. However, this is not 

necessarily the case for fiction as Goody (1977) notes. 

The movement from basic to sophisticated writing ability, like, mastery of 

academic writing, is a long and slow process. It is normally a solitary exercise 

in which the writer must develop both an awareness of language registers 

and an idiosyncratic or individual style. The complex skills, their 

integration and the processes involved in writing makes it a difficult task to 

master. 

The development of writing is linked to the development of spoken 

language. Halliday (1985) shows that the development of written language 

skills, may influence spoken language ability, as new language structures 

and functions or registers are created for writing which in turn may be 

adopted for speaking. 

Characteristics of Writing 

The characteristics of writing are here discussed from general, structural, 

cohesive and functional aspects. Researchers have studied the characteristics 

of written language and found features that are common to the mode, 

though there is disagreement about their structural representations. 
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Il General Characteristics of Written Language 

Written language is described as a context free or au tonomous discourse 

which is detached from the author (1977). It is an independent activity in 

which the writer is free to react to the task in a manner most appropriate 

and where the context does not dictate the response. The solitary nature of 

writing is further supported by Chafe (1985), who describes writing as a 

lonely activity, a deliberate process with an integrated quality, without the 

assistance of an audience. It may thus be seen as different from the normal 

communicative act of speaking which is adjusted and adapted to immediate 

feedback. Written language also has been described as passive. The written 

mode does not actively involve the writer with the audience at whom the 

written material is aimed. Although the writer is actively carrying out the 

writing task, it involves an individual's passive response to the task (Ong, 

1982). 

Written language is also described as unnatural in that though all cultures 

have had a spoken tradition, a written mode is a tradition unknown to most 

early civilizations (Ong, 1982). In most cultures written language was 

probably based on the spoken mode. To some extent the relation of the 

written to spoken mode will be determined by the purpose and use of 

writing. Goody speculates that the earliest writing, on evidence from clay 

tablets, was of records, lists, etc, which supports the view that speech may 

not have been the model for earlier writing. The written mode that emerged 

enlarged the potential of language. It almost restructured thought and in the 

process converted language into grapholects (Ong, 1982; Goody, 1987). 

Ong also makes the claim that in a normal culture the rules are not explicit 

until an alphabet exists. With the emergence of the written mode, rules and 

conventions of language come to be established. Grammar rules make 
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explicit and possible a structured and ordered form of language quite distinct 

from the early spoken tradition. 

The written mode has also been seen as unnatural because written discourse 

isolated the author by creating a distance from the audience (Ong, 1982). The 

written mode drew the writer out of the context based spoken tradition and 

created a mode for independent discourse. Martlew (1983) notes that the 

decontextualised nature of written language demands specific cognitive 

abilities. The high level of abstraction, conceptualisation and convention 

make demands on cognitive abilities. They necessitate the writer's 

translating both experience of the world and abstract facts into autonomous 

written text (Martlew, 1983). 

The nature of the written task makes demands on specific skills of the 

writer. Written language is a result of scrutiny and reflection on the part of 

the individual writer. It is produced slowly with much thought put into 

organising the language and linguistic sources (Chafe, 1985). The activity 

provides the capacity to search for information, organise thoughts and 

produce a coherent written piece (Chafe, 1985). 

ill. Structural characteristics of Written Language 

The structural characteristics of written language which are similar to the 

spoken structures mentioned earlier include the syntactic, lexical, semantic, 

orthographical, cohesive, communicative and functional aspects. Structural 

characteristics of written language are here discussed from syntactic, lexical

semantic, orthographical, cohesive and functional aspects. 
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Syntactic Structures 

The syntactic component of written language involves the structural 

relationships into which words and morphemes might enter to produce 

grammatical forms. Syntactic competence is the ability to produce 

grammatically well formed sentences. There is much evidence for syntactic 

complexity within the structures in written language samples (Nida, 1967; 

Olson, 1977 ; Chafe, 1985). The frequent use of compound sentences, 

subordinate clauses, integrative devices and embedding support claims for 

syntactic complexity. 

In written language, communicative objectives may be achieved with the 

use of either simple or complex sentences. One view of written language is 

that of Chafe who sees communicative objectives achieved through the use 

of complex sentences. The communicative messages (idea units) are 

expressed through integrative devices. A commonly used device is 

nominalization, as seen in the use of the noun form 'treatment' rather than 

the verb form 'treat', or 'development' instead of 'develop'. A similar 

observation is made by Halliday (1985) who claims that content in lexicalised 

meaning is carried by nominals (nouns). Another integrative device is the 

use of participles; in this case verbs are used syntactically as nouns or 

adjectives with a nominal and modifying function, as shown in the 

examples, 'directed looking' 'recurring classroom activity'. These verbs play 

the role of noun in the syntax of the written language. Attributive adjectives 

like ' drastic changes' and 'distinct places' used as modifiers represent 

another integrative device. Conjoined phrases, series, prepositional phrases, 

complement clauses and relative clauses are the other integrative devices 

observed by Chafe. To Chafe such devices contribute to the syntactic 

complexity of written language. 
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Other research has also shown the syntactic complexity of written language. 

Nida's (1967) study of syntactic structures shows evidence of frequent use of 

embedding and subordination in written language in detail. Kroll {1977) 

examined subordinate and coordinate structures in written narrative; 

written narratives had 35 percent subordinate and dependent structures, 

against only 25 percent coordinate structures in the written sample analysed, 

compared with 14% subordinate and 40% coordinate structures in the 

spoken mode. Kroll feels that there is still much to be discovered about the 

distinction and the overlap of the structures of spoken and written 

language. A reason for syntactic complexity is explained by O'Donnell, who 

observes that compactness in verbal organisation results in syntactic 

complexity with more frequent occurrence of gerunds, participles, 

attributive adjectives, passive constructions, modal and perfective 

auxiliaries in written samples (O'Donnell, 1974). These findings are quite 

similar to Chafe's observations on the use of integrative devices. Most of 

these studies support a view of the competent application of the rules of 

syntax and the appropriate use of morphemes in the writing task. 

The syntactic density of written language is further attributed to the 

requirement that written language be concise and expressed with verbal 

precision. This view is evidenced in research by Drieman (1962). It has been 

noted already that sentence length in written language samples was on the 

whole short (Portnoy, 1973). This is further supported by O'Donnell, (1974). 

Brevity of expression therefore, is an obvious outcome as the idea unit or 

message has to be expressed within the limitations of the rules of language 

in concise terms and in a reasonable length. 

Complex syntactic characteristics may be a result of time allowed by the 

writing exercise. This is described as 'planning time' and it seems to account 
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for greater grammatical complexity in written discourse, due perhaps to the 

fact that in the writing task there is more time for cognitive processing, and 

searching and organising of content whereas speaking is extemporaneous. 

The writing task further requires deliberation on linguistic resources. This 

'planning time', results in the use of complex syntactic structures with the 

occurrence of more subordinate clauses to ensure cohesion and show 

relationships between ideas (Ochs, 1979). Chafe also points out a similar 

strategy in writing. His research showed that written sentences were 

produced with great deliberation using long idea units. The "idea units" 

examined in written language, contained content material that was 

organised intuitively with punctuation used to show breaks in the message 

or idea conveyed, which Chafe (1985) believes is a transfer from the spoken 

tradition. On the whole it appears that grammatical complexity in the 

written mode is an outcome of the nature and purpose of written 

expressiOn. 

Not all written language is syntactically complex and it is also possible that 

complexity differs according to writer variability. In studying syntactic 

complexity in spoken and written language, Beaman (1982) categorised 

variability amongst writers: for example, 'simple writers' used short, single 

clause sentences and relied heavily on coordinate structures for cohesion 

whereas 'complex' writers used longer sentences and more subordinate 

clauses that reflected more complex structural relationships. Genre 

differences also dictate variation in complexity of writing. 

Against the contention that written language is more complex, there is an 

opposing view; namely that writing has complex words but simple 

sentences. This view is explained by Halliday (1976) and is discussed below 

in lexical-semantic characteristics. 
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Typically, it seems that written language follows formalised grammatical 

and lexical rules . Most written text is formal in the sense of having 

established linguistic norms of grammar and lexicon (Chafe, 1985). Olson 

(1977) states that written language follows specialised conventions of 

grammatical structures and logical rules. However, the question of syntactic 

distinctions between spoken and written modes is still in a phase of 

exploration. 

Lexical and Semantic Characteristics of Written Language 

Research on written language shows it to be syntactically complex. There is 

also some evidence that it has lexical density. This point of view has been 

expressed by Halliday in claiming that written language has more lexical 

than grammatical complexity. Lexical items or content words are technically 

referred to as 'Items' and not as words in the usual sense because they 

consist of more than one word. These groups of words are referred to as 

phrasal words that function as single lexical items. They function as lexical 

sets rather than as single parts in a grammatical system (Halliday, 1985). 

Halliday explains that lexical items are open sets because an infinite number 

of combinations are possible, for example, in the phrasal verbs 'call up' ,'call 

over', or 'call in'. 

Grammatical items on the other hand are closed sets or finite sets as words 

cannot be added to the list that is available, for example, 'he', 'him', and 

'his' is a closed set, found less frequently in the written mode. With this 

view of lexical and grammatical items thus explained, Halliday points out 

that the structure of language renders written language high in lexical 

density, as measured by the number of lexical items per clause, with a strong 

tendency to have this lexical content in a nominal form, that is, in head 

nouns, in nouns and adjectives and in nominal clauses. These nominal 
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structures give the written language its elasticity (Halliday, 1985). Halliday, 

also points out that stylistics, emphasis on simplicity, and conciseness in 

writing discourage the use of complex grammatical structures in written 

discourse. 

Research examining choice of words and terminology displays typical 

characteristics which further show lexical density in the written mode. The 

claim for lexical density is supported by the findings of Portnoy (1973). 

Written samples showed lexical diversity and variety, and the words 

themselves were longer. Nida (1967) found that written language contained 

a rich lexicon and that it displayed a selective and an appropriate use of 

terminology. 

Meaning and successful communication rely on what is written down. 

Comprehension of written discourse is centered around choice of words and 

their linguistic forms (Olson, 1986). Olson refers to the words employed and 

their syntactic structures along with conventionalised meanings expressed 

by those structures; together, they make semantic structures. Hence semantic 

structures are crucial to meaning in written language discourse. The 

availability of diverse vocabulary and deliberation in the choice of words 

leads to the accomplishment of communicative objectives. 

Research would suggest that in written language, lexical and semantic cues 

are essential for the accomplishment of written tasks. In the present study, 

lexical and semantic skills are identified as variables for the prediction of 

written performance. 

In summary, two points of view can be said to exist. In the first (Nida,1967; 

Olson,1977; Kroll, 1977; O'Donnell,1974; Chafe, 1985), written language is 
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portrayed as syntactically complex and spoken language as lacking in 

syntactic complexity. And on the other hand, Halliday (1985) states that 

spoken language is syntactically complex and that written language is 

grammatically simple due to its lexical density. However, it seems that it is 

the nature and quality of the discourse which determines the complexity of 

its structure, and mode therefore does not necessarily determine the 

complexity of the structures. This study intends to further explore the 

syntactic and lexical relationships between spoken and written modes. 

IV. Cohesion in Written Language 

In order to achieve a concise and cohesive written language the writer 

resorts to various strategies. The use of cohesive ties is one such strategy. 

The different cohesive ties applied in written language are discussed below. 

Specific words are used in written language to ensure a coherent and 

accurate product. Using cohesive ties such as logical grammatical items 

which ensure flow of thought, is a particular skill which needs to be 

attended to by writers. Linking and sequencing are achieved through use of 

words like 'besides' and 'furthermore,' paraphrase and apposition use such 

words as 'like' and 'similarly,' causality is expressed through words like 

'consequently' and 'accordingly', opposition and contrast is often noted by 

the use of 'alternatively' and 'nevertheless,' restriction is expressed by 

'except' or 'occasionally,' while hypothesis is followed by 'conclude,' 

'confirm' or 'summation' and enquiry is indicated by 'wh' questions using 

words like how, when, where, who, which and what. 

Five cohesive devices have been identified by Halliday and Hasan (1976). 

They are; reference, substitution, ellipses, conjunctions and lexical items. 

Reference is concerned with the way certain words are not interpreted by 

themselves, but in relation to some other word. In particular, reference to 
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something in the preceding part of the text is anaphoric reference, reference 

to something yet to come is cataphoric. Substitution of words is best 

explained in the following example: "the pen has run out of ink, have you 

got another one , 'one' being the substitution for 'pen' because it fulfils the 

same function as the word it is standing for. Ellipsis is similar to 

substitution. There are three main types of ellipsis, 'nominal' substitutes a 

noun, 'verbal' substitutes an omitted verb, and 'clausal' ellipsis substitutes a 

missing clause. Conjunction elements are concerned with forming logical 

relationships between different components of discourse and sequencing of 

facts and events (Halliday and Hassan, 1976). Another observation suggests 

that there is a more ordered sequencing in written language (Nida, 1967). 

Another strategy for cohesion is the use of lexical items. Lexical cohesion is 

the collocational and reiterative ability to predict correct use of structural, 

semantic and lexical items leading to greater understanding of 

communication. An example would be the use of the same items repeated, 

synonyms or near synonyms and superordinate terms (Halliday & 

Hassan,1976). 

Research has shown that success in written language is achieved through 

the use of cohesive ties. In studying poor and good writing by college 

freshmen, it was found that those identified as good writers use rich 

cohesive ties (Witte and Faigley, 1981). Argumentative written language 

samples were studied by Crowhurst (1981) who noted that cohesion in the 

argumentative writing of students from grades 6-12 was achieved through 

the use of more lexical ties. Children's writing also showed improvement in 

patterns as they grew older. It was found that they discarded exophoric 

reference in favour of conjunctive lexical ties, mentioned earlier, in their 

composing processes. They progressed from simple structures towards 
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complex clause level patterns and were able to make decisions on 

information focus in their writing tasks as they grew older (King and Rentel, 

1981). 

Further evidence of the usefulness of cohesive ties can be based on the fact 

that written language demands an economic expression of language. 

Economy and conciseness in written sentences are achieved through the 

appropriate use of cohesive ties; furthermore the 'and' conjunction of 

spoken language becomes a more complex construction with embedded 

structures and transformations of words from verbs to nouns in written 

language (Martlew, 1983). In a written language activity economy is 

exercised by condensing a number of ideas into a number of related ideas 

around a central topic through structural organisation. Sentences are 

organised in a particular manner. In a cohesive written product, it can be 

seen that sentences move from general to particular, from abstract to 

concrete and from claim to support (Winterowd, 1970). 

Written language therefore is seen to require an integration of skills. 

Characteristically, it displays sentences which are logically related to each 

other through multiple overlapping syntactic, lexical and semantic relations 

at many levels of the text, from relation of specific words across sentences to 

abstract, global thematic and structural patterns resulting in the production 

of the written sample. 

V. Communicative and Functional Characteristics of Written Language 

This section accounts the communicative and functional aspects of written 

language. The writer has to put the message into print and realise the 

communicative objective of the written mode, that is, to encode the 

message into written language. During this process, written language is a 
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tool of persuasion, argument, description, evaluation, narration, and 

problem solving (Cooper, 1983). 

Written language made written record available, reducing the demands of 

recording information in memory (Goody, 1977). It therefore enabled 

cognitive processes to be deployed in different ways. Writing made available 

an artifact that could be repeatedly scanned, criticised and utilised for specific 

purposes. Written language provided a text and it became an instrument for 

the exploration of new ideas. As noted in Chapter 2 written language 

permitted the growth of theoretical knowledge in science and philosophy, 

formulating what is known and providing the facility for discovering new 

knowledge (Olson, 1977). 

Since written language is a medium of human intelligence, an obvious 

outcome is that it is the specialised language of formal schooling. The 

objectives of education are met to a large extent through the medium of 

written language. Writing serves a dual function for the dissemination of 

knowledge. The objectives of education are realised to a certain extent 

through writing and it is also the tool for the formalisation of knowledge. 

Abstract and practical concepts of philosophy, science, the arts and religion 

find expression through the written mode. Written language serves the 

important function of being a structure of knowledge, it serves specialised 

functions with specific operational definitions for knowledge expression 

and conclusions. The purpose of written language is to represent explicit 

meaning as a result of scrutiny and reflection (Olson, 1977). 

The objectives of written language are achieved through sentences with 

definite functions . The functions of sentences in written language serve to 

state, restate, expand, particularize, exemplify, define, describe, narrate, 
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qualify, concede, support, refute, evaluate, identify, compare, summarize 

and conclude (Larson, 1967). In addition, sentences play the role of 

coordination (and), obversativity (but), causativity (because, for), 

conclusivity (so), alternativity (or) inclusivity (expressed with a colon) and 

sequential order -first, second and so on (Winterowd, 1970). In summary 

written language has generalising, rhetorical, sequencing, relational, and 

developmental roles. What writing does is become a tool of persuasion, 

argument, description, evaluation, narration and problem solving. 

VL Significance of Literature Review to the Study 

The research which has been reviewed in Chapter 2 and 3 has focussed on 

the characteristics of spoken and written language. It has been shown that 

both forms of the language may be reviewed in terms of syntax (grammar), 

lexical and semantic features, phonological, communicative, functional and 

cohesive aspects. The development of spoken and written language has 

been examined. The review shows that clear developmental differences 

exist between the spoken and written modes. First and second language 

acquisition probably, develop along quite different lines as research has 

shown that for first language speakers spoken language ability predicts 

written language ability (Tunmer, 1989; Bradley & Bryant, 1985) as does 

syntactic and phonological awareness (Tunmer, Herriman & Nesdale, 1988). 

However, there has not apparently been much research which has 

examined the predictability of written language ability from spoken 

language skills in second language learners. The aim of this study is 

therefore to examine the relationship between spoken and written language 

in students for whom English is not their mother tongue. The specific 

question of whether spoken syntactic, lexical-semantic, vocabulary, 

phonological, communicative and functional skills of second language 

learners predict competence in written language is raised. 
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Of particular interest is the significance of lexicon and grammar. Spoken and 

written language make use of the same grammar and the same lexicon 

(Kaplan, 1987). Research has shown that the spoken mode has a 

grammatical pattern which is complex in its own way. On the other hand, 

the literature reviewed indicates that the lexical density of written language 

requires a relatively greater grammatical complexity. While there is 

sufficient evidence for differences in the spoken and written mode, the 

existence of significant relationships is of interest to the present study. The 

chief objective is to examine the relationship between speaking and writing 

in view of the fact that written performance is distinct from the spoken 

mode in an academic setting. The question of predictability of written 

performance from spoken language is thus proposed. One of the questions 

raised in the hypotheses is whether spoken grammar and lexicon are related 

to the ability to construct written discourse. 

VII. Spoken and Written Language Relationships. 

The relationship between the spoken and written mode is raised in the light 

of the literature reviewed. Spoken language is spontaneous, context hased, 

dependent on interlocutor response and paralinguistic cues, distinctive in 

prosody, with unconventional syntax, d isfluencies, repetitions, and 

hesitations and often employs overgeneralised words. Written language, on 

other hand exhibits brevity of expression, with the use of appropriate and 

selective terminology which uses subordinate structures, nominalisation, 

passive constructions and specific cohesive devices. The written mode 

involves deliberate planning and organising of linguistic resources. Thus, 

while speaking and writing are interrelated they may not be presumed to be 

extensions of each other. It is therefore the interest of the study to identify 

the specific skills in the spoken mode that are relevant to written 
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performance especially in academic writing. Furthermore, input in language 

teaching is most often in the spoken mode, while the output as mentioned 

in the review of literature, is in the written mode. This distinction may be 

much to the disadvantage of the ESL learner. 

The study may have pedagogical implications in relation to teaching and 

learning of ESL. Approaches to the teaching of writing may need different 

perspectives. Written language instruction addresses a particular syntax, 

vocabulary, lexicon, functional, cohesive and communicative approach. 

Thus, it is probable that written language instruction needs to be carried out 

with a mind to its distinctiveness and not seen as continuous with spoken 

discourse especially in the case of academic writing among ESL learners. 

However the importance of spoken activities cannot be denied. The 

identification of specific spoken skills that are significantly related to written 

performance has definite implications for the teaching of ESL. Teaching 

strategies may be narrowed to the linguistic skills defined by the study, in 

particular, paying attention to the special needs of tertiary students for 

whom written language is the medium used to decide the scholarly 

capacities of learners. It is the objective of the studv to contribute towards 

learning and teaching of ESL from perspective of spoken and written 

language relationships. 
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OIAPTER FOUR 

Methods and Analytical Procedures 

The aim of the research was to examine spoken and written language 

relationships in second language students. The theoretical issue of the 

nature of the relationship between the spoken and written modes remains 

controversial. The research in first and second language reviewed in 

Chapters 2 and 3 indicated that there are at least two points of view. One 

claims that spoken language is grammatically complex with a simple lexicon 

whereas writing is grammatically simple with lexical complexity 

(Halliday,l985). Another states that written language is grammatically more 

complex in comparison with spoken language (Chafe, 1982, 1985; Kroll, 1977; 

Nida, 1967, & Olson,1977). A study was therefore designed in order to 

examine the relationship more closely and to identify the spoken skills that 

predict performance in written language. 

Subjects 

The sample was composed of 61 students in a privately run college catering 

chiefly for overseas students at the Year 11 and Year 12 levels in Western 

Australia. Year 11 and 12 are the final levels of Western Australia high 

school education. The countries of origin included China, Hong Kong, 

Macao, Indonesia, Japan, Sri Lanka and Malaysia. The mother tongue 

languages includes Mandarin and other Chinese dialects, Indonesian, 

Japanese, Singhalese, Malay and Tamil. All students were enrolled in Year 

12 classes and were intending to matriculate to university by undertaking 

the Tertiary Entrance Examination of 1989. 



As a means of gaining certification of literacy they were taking the subject 

English for ESL. The sample was selected on the basis of participation in this 

course. The school followed specific selection criteria for placing overseas 

students in the ESL classes according to the stipulations outlined by the WA 

Secondary Education Authority. In accordance with the stipulation this 

course was available only to students 

(i) whose first language was not English, 

(ii) who had not been resident in an English speaking country for more 

than five calender years immediately prior to January 1 of the year in 

which the course was taken, or who were not resident in an English 

speaking country, 

(iii) for whom English had not been the major language of 

communication or instruction for a total period of more than five 

years prior to the commencement of the course. The above criteria 

were used in streaming the ESL students. The sample was therefore 

selected on the basis of the English Language background of the 

students. 

The College principal was approached for consent to carry out the research. 

The cooperation of the ESL teachers was also sought in the administeration 

of the tests. 

L Materials 

A variety of tests was used to assess spoken and written skills in order to 

ensure a comprehensive assessment of the students' overall spoken and 

written language ability. It was thought that this could be achieved through 

the measurement of basic skills involved in spoken and written activities. 

The Australian Second Language Proficiency Rating (ASLPR) and the 
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colleges' own rating scale (CORS) were employed to measure spoken 

language skills. The English Competency Test of the University of Western 

Australia and an independent Writing Test were used to measure written 

language performance. The basic skills of spoken and written language were 

measured by the use of these several tests with the intention that the 

different tests would make possible a more comprehensive estimate of 

student ability. 

Assessment of Spoken Language Skills 

One of the most difficult fields in language testing has proved to be that of 

spoken language skills. The assessment of spoken language skills was 

conducted using criteria designed to test the putative subskills involved in 

speaking. The ESL teachers had arranged for each student's spoken language 

skills to be assessed in a less formal classroom situation. Oral language 

presentations were organised for a three week period in July for oral 

language testing as part of their English Language curriculum. All students 

were required to carry out research on a topic chosen by themselves. The 

material researched was to be presented to the class during the scheduled 

oral language lessons. Each student was allowed 20- 30 minutes for the oral 

delivery. The students delivered the oral language presentations with the 

aid of the blackboard and resource material such as charts, brochures and 

manuals. At the termination of the oral presentation, time was allocated to 

questions from members of the class. This provided an informal dialogue 

session between the speaker and the audience. This question and answer 

session was used to assess the speaker's spontaneous communication skills. 

Two evaluators assessed the oral language presentations. One was the ESL 

teacher who can be considered as an evaluator with a certain amount of 

familiarity with the students' language skills and the second was the 
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researcher whose first contact with the students was during the oral 

presentations. The ESL teacher assessed the oral presentations by the 

students with the use of the CORS, while the researcher used the ASLPR 

The correlation between the ratings awarded by the researcher and the ESL 

teacher was .87. Both were experienced ESL teachers and were familiar with 

second language proficiency levels. It was therefore assumed that the ESL 

teacher and the researcher served as reliable raters for the spoken language 

performance of the students in the study. 

Spoken Language Tests 

A. Australian Second Language Proficiency Rating (ASLPR) 

The ASLPR was based on the Absolute Language Proficiency Ratings of the 

United States Foreign Service Institute, School of Language Studies (FSI). 

The FSI was constructed in 1968, it provided performance descriptions for 

the skills of speaking and reading only. The FSI was chosen as the starting 

point because it was the most widely accepted and most thoroughly 

researched performance-based scale available (Ingram, 1982). However, in 

Australia, the FSI was modified for Australian English as a measure of the 

four macroskills of listening, speaking, reading and writing in second 

language and was termed the Australian Second Language Proficiency 

Rating Scale (ASLPR). Formal trials were conducted in Australia, China and 

the United States to assess the validity and reliability of the ASLPR by testing 

adolescent and adult ESL and foreign language learners of French, Italian 

and Japanese (learners whose background was similar to the sample in the 

present study). 

In Australia the ASLPR was used in the Adult Migrant Education Program, 

streaming ESL learners into migrant classes and other areas where an 

estimate of ESL proficiency was required (Ingram, 1980). In this test "learners 
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are rated by being matched against the level on a scale consisting of a series 

of proficiency descriptions that best describe their language behaviour" 

(Ingram, 1980, p.S). The ASLPR describes language behaviour using twelve 

proficiency levels along a developmental range from zero to native-like, (0 , 

0 + , 1 - , 1, 1 + , 2 , 2 + , 3 , 3 + , 4 , 4 + , to 5). Each proficiency level was 

defined in terms of performance descriptions and the proficiency of students 

was measured in actual oral language situations. 

The inter-rater and intra-rater reliabilty in the application of the scale were 

ascertained by the developers of the ASLPR. Inter- rater reliability referred to 

the relationship in rating between raters and the developers of the ASLPR. 

Scores rated by native and non-native raters were compared with scores of 

the developers of the scale. Estimates of inter-rater reliability between 

Australian teachers and the developers of the ASLPR showed high 

correlations with a range from .94 to .99 with a mean of .96. The inter-rater 

reliability between Chinese raters and the developers of the ASLPR 

indicated a correlation which ranged from .83 to .98 with a mean of .93 

(Ingram, 1980). 

Intra-rater reliability examined how raters interpret and apply the scale on 

two separate occasions. The intra-rater reliability used scores obtained from 

two separate occasions, producing correlations which ranged from .93 to .99 

with a mean of .97. These high inter-rater and intra-rater reliabilities suggest 

that the ASLPR was a suitable instrument for the assessment of proficiency 

in spoken language. 

These reliability procedures were carried out by the developers for two 

fundamental reasons. First, if the test was to be used by researchers, it was 

the intention of the developers to ensure that different raters apply the 
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ASLPR in a similar manner. Secondly, the purpose of the developers was to 

ascertain a scale which described in specific terms the nature of spoken 

second language proficiency. 

In this study, levels 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 were used (as shown in Table 1 below) 

because the standard of proficiency of the students was not unusually varied 

thus only the main categories (i.e. levels 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) set by the range of 

ASLPR attainment were retained (with the exclusion of sub-categories like 0, 

0+, 1-, 1+, 2+, 3+ and 4+). The sample was selected on the basis of language 

background, thus the students had achieved a competency level which did 

not lend itself to a wide range in proficiency levels. Moreover, since the 

students were already enrolled in Tertiary Entrance Examination classes in 

Western Australia it was assumed that they were capable of comprehending 

English. 
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Table 1 

Australian Second Language Proficiency Rating (ASLPR) 

Instrument for the assessment of spoken language presentations. 

5:1 S:2 S:3 S:4 S:S 
Level 
General Minimum Minimum Minimum Vocational Native-like 
description survival social social&:vocati proficiency: proficiency: 

proficiency: proficiency onal use language Speaking 
satisfy survival satisfy routine proficiency: fluently, proficiency 
needs& soc:ial&work sufficient accurately on similar to 
courtesy requirements. structural personal, native 
requirements. accuracy and academic, speaker. 

vocabulary social & 
vocational 

SKILL 
1 inadequate, speaking broad precision of complete 
Vocabulary expresses vocabulary, vocabulary vocabulary accuracy 

elementary circumlocutio 
needs. ns 

2.Fluency: limited 1 hesitations, sufficient high degree of complete 
appropriate inadequate searches for fluency and fluency fluency 
terminology, vocabulary vocabulary accuracy. wide range of 
diverse little precision, vocabulary 
vocabulary, 
long words, 
to express 
precise 
meaning 
3. frequent elementary good good control, accuracy of 
Grammar grammatical and lacks control,errors errors grammar 
/syntax. errors control in rare, complex rare, un system equivalent to 

longer sentences. atic & capable native 
constructions of self speaker. 

correction. 
4. erroneous limited ability hesitations pronunciation similar to 
Phonological phonology to vary tone, rare does not native 
aspects, hesitations impede speaker, 
intonation, speech, good paralinguistic 
rhythm & flow of speech features. 
p_ronunciation 
5. frequent repetition in understood always easily fully accepted 
Comprehensi repetition,und order to be with ease understood by rate of 
bility of erstood by understood, native utterance. 
utterances. native intelligible to speaker, 

speakers in native speaker conveys exact 
regular meaning 
contact with 
foreigners. 
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6. lacks specialist 
Conversatioml register and 
ability precision 

?.Lexical:& absence of 
Semantic: modifiers. 
Modifiers, 
qualifiers; eg 
verb forms, 
adjectives, 
adverbs, 
cohesion, 
idioms; to 
express 
thought. 
8.Accent L1 

interference 

L1 refers to native language 

L2 refers to second language 

has restricted 
register, able 
to handle 
social work 
conversations 

cohesion in 
short 
utterances, 
limited use of 
modifiers 

quite faulty, 
is intelligible 

conveys has register 
meaning requirement, 
accurately participates in 

any social, 
academic and 
vocational 
needs. 

wide range of modifies 
modifiers. speech 

according to 
situation, 
colloquial & 
idiomatic 
forms occur, 
no lexical 
deficiency 

slight foreign foreign accent 
accent in intonation 

&stress 

S 1, S 2, S 3, S 4 and S 5 refer to levels of spoken performance descriptors. 

operate 
linguistically 
as native 
speaker in 
personal, 
soc:ial,cultural 
& vocational 
language,id io 
ms& 
colloquialism 
present. 
idioms, 
colloquialism 
present 

minor non 
native 

Note: The researcher acknowledges the use of PSI and ASLPR in the development of this spoken 

language instrument. 

As shown above, the performance descriptors for the five levels of spoken 

language subskills were taken from the ASLPR. The spoken language 

subskills measured were: i) vocabulary, ii) syntax or grammar, iii) 

phonological aspects, iv) comprehensibility of utterances, v) conversational 

ability, vi) lexicon and semantics vii) fluency and viii) accent. Vocabulary 

tested competence in the ability to use appropriate words. Fluency assessed 

ability to express precise meaning with the use of diverse vocabulary and 

appropriate terminology. Grammar tested the structural aspects of the 

constructions. Ability in pronunciation, rhythm and intonation was 

assessed through the phonological component in the test. Comprehensibilty 

of utterances and conversational abilty assessed communicative 
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competence. For example, frequent use of repetitions and whether native 

speakers understood the utterances were assessed in item five, while the 

ability to convey meanings accurately and the frequency of specialist register 

was assessed in item six. Lexicon and semantic skills tested a wide range of 

skills which involved meaningful expression of thought by applying 

appropriate modifiers, qualifiers, idioms and cohesive strategies. Intonation, 

stress and the ability to speak with native-like accent was observed in the 

final component of the instrument. Throughout the assessment of the 

spoken language presentations by the students cross references were made to 

the ASLPR manual in order to adhere to the original description and to 

compare the learner's language behaviour with the scale descriptors. Each 

student was awarded a score for each of the eight subskills by the researcher. 

At the completion of the oral presentation, each student therefore had a set 

of 8 oral language scores. 

Colleges Own Rating Scale (CORS ) 

Along with the ASLPR, the College's own rating scale (CORS) was used as a 

second instrument to measure spoken language skills. The skills assessed in 

the ASLPR and COR<; were quite similar as can be observed in the skill 

descriptors of the two instruments. A second test was included for the 

assessment of spoken language with the purpose of ensuring a 

comprehensive estimate of spoken ability and it would serve as a retest on a 

parallel measure. 

The CORS was devised by the college as an internal instrument for the 

assessment of students at Years 11 and 12. Through the spoken language 

presentation, skills regarded as fundamental and central to spoken language 

were observed and measured. A total of 10 skills were measured with the 

use of the CORS scales. 
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1. The range of vocabulary measured the competency in the overall use 

of words. 

ii. Lexicon measured the ability to use linguistic rules appropriately and 

therefore select suitable vocabulary which is indicated by the presence 

of modifiers; idiomatic expression and other linguistic features which 

demonstrated communicative competence in spoken language. 

iii. The use of appropriate terminology observed the proficiency in the 

oral presentation which differentiates specialized vocabulary from less 

specialized vocabulary. 

iv. The use of syntactic structures, demonstrated the ability to use 

morphemes and inflections; awareness of tenses; number and so on. 

v. The overall use of grammar, showed that the student's oral 

presentations displayed a general understanding of the rules of 

grammar. 

vi. Phonological aspects examined intonation, stress, rhythm and 

pronunciation in the oral presentations. 

vii. Assessment of the use of idiomatic expression and cohesive cues 

demonstrated skills in linking; sequencing; use of lexical cohesion and 

anaphoric and cataphoric references. 

viii. Paralinguistic skills and rapport with audience examined the ability to 

use non linguistic cues and the ability to relate to audience in order to 

accomplish communicative objectives, 

IX. Communicative skills measured the ability to convey the intended 

message effectively. 

x. Discourse skills measured the ability of the student to employ suitable 

strategies for different discourse purposes. 

The CORS spoken language test had content validity in view of the fact that 

the oral language skills that were assessed dearly represented in operational 
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terms the various spoken skills in question. Each descriptor of the specific 

skill is outlined above. These skills were scored on a 10 point scale. Score 

sheets containing the description of the 10 spoken language skills were used 

by the rater during oral presentations. The CORS format with complete 

description of skills is included in Table 2 below. 

Table2 

Colleges Own Rating Scale (CQRS). 

Name of student: 

Skill Descriptor 

l.Ran&e of vocabula~: com~tence in 
Qv~rall us~ Qf wQrd~. 

2.Lexical-semantic: 
appli~tiQn Qf lin&ui~tic rules ingi~ated b~ 
pr~~~n~:;e Qf modifi~r 

3.Appro~ria~ of terminolo~ 

4.Structure: 
use of morphemes and inflections 

S.Grammar: 
overall use of grammar 

f!. PhQnolQI:icalas~ts: 
prQnundation, ac~nt and intQnatiQn 

7.1diQmatic ~xpressiQn & cohesiv~ ~:;ues. 

B.Paralin~uistic cu~s & rapport with 
audience. 

9.Communicative skills: 
ability to conve~ messages. 

lO.Discourse skills: 
ability to emplo~ suitable discourse 
strategies. 

Ratin& scale : 
{ 1 - 10 p_Qints } 
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An estimate of reliability (coefficient alpha) for the CORS was .95. The CORS 

lacked performance descriptors for each of the levels the spoken scores 

which ranged from one to ten. This employed a subjective and a more 

impressionistic estimate of spoken ability. It is possible that this test had 

succeeded in measuring spoken language skills with precision. It is also 

possible that this figure is artificially high, however, it allows a meaningful 

investigation of the factors. 

B. Written Lanpage Tests 

Written language skills were assessed with the use of two tests. The first was 

the English Competency Test set by the University of Western Australia. 

The second was a Writing Test designed specifically for the study. 

English Competency Test (ECT) 

The English Competency Test is a comprehensive English Language 

examination set by the University of Western Australia for students from 

Non English Speaking Background wishing to gain entrance to tertiary 

institutions in Western Australia. It was designed, in consultation with first 

year faculty staff, to identify the minimum level of competence that was 

needed for success in university studies ( Herriman, 1990). The test consisted 

of listening, grammar, reading and writing components. 

The writing component required the students to write three essays and was 

aimed at assessing competence in academic expression. Specifically, it tested 

the ability to organise, extract information by deduction and inference, 

explain cause and effect, express valid arguments and analyse information 

in conventional written texts. Question 1 provided the opening and 

concluding sentences for the composition, Question 2 contained 

information in graphic form and Question 3 outlined content material in 
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information units. The three essay questions were therefore partially 

structured with the provision of a certain amount of content of the topic 

which was incorporated in the question itself. 

The contents for the composition had to be elicited from the data provided. 

Therefore, the students depended on the data provided for content and 

probably had more time to concentrate on lexicon, grammar and cohesive 

aspects of their compositions. In addition, the structured form was designed 

to give students more scope for organising linguistic resources as content for 

the composition was disclosed in the question. This strategy allowed for 

control in the essays written by the students by providing a systematic basis 

for assessment with a common content. Hence any bias that was to arise 

through content was minimised. The scoring of the English Competency 

Test is according to global grade descriptions encompassing content, fluency 

and expression. Each essay is marked out of a total of 25. The English 

Competency Test is administered by the ESL Centre of the Department of 

Education at the University of Western Australia. The examination was 

officially carried out in various centres in and outside Western Australia in 

November 1989. Coordination of the marking of the scripts and recording of 

scores was the responsibility of the Centre. Permission to utilise the English 

Competency Test scores was obtained from the ESL Centre for 54 students. 

The ECT had a coefficient alpha of .84 based on 54 subjects, thus ensuring a 

reliable assessment of the written language achievement of the sample in 

the study. 

Writing Test (WT) 

A traditional essay or free composition was adopted for the second 

assessment of writing skills. Four topics were assigned and the subjects were 

required to choose one of these topics for a composition of approximately 
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250-300 words. To ensure that the student had something to communicate 

in the written task, the composition topics were selected to suit the sample 

group. The objective of the composition task was to elicit a written 

performance that would reflect valid information about the writing ability 

of the students. The scripts were marked according to a method of scoring 

devised for the assessment of written language skills. 

Iable3 

The Writing Test Questions and the Scoring Key. 

Write an essay of 250-300 words on one of the following topics: 

1. What is your view of success? 

2. Discuss the problems you have encountered since your arrival in 

Australia. 

3. Compare the education system that you are presently enrolled in to 

one you previously experienced. 

4. A vacation on the Moon! Is there hope for such a vacation? What are 

your views? 

Scoring Key 

Scoring key for the assessment of written compositions. 

1. Content/Subject Matter - 5 marks 

number of points mentioned, elaboration of points, organisation of 

points, paragraphing. 

2. Mechanics of grammar - 5 marks 

inflections, gender, agreement, tenses, punctuation 
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3. Expression - 5 marks 

style, coherence, flow of sentences, fluency, vocabulary, use of 

appropriate language, idiomatic expression, conventions of language, 

modifiers. 

4. Communicative competence- 5 marks 

effective communication of messages, comprehensibility of ideas, 

modifiers, cohesive cues. 

The Writing Test was administered to the 61 students selected for the study 

at the completion of the oral language presentations in July 1989. The 

students were required to write a composition within a time allocation of 

one hour. The scripts were marked by the researcher. A Writing Test score 

was obtained for the 61 students involved in the study. The reliability 

coefficient alpha was established at .54. This moderate figure was indicative 

of the fact that the scores were based on essay questions which were not 

structured. The free compositions scores indicated students' competence in 

organisation of content, grammar, expression and communicative skill. The 

ESL students had to organize linguistic resourres, content and at the same 

time present it in a coherent written form. Furthermore, the composition 

task required a spontaneous response to a specific topic. Students made a 

choice of topic and completed the written response within the limited time. 

The demands of the written task appear to have affected the performance 

and this is reflected in the reliabilty coefficient. 

In summary the data appear to indicate an acceptable degree of reliability for 

the tests constructed for this study. 
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n. Analytical Procedures 

Spoken language scores 

The ASLPR and CORS provided two measurements of spoken language 

ability. 

The first step was to reduce the 18 spoken language skills. Factor analysis was 

employed with the objective of decreasing the number of spoken variables. 

It was hoped that underlying subskills could be identified from the eighteen 

spoken variables. A factor analysis with oblique rotation was performed on 

the eighteen spoken language variables in the ASLPR and CORS, to assess 

the underlying dimensionality. Of particular interest was the question of 

whether variables which were hypothesized to tap the different spoken 

language skills loaded on separate factors. 

The second step was to standardise scores due to the difference in the totals. 

The scores of the ASLPR, CORS, ECT and the Writing test were each 

converted to z scores. 

Next, five basic skills central to spoken language were identified for the 

study. They were: 

i. grammar (or syntax) 

ii. lexical - semantics 

iii. vocabulary 

iv. phonological 

v. communicative skills 

These were chosen on the basis of the literature reviewed in Chapters 2 & 3. 
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In the fourth step, scores of similar spoken language skills in ASLPR and 

CORS were combined to form composite scores. For example, the two 

instruments independently measured grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, 

accent, communicative ability and so on. In order to avoid duplication of 

data, the grammar scores in ASLPR and CORS were combined to form a 

composite grammar score. Next, vocabulary and fluency scores were 

combined. The composite of accent and pronunciation was then found, 

followed by the combination of lexical and semantic skills and lastly, scores 

of communicative skills in the two tests were combined. Five spoken 

language skills were then computed, namely, grammar, vocabulary, 

pronunciation, lexical-semantic and communication. These were used as 

the independent variables for the statistical analysis of the study. 

The variables used in the study are summarized below: 

The Writing scores used as dependent variables were: 

1. English Competency Test ( ECT) writing scores. 

2. Writing Test (WT) scores 

The spoken language scores used as independent variables were: 

1. Grammar scores 

2. Vocabulary scores 

3. Pronunciation scores 

4. Lexical-semantics scores 

5. Communicative language scores 
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ill. Hypotheses Investigated in the Study 

The following hypotheses were tested: 

Hypothesis 1 that observed skills of spoken language ability can be reduced 

to more basic underlying dimensions 

Hypothesis 2 that there is a significant positive relationship between spoken 

and written language test scores and that spoken language scores are 

therefore significant predictors of written language performance. 

Hypothesis 3 that grammar and lexical skills are essential features of the 

spoken and written mode and that there is a significant positive 

relationship between spoken language grammar and lexical-semantic skills 

and performance in written language. 

Hypothesis 4 that spoken vocabulary, communicative and phonological 

skills are not significant predictors of written language performance. 

IV. Statistical Procedures of the Study 

In the investigation, the statistical procedures for the analysis of the data 

were factor analysis, eta-squared tables, 

Pearson Product - Moment Correlation and Stepwise multiple regression 

Factor analysis established the underlying dimensions of the spoken 

language variables identified for the study. 

The difference between first order and eta-squared correlations was used to 

establish linearity between the independent spoken and the dependent 

written language variables. If there is evidence of linearity a regression 

analysis could be used. 
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To investigate the relationship between spoken and written language skills a 

first order Pearson Product Moment Correlation was calculated between the 

spoken and written language scores. The first correlation matrix consisted of 

the English Competency Test and the five spoken language variables of 

grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, lexical-semantic and communication 

skills. The second correlation matrix contained correlation between the 

Writing Test and the five variables of spoken language. 

In order to determine the spoken and written relationships more closely a 

Stepwise Multiple Regression was used. The technique of stepwise multiple 

regression made it possible for the study to use knowledge of two or more 

independent variables to predict scores on a single dependent variable with 

greater success than is possible with a knowledge of a single independent 

variable. Furthermore, the interpretation of data through stepwise multiple 

regression provides a more parsimonious description of the amount of 

variation in the dependent variable, accounted for by the variables of 

spoken skills. Stepwise Multiple Regression was used to establish the 

amount of variance accounted for by an optimum combination of the five 

spoken language variables of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, lexical

semantic and communication skills. In the Stepwise Regression procedure 

the spoken language variables were added successively to the regression 

equation to establish the amount of variance contributed to written 

performance. The decisions about which variables to include and omit and 

the order of entry were based solely on the statistical criteria computed from 

the stepwise multiple regression model. The forward selection mode was 

used, whereby, the equation started out 'empty' and the spoken language 

variables of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, lexical-semantic skills and 

communication were added one at a time to the separate dependent 

variables of English Competency Test and Writing Test. Each addition -
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represented the unique contribution of that variable to the equation. As a 

result, it was possible to establish the variables that significantly added to the 

prediction equation for the dependent variable writing. The main point of 

the stepwise multiple regression is that it enabled the the relationship 

between the spoken and written language variables to be investigated with 

the statistical elimination of non significant variables. 

The next chapter reports the results of the hypotheses using statistical 

procedures of factor analysis, correlations and stepwise multiple regression. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Results 

The study attempted to examine the relationship between spoken and 

written language skills of ESL students. Firstly, the set of spoken language 

skills was reduced to their underlying dimensions with the use of factor 

analysis. Secondly, in order to establish the relationship between spoken and 

written language, the achievement scores in the two skills were correlated. 

Next, five skills central to spoken ability were compared with written 

language test scores to identify the particular skills that might relate to 

writing. The study also attempted to predict student performance in written 

language from spoken language ability. The discussion of results begins with 

factor analysis of the spoken language variables. 

L Factor Analysis 

A factor analysis with oblique rotation was performed on the eighteen 

spoken language variables in the ASLPR and CORS, to assess the underlying 

dimensionality. Of particular interest was the question of whether skills, 

which were hypothesized to tap the different spoken language skills, loaded 

on separate factors. 

The spoken language skills tested by the ASLPR included: i) vocabulary, ii) 

fluency, iii) pronunciation aspects, iv) accent, v) syntax or grammar, vi) 

lexical-semantics, vii) comprehensibility of utterances, and viii) 

conversational ability. The skills tested by the CORS included: i) range of 

vocabulary, ii) lexical-semantic skills assessing the ability to use modifiers, 

and other linguistic features which demonstrated communicative 

competence in spoken language, iii) the use of appropriate terminology, iv) 

use of syntactic structures, v) overall use of grammar, vi) pronunciation 



aspects which examined intonation, stress, rhythm and pronunciation in 

the oral presentations, vii) use of idiomatic expression and cohesive cues, 

viii) paralinguistic skills and rapport with audience, ix) communicative 

skills, and x) discourse skills. 

One Factor Solution 

A one factor solution provided a very satisfactory fit to the data. Table 4 

displays the factor loading of the spoken language variables measured by the 

ASLPR and the CORS. The one factor solution indicated that 54% of the total 

variance was accounted by Factor One and this factor produced an 

eigenvalue of 9.7. All eighteen variables loaded substantially on this factor. 

All spoken language variables had factor loadings at 0.6 or above on this first 

factor except for one; spoken grammar. The 18 variables can be assumed to 

measure competencies that have common properties. This factor may be 

interpreted as a measure of general spoken language proficiency since all the 

spoken language tests had substantial loadings. 
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Table4 

One factor solution of spoken language ASLPR and CORS scores 

Fador1 Loading 

1. ASU'R: V ocah.tlary .70 

2. ASIPR:Ruency .66 

3. ASlPR: Grammar .39 

4 ASI.PR: Pronunciation skills .62 

5 ASIPR: Acr:Ent .62 

6 ASU'R: Com prehensiWityofutteranCES .73 

7 ASU'R: Conversational al:ility .72 

8 ASlPR: Lexical-fJelllanticskills .75 

9 CDRS: V ocah.tlary .84 

10 CDRS: l.exical-seman tic skills .89 

11 CDRS: AJ'?"Opriacyof terminology .80 

12 CDRS: Syntadicstructures .84 

13 CDRS: Overall grammar com~ce .73 

14 CDRS: Pronunciation skills .77 

15 CDRS:kfiomatic~on .75 

16 CDRS: Rappxt & prralinguisticcues .70 

17 CDRS: D.sroUI"re skills .77 

18 CDRS: Communication skills .78 

It is not surprising that a single factor solution was found. In Chapter 2, an 

account of the nature of spoken language was presented. Spoken discourse is 

developed within linguistic and communicative frameworks exhibiting its 

spontaneous nature and the use of paralinguistic skills like gestures, 

hesitations, prosody and other extralinguistic cues. The spoken mode 

further necessitates direct contact with the interlocutor, use of repetitions, 

presence of disfluencies, indefinite sentence boundaries, dependence on 

implications for accomplishment of intended messages (that is, meanings 

rests on implications and not entirely on the spoken text), dependent on 

interlocutor response and the frequency of spoken cues like "I mean," "you 
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know," and "well". These on-going features and the context-based nature of 

spoken language suggests that this skill may have to be assessed in totality. 

There were three grammar subtests in the two batteries. ASLPR consisted of 

a single subtest, whereas there were two subtests for grammar in CORS, one 

was described as grammar and the other as structures which assessed the 

construction of morphemes and inflections in sentences. The loadings by 

grammar on this factor suggest that grammar is the only exception in that 

the CORS subtest loaded very highly ( .84 and .73) whereas the ASLPR 

subtest loaded at a moderate value of .39. ASLPR grammar had a 

intercorrelation of .31 with CORS grammar and a value of .14 with structure 

of language in the CORS. The figures seem to suggest that the subtests of 

grammar had fairly low intercorrelations in the two batteries. The three 

subtests of grammar appear to be quite unrelated to one another. In 

comparison, the intercorrelations between vocabulary in ASLPR and CORS 

had a higher value of r= .43. The subtest of ASLPR pronunciation had an 

intercorrelation of .61 with CORS pronunciation. ASLPR conversational 

ability and CORS communicative had an intercorrelation value of r=.55 . 

Intercorrelations among the grammar subtests in the two batteries was low 

in comparison to the skills mentioned above. Table 5 shows the 

intercorrelation among the spoken variables. 

In the remaining 15 subtests in the ASLPR and CORS, grammar had 

correlation values below .37 in CORS and ASLPR tests, with the exception of 

ASLPR pronunciation (.60), ASLPR accent (.58) and ASLPR modifiers (.45). 

The low to moderate relationships with the other subtests suggest that 

spoken grammar is quite distinct in the two batteries, thus explaining its 

loading in the factor analysis. 
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Table 5 

Intercorrelation matrix: 
ASLPR and. CORS ~J2Qkfn langyagf ~~Qrf~. 

Voc Flu Gram Pron Accent Com~ Conv Lex Voc Lex Term Struct Gram Pron Idiom Para Comm Disc 

Vocabulaty 1 

Flumcy .74 

G!ammar .50 .56 

R-oourriaticn .58 .63 .60 1 

kamt .67 .62 .58 .76 

Comprri'ensbifty .68 .60 .33 .53 .64 1 

~tOnal ability 58 .48 .16 .40 .55 .70 1 

lexica&ml artie .68 .67 .45 .58 .60 .67 .75 1 

Vocabulaty .43 .41 .19 .37 .32 .51 .54 .52 1 

Lexie en .54 .51 .28 .43 .35 .53 .55 .58 .84 1 

Termirology .37 .37 .17 .32 1 .42 .47 .46 .78 .88 1 

S;,ntax .46 .46 .14 .34 .4 .58 J .61 .76 .82 .74 

Com municat:M:!skil .39 .37 .1 3 .35 .51 .55 .50 .82 .75 .71 .74 

ldimcfr/c~ .47 .41 .23 .45 .32 .50. .38 .46 .72 .75 .71 .64 .63 

Ra}J!X'rt/ .29 .26 -.03 .21 .21 .so .54 .41 .77 .67 .72 .69 .73 .61 

prrainguSic 

G!ammar .50 .45 .31 .47 .44 .46 .51 .52 58 .69 .66 .59 .49 .61 .39 1 

.11murriaticn .55 .47 .37 .61 .57 .50 .54 .49 .62 .67 .61 .64 .58 .55 .45 .81 

D B:01..1re sldls .34 .34 .05 .24 .20 .40 .53 .44 .82 .82 .78 .70 .80 .64 .75 .55 .54 1 



The loadings of grammar in the single factor solution suggested that there 

were some indications of battery effect due possibly to the way the ASLPR 

and the CORS were designed. It seems probable that the method of scoring 

resulted in the difference in loading. Thus, a two factor solution was 

modelled with the aim of exploring the nature of the ASLPR and the CORS 

in greater depth. 

Two factor solution 

The loadings of the spoken language tests on the two factors are displayed in 

Table 6. 

Table 6 

Two factor solution of spoken language ASLPR and CORS scores. 

Sul:xests Factor 1 Factor 2 

1 ASlPR: V ocah.Ilary .05 .80 

2 ASlPR: Fluenc.y .02 .79 

3 ASlPR: Grammar -.27 .78 

4 ASlPR: Pronunciation skills -.08 .85 

5 ASIPR: Aa:ent .16 .94 

6 ASI.PR: Cbm prehensilility of utterances .25 .60 

7 ASlPR: Cbn versational alility .41 .42 

8 ASIPR: lexiall-seman tic skills .23 .66 

9 erRS: v ocah.Ilary .91 .01 

10 c:cRS: lexiall-sem an tic .85 .12 

11 c:cRS: Appropriac.yof terminology .92 -.07 

12 c:cRS: Syn tadicstructures .79 .13 

13 c:cRS: Overall grammar cnm~ce .48 .35 

14 c:cRS: Pronunciation skills .44 .44 

15 CXJRS:kliomatic~on .68 .14 

16 erRS: RaPfX>rt & prralinguisticrues .90 -.17 

17 erRS: Ilscnurse skills. .97 -.16 

18 erRS: Cbmm unication skills .86 -.02 
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The two factor solution indicated that 54 % of the total variance was 

accounted for by factor one and 13 %by factor two. The two factor solution 

produced eigenvalues for factor one of 9.7 and factor two of 2.41 

In the ASLPR, 7 of the 8 tests, (accent, pronunciation, vocabulary, fluency, 

grammar, comprehensibility and the use of modifiers) loaded at high values 

above .60 on factor two. The exception was conversational ability which 

loaded at .42 on factor two. 

In the CORS, 8 of the 10 tests loaded at values above .68 on factor one. This 

substantial loading on factor one was observed in tests of discourse skills, 

terminology, vocabulary, rapport with audience, communicative skills, 

lexicon, structure of language and idiomatic expression. The two subtests 

which did not load with high values on factor one were grammar and 

pronunciation which loaded moderately at .48 and .44 respectively. 

It appears that the two factors which have been identified highlight a 

fundamental difference between the two batteries: all ASLPR tests load on 

factor two and all the CORS tests load on factor one. The separation is most 

pronounced. 

The above suggests that the two batteries measured spoken proficiency in 

two dimensions. The ASLPR and CORS batteries seem to separately address 

specific underlying factors. It can be observed that factor two reflects an 

inclination towards testing linguistic and pronunciation skills, evidenced by 

the extremely high loadings of accent (.94), pronunciation (.85), vocabulary 

(.8), fluency (.79), grammar (.78) and the use of modifiers (.66). In this factor, 

skills related to communicative competence, for example, comprehension of 

presentations and conversational ability load as the last two factors at .6 and 
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.41 respectively. It may be assumed that factor two implicated a grammatical 

approach in the scoring. 

The CORS, on the other hand, appears inclined towards skills involved in 

communicating the intended message as suggested by the high loadings by 

discourse skills, appropriate terminology, vocabulary, rapport with audience, 

communicative skills and lexicon. Specific linguistic skills such as structure 

of language, idiomatic expression, grammar and pronunciation ranked last 

in the loadings on factor one. Thus, applying the necessary language rules to 

accomplish the communicative task appears to be the main concern of the 

CORS battery. 

It may be suggested that grammar and lexicon are underlying factors in the 

assessment of spoken language ability. Skills identified for the assessment of 

spoken ability seem to be linked to grammar and the appropriate application 

of morphemic structures, content and function words and their semantic 

properties which are components of the English lexicon. These observations 

suggest that classification of spoken ability into subskills is not necessarily a 

reflection of competence of each specific skill tested. Since the factor loadings 

among the subskills indicate at most a one or two factor solution, it is 

probable that spoken skills are closely interlinked and there is possible 

overlap among the variables. Spoken skills are probably inseparable and 

assessment of pronunciation, accent, rapport with audience, vocabulary and 

so on does not confine itself to defined boundaries. The spontaneous and 

ephemeral nature of spoken language suggests that a global assessment is 

preferable. It appears that the assessment of spoken language may need to be 

attempted in totality and preferably with a minimum number of subskills 

which constitute the basic features of speech. 
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Intercorrelations: ASLPR and CORS tests 

The intercorrelations among the spoken tests range from .20 to .67 with the 

exception of a few outliers at .10 and .74. It can be seen in Table 5, that the 

intercorrelations are not high, thus it seems that the variables did measure 

specific skills. Discourse skills had an intercorrelation range from .29 to .74 

with the other subtests in ASLPR and CORS, while the intercorrelations 

between accent and the remaining spoken tests ranged from .05 to .44. These 

two tests loaded the highest in the two factor solution with loadings of .94 

and .97 suggesting that these among other tests were the factors underlying 

the observed variables of the two factors assessed by the ASLPR and CORS. 

Correlations: factor one and factor two 

The correlation between factor one and factor two is .54. which was a fairly 

strong relationship. With reference to the impressionistic mode in scoring 

in factor one and the more objective mode of factor two, in addition to rater 

variability and the fact that the scores were awarded out of a total of five in 

factor two and out of ten in factor one, the two batteries measured spoken 

proficiency from different perspectives. It may suggest that the two batteries 

examined spoken ability from a grammatical and lexical-semantic point of 

view. 

The study proceeded to examine the relationship between spoken and 

written ability by using the single and two factor spoken variables. 

Correlations: Spoken variables with Written ECf & Writing Test 

The single factor analysis indicated that there was one dominant factor. As a 

consequence, a composite spoken language variable was formed by 

combining the standardized z scores of spoken language based on the 

ASLPR and similarly for the CORS rating scales. This total score reflects a 
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spoken language proficiency. The correlation with the ECT was .31 and with 

Writing Test .24. The results suggest that there was a low relationship 

between spoken language and written performance. 

Thus from the single factor solution the results suggest that spoken 

language is not an obvious predictor of written language performance. 

Spoken language variables contributed 9 % of the variance in the ECT 

writing component and 4% of the variance to the Writing Test. In the two 

factor solution, the CORS did not show a strong relationship (r=.23) to the 

Writing Test, however, it showed a stronger relationship (r=.35) to the ECT. 

ASLPR showed a low relationship with the ECT and Writing Test with r 

=.12 and .20 respectively. With the exception of CORS which had a 

significant relationship with ECT (.35), spoken language was not 

significantly related to written performance. 

The results of the factor analyses and the correlations confirm the 

hypothesis that spoken language is but a fairly moderate predictor of written 

performance as judged in this set of tasks. 

The literature review indicated some grounds for both these claims. The 

literature review revealed that there is a marked difference in spoken and 

written language skills. The differences in modalities between speaking and 

writing are recognised in most literature. The main issue seems to be the 

issue of the relative degree of complexity of lexicon and structure in both 

spoken and written modes. One view claims that the spoken mode is 

syntactically simple due mainly to the frequent occurrence of coordinates 

and simple sentence structures. In addition, it claims that there is an absence 

of rich or diverse vocabulary in the spoken mode, making it quite different 

from written expression. Contrary to the above view, there is another-view 
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which claims that spoken language is more complex than written language 

in its grammar. Further, this view claims that the lexical density in the 

written mode cannot be claimed as grammatical complexity. In view of 

these contradictory claims, the literature review reveals the more apparent 

fact that there were obvious differences between the spoken and the written 

modes. It suggests rather that teachers should begin to recognise that spoken 

skills may give little indication of literacy skills. 

Il Spoken Language Relationship with ECT and Writing Test 

The study proceeded to compare spoken abilities with the two writing 

measures by reducing the 18 spoken variables to five basic skills central to 

spoken language. The five spoken variables were compared with the ECT 

and Writing Test in greater depth in order to gain more insight into the 

relationshp between speaking and writing. First, the spoken and written 

language scores were tested for linearity. Next, correlations between the five 

skills central to spoken language and the ECT and Writing Test was found. 

Finally, regression analyses were calculated to determine which were the 

most salient variables for predicting written language based on ECT and 

Writing Test. 

English Competence Test (ECT) 

Spoken language variables of vocabulary, grammar, lexical-semantic, 

pronunciation and communication skills and the written ECT scores were 

examined for linearity. The Eta-squared table below presents the findings. 
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Table? 

Eta-squared and first order correlations squared. 

Skills r2 eta-squared difference 

Vocabulary .11 .11 .00 

Pronunciation .01 .04 .03 

Communicative .04 .07 .03 

Lexical-semantic .12 .12 .00 

Grammar .07 .07 .00 

As there is trivial difference between r2 and eta - square, it can be concluded 

that there is no non linearity. Since there was little evidence for non linear 

trends, the analysis was continued with an investigation of the correlations. 

A Pearson Product Moment correlations were calculated to identify the 

spoken language variables which relate significantly to ECT scores. 

TableS 

Correlation matrix 

English Competency Test scores and spoken language variables of grammar, 
vocabulary, pronunciation, lexical-semantic and communication scores. 
(n=54) 

Skills ECT 

ECT 1 

lexicon .35 

vocab .34 

grammar .28 

commun .21 

pronun .08 

Lexicon Vocab 

1 

.89 1 

.83 

.80 

.59 

.82 

.80 

.66 
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Grammar Comrnun Pronun 

1 

.66 

.74 

1 

.51 1 



The correlation matrix shows that spoken lexical-semantic skill is most 

significantly related to written language performance as tested by the ECT. 

Language encodes constructions with adherence to rules of grammar, correct 

lexicon and semantics. In this study, lexical-semantic skills assessed the 

ability of students to use idiomatic language, modifiers, appropriate 

terminology and conventions of the English. These skills are essential 

components of spoken and written language and therefore account for the 

significant relationship in the correlation matrix. 

Spoken language communicative and pronunciation skills while using basic 

linguistic structures employ paralinguistic and prosody in spoken 

expression. In spoken language, skills such as accent, intonation, stress and 

rhythm are component parts of pronunciation. These are not a feature of 

written language. Similarly communicative skills employ paralinguistic 

strategies like gestures and eye contact for effective communication. Again 

these features are absent in written language and therefore explain the lack 

of a significant relationship in the correlation computation. 

Vocabulary indicated a high intercorrrelation with lexical-semantic skills, 

suggesting an overlap of skills measured. In addition the literature review 

indicated that spoken vocabulary is quite different from that of written. 

These may be the reasons for the absence of significant relationship between 

spoken vocabulary and the ECT. 

Lexical-semantic features and vocabulary skills had an intercorrelation of 

.90. Competence in vocabulary and lexical-semantic skills reflect skills which 

are quite similar in the sense that appropriate vocabulary and its meaning 

are part of it. The lexical-semantic tests measured competence in semantic 

and lexical skills which encompassed the use of appropriate words and the 

ability to use diverse vocabulary, idioms, modifiers a-nd conventions of 
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English. This is reflective of the ability to manipulate vocabulary to 

accomplish success in communication. Hence lexical-semantic and 

vocabulary skills may be closely interrelated. The tests of lexical-semantic 

and grammar skills also indicated a high correlation of .83. Competence in 

lexical-semantic skills is related to the ability to apply grammatical rules (in 

using grammatical morphemes) appropriately. The lexicon develops in the 

awareness and application of linguistic resources of grammar/ semantics and 

vocabulary. It appears then that lexical-semantics and grammar may be 

closely related. Spoken language vocabulary and grammar indicated a 

correlation of .82. Competence in the application of grammar rules involves 

the use of correct inflections which generate the correct vocabulary item. 

Spoken language communicative skills also indicated a high 

intercorrelation with lexical-semantic and vocabulary skills ( r= .80 ). It is 

quite apparent that the ability to communicate successfully involves the 

collective use of grammar/ vocabulary and lexical-semantic skills. 

Pronunciation and grammar had a high correlation (r =.79) indicating 

competence related to the accurate recognition and use of morphemes and 

phonemes which are components of the structure of the language. 

The results justify the conclusion that spoken language involves the 

simultaneous application of a combination of linguistic skills . The 

independent variables of the spoken language skills appear to interact in the 

production of acceptable speech. It is clear that the high intercorrelations 

among the independent variables will have an impact on the way these 

variables will enter into a multiple regression equation due possibly to the 

overlap of skills. 
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The correlation computations showed some evidence of the relationship 

between spoken and written language, however, it was decided that a 

stepwise multiple regression would provide a more precise indication of the 

relationships. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression 

The main aims of the stepwise multiple regression were the identification of 

spoken language skills which predict performance in the English 

Competency Test and the estimation of the contribution of each spoken 

language variable (five variables) to the equation as shown in Table 9. 

Table9 

Stepwise multiple regression 

ECT and spoken language variables. 

Spoken skill Variance Increased variance 

Lexical-semantic 12.3% 

Pronununciation 15% 2.70% 

Vocabulary 16% 1 % 

Communication 19% 3% 

Grammar 19% 0 

This regression indicated the significant contribution of spoken language 

lexical-semantic skills to written language performance. However, the 

percentage of variance contributed was low due possibly to several factors. 

One reason may be due to the overlap of spoken language variables as 

shown in the intercorrelation matrix. It is therefore probable that some of 

the spoken variables assessed similar skills, and hence lexical-semantic skills 
-

could also have been measured by vocabulary and grammar (the lexical-
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semantic variable had a correlation of r=.9 and r =. 8 with vocabulary and 

grammar respectively). Another reason is probably due to the nature of 

written task. Writing is a result of an integration of cognitive, motor and 

physical and experiential skills and is not solely influenced by spoken 

language variables. It is suggested in the literature review that spoken 

language employs quite a different lexicon from that of the written mode. 

Moreover, many other variables influence written language production 

among ESL students. 

The statistical computations indicated that at most three of the spoken 

language variables would be important. Although all five spoken language 

variables were investigated it was decided to select three, which gave the 

optimum solution to the equation. The three spoken language variables 

selected were lexical-semantic skills, pronunciation and communicative 

skills. These were selected on the basis of the maximum increments made to 

the explained variance. To determine the relative contribution of the lexical

semantics, pronunciation and communication variables to ECT, these 

variables were again entered into the multiple regression for predicting 

writing. The inclusion of lexical-semantic skills accounted for a significant 

percentage of variance, amounting to 12% F (1, 52)= 7.27 p< .05. Subsequent 

additions to the regression analyses showed that pronunciation did not add 

significantly to the amount of variance contributed by this skill, although it 

accounted for an additional 3%, (R2 = 15%) of the variance and 

communication accounted for an additional 1% (R2 = 16 %) however it also 

was not a significant contributor. 

In summary, the results of the statistical tests (correlations and multiple 

stepwise regression ) have shown that lexical-semantic skills of spoken 
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language alone contribute significantly to the written skills tested in the 

English Competency Test. 

Grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary and communicative skills did not 

account for any additional significant amount of variance, due almost surely 

to their considerable overlap with lexical-semantic skills and variables not 

considered in the study. 

Writing Test 

Spoken and written language relationships are next examined with respect 

to the Writing Test scores. 

The linear relationship between independent spoken language variables and 

the dependent Writing Test are shown in Table 10. The Writing Test scores 

were examined for linearity with each of the spoken language scores by the 

use of eta-squared analysis. Eta-squared and first order correlations squared 

are shown in Table 10 for Writing Tes t and each of the independent 

variables. 

Table 10 

Eta-squared and first-order correlations squared. 

Skills r2 eta-squared difference 

Vocabulary .15 .19 .04 

Pronun. .15 .20 .05 

Commun. .06 .12 .06 

Lexical-sem .18 .23 .05 

Grammar .20 .21 .01 
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Table 10 shows the relationship between Writing Test and spoken language 

vocabulary, pronunciation, communication, lexical semantic and grammar 

scores. The figures indicate small differences between the squared-r and eta

squared, it was assumed that there was no evidence for non-linearity. With 

some linearity established, the research analysis proceeded to examine the 

correlations between performance in the Writing Test and the five spoken 

skills (grammar, lexical-semantic skills, pronunciation, vocabulary and 

communication) . 

Table 11 shows the correlation coefficients between the spoken language 

skills and Writing Test scores. 

Table 11 

Correlation matrix 

Writing Test scores and spoken language variables of grammar, lexical
semantic, vocabulary, pronunciation & communication scores. 

Skills Writin~ Grammar Lexicon Vocab Pron Cornrnun 

Writing 1 

Grammar .45 1 

Lexicon .42 .84 1 

Vocab .39 .84 .9 1 

Pronun .39 .79 .66 .71 1 

Commun .25 .69 .84 .83 .58 1 

The correlations range from r= .25 to r= .45 at the .05 level. Grammar 

correlated highest with the Writing Test ( r= .45 ). This indicates the 

contribution of basic syntactic (grammar) competence to performance in 
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both the spoken and the written modes. Lexical-semantic skills (correlated at 

r=.42) assessed the ability to use appropriate terminology and meanings, 

application of linguistic rules, idiomatic expression, modifiers and 

conventions of English during spoken language presentations. The results 

show that competence in the basic structures essential in language use, 

indicate a positive correlation with performance in written language. 

Vocabulary pronunciation and communication had low relationships to 

written language performance. This finding is similar to the previous 

analysis for the other measure of writing (ECT). This may be accounted for 

by the differences in the two modes. Spoken language communication 

depends upon extralinguistic, and prosodic, contextual cues, while written 

language is normally produced independently of these skills. 

The correlation coefficients have provided an insight into the relationship 

between the Writing Test and spoken language skills. They show different 

levels of correlation for each of the spoken variables, suggesting that some 

spoken skills have a greater relationship to writing than do others. Skills 

which form the basis of language regardless of mode appear to be more 

closely related. In particular it can be observed that spoken language 

grammar and lexical-semantic skills have higher correlation to writing than 

vocabulary, pronunciation and communicative skills. This outcome is 

attributable to the fact that spoken and written modes are based on similar 

linguistic structures. In a second language learning situation, where 

conveying of the intended message is the chief objective, there will be more 

dependence on basic grammar and lexical-semantic skills than in 

pronunciation, vocabulary and communicative style. As stated earlier (in 

the ECT analysis), pronunciation and communication skills do not have 

much in common to written performance. Vocabulary skills may have 
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indicated a greater relationship to spoken and written language 

performance, however, its high inter correlations with lexical-semantic 

skills ( r= .9 p< .05 ) could result in some overlap of skills measured by the 

test. In conclusion, the results of the correlations lend support to the 

hypothesis that some relationship exists between spoken skills and 

performance in written language. This relationship is further investigated 

also by the use of stepwise multiple regression analysis with the intention of 

estimating the exact contribution of the each spoken variable to performance 

in written language. 

Stepwise Multiple Regression 

In the following analysis, the relationship between the dependent variable, 

Writing test and the independent spoken language variables of grammar, 

vocabulary, pronunciation, lexical-semantic and communicative skills was 

examined. A number of regression equations were tested to arrive at the 

optimum variance. Two of the many sample trials are shown in Table 12. 

Table12 

Sample order of entry and variance 

Sample 1 

Skill Order of entry Variance 

grammar 1 19.9 

lexical-semantic 2 20.8 

vocabulary 3 21.0 

pronunciation 4 21.6 

communication 5 25.0 
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Sample 2 

Skill Order of entry Variance 

grammar 1 19.9 

pronunciation 2 20.3 

lexical-semantic 3 21.2 

vocabulary 4 21.6 

communication 5 25 

The statistical computations support the contribution of grammar to written 

language performance in the stepwise multiple regression analysis where 

grammar made a significant percentage of variance amounting to 19.9 %, F 

(1, 59) =14.2 p <.05. 

To ensure the optimum contribution of each variable it was decided to select 

three variables based on their additional contribution to the variance during 

the many trials of different combinations of the spoken language variables. 

This process confirmed the variables to be selected, the order of entry and 

their optimum contribution. It was found that grammar should be entered 

first and it accounted for 19.9 % of the variance, indicating its significant 

contribution to written language performance, F(l, 59)= 14.2 p < .05. It can be 

assumed that competence in syntax and grammar contribute to the ability to 

write and speak. An understanding of grammatical rules would certainly 

enable second language learners of English to display competence in 

speaking and writing activities. 

The inclusion of the second lexical-semantic variable, however did not 

provide a significant increase in the amount of variance , R2 = 20.6 and F (1, 

58)= 0.5 p >.05 n.s. 

It must be noted that the results of the multiple regression equation were 

somewhat similar to the results of the correlation matrix in the case of 
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grammar. Performance in spoken grammar had the highest correlation with 

written language skills (r= 0.45). This lends support to the hypothesis that 

spoken language grammar has a significant relationship to performance in 

written English. 

In conclusion, the results of the correlations and multiple stepwise 

regression have indicated that spoken grammar contributed significantly to 

performance in the Writing Test, and that vocabulary, pronunciation, 

lexical-semantics and communication did not make a significant 

contribution to written language performance. 

IV. Summary 

The statistical analyses show that competence in spoken language lexical

semantic and grammar skills have a significant relationship to written 

language performance. Though vocabulary, pronunciation and 

communication skills relate positively in the correlations matrix, their 

contribution does not assume a significant contribution in the multiple 

regression analysis. The spoken language variables that predict written 

language performance, assessed through the ECT and Writing Test scores, 

have been isolated. Spoken lexical-semantic skills accounted for 12 % and 

grammar accounted for 19.9 % of the variance in writing as demonstrated by 

the ECT and Writing Test. The results have indicated the potential 

usefulness of lexicon and grammar in spoken and written modes. The 

results lend support to the hypothesis that there is a significant relationship 

between spoken lexical-semantic skills, grammar and written language 

performance. On the other hand the contribution of spoken vocabulary, 

communication and pronunciation to written language performance was 

not significant. It is possible that the differences between spoken and written 

modes and variables not considered by the study apply themselves - to 
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producing an overall moderate correlations and variance of low magnitude. 

In addition, these differences also explain the absence of significant 

relationship between writing and spoken pronunciation and 

communication skills. 
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CHAYI'ER SIX 

DISCUSSION 

I. Summary of findings. 

Analyses of the subjects' spoken and written language scores showed that 

the magnitude of the relationship between speaking and writing ability does 

not lend support to a strong link between the two sets of skills. 

The one factor solution showed that one dominant measure of spoken 

proficiency was evident. This measure of spoken proficiency had a 

significant relationship with one of the measures of writing though a less 

significant relationship with the other, a free composition test. A similar 

result was observed in the two factor solution. Nevertheless there was 

evidence for some relationship between spoken and written language. 

Among the five spoken skills two had significant relationships with written 

language performance. In particular, it was seen that competence in syntactic 

and lexical-semantic skills in spoken language related to performance in 

writing. However, spoken language pronunciation, vocabulary and 

communication skills did not make additional significant contributions to 

performance in written language. 

Lexical-semantic skills in spoken language, which include the ability to use 

lexical cues, cohesive ties, modifiers, idiomatic language, appropriate 

terminology and diverse use of language, have a significant relationship to 

written language performance as measured by guided composition test 

scores. 



The findings of the study have further established a significant relationship 

between syntactic competency in spoken language and grammar 

performance in a free composition test. In both the ASLPR and CORS, 

measures of overall syntactic ability included use of subordinate and 

coordinate clauses, infinitives, imperatives, interrogatives and exclamatory 

structures, coordinating conjunctions and progressive auxiliaries. 

It was inferred from Kaplan's (1987) view that spoken and written modes 

are based on similar lexicon and grammar,but the degree of dependence is 

not explained . The present data show that spoken lexicon and grammar 

make a fairly moderate contribution to performance in writing. This is 

presumably due to the fact that spoken grammar and lexicon are alike only 

at a basic level. This may be a moderate level of competence on spoken 

language judgements, but translated into written language, may represent 

only a basic level of competence. There is probably a higher sequence of 

cognitive, linguistic and other processes involved in the creation of written 

text. Thus, the evidence shows that there is minimal transfer of spoken 

discourse conventions to communicative strategies in written discourse. 

11 Interpretation of the findings in relation to the research literature 

The findings of the study confirm some of the discussion in Chapters 2 and 

3 relating to the main views about spoken and written language in the first 

language. The main research has shown that written language has syntactic 

complexity (Nida,l967; Olson,1977; Kroll, 1977; O'Donnell, 1974; Chafe, 1985) 

and spoken language lacks it. There is less support for Halliday (1985), who 

states that spoken language is syntactically complex and that written 

language is grammatically simple due to its lexical density. The question 

however raises the important issue of the relativity of notions of 'simple' 

and 'complex' in this context. 
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Knowledge of grammar, lexicon and semantics influences the performance 

on spoken and written tasks. Thus, it is possible for spoken competence in 

grammar, lexicon and semantics to influence performance in writing 

because they are probably drawn from the same source of knowledge. 

Another possible explanation for the significant relationship between 

spoken grammar and lexical-semantic skills and writing is the inter

relationships in the two variables. Grammar in English involves a complex 

awareness of morphemic structures. For example, the transformation of a 

verb to a nominal from spoken to written is often effected by simple suffix 

change. This knowledge is probably reta ined in the lexicon as basic 

information about the word, its relations with bound morphemes and with 

other words and word classes. Learners may rely on syntactically based 

lexicon for effective and meaningful communication in spoken and written 

modes. 

Spoken vocabulary was not a significant predictor of written language. The 

different nature of vocabulary in the spoken and written modes explains the 

lack of predictability of spoken vocabulary items in written language. 

Spoken language does not have a rich and diverse vocabulary. Studies have 

shown that spoken language promotes a verbal style characterised by the 

absence of long words, and with evidence of frequent redundancies, 

repetition and disfluencies which would not be acceptable in the written 

convention. Written language, due to its verbal compactness, was seen to 

reflect a style characterized by nouns, nominalised verbs and adjectives, 

determiners, attributive adjectives and prepositions. Thus, the different 

kind of words employed in speech and writing probably explain the lack of a 

significant relationship between spoken vocabulary and written language. 
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Pronunciation and communication measured in spoken language skills do 

not lend support to the hypothesis that there is a significant relationship 

between these skills and written language ability. Pronunciation and 

spoken communicative skills are influenced by prosody and paralinguistic 

cues. It was seen that spoken language is characterized by hesitations, false 

starts, short idea units, coordinate structures, infinitives and progressive 

auxiliaries and is usually ephemeral, spontaneous, unplanned, fragmented, 

context based and depends on face to face interaction. Writing on the other 

hand, is dependent solely on syntactic, lexical-semantic and punctuation 

skills. These differences in discourse skills in the spoken and written mode 

probably explain the lack of a significant relationship. Therefore, 

pronunciation and spoken communicative skills are not predictors of 

performance in written language. 

Spoken and written modes seem to employ different strategies. In language 

acquisition, there appears to exist a level of language perception and 

production. The acquisition of linguistic input does not necessarily lead to 

the ability to produce spoken and written sentences. Kaplan (1987) suggests 

that there are differences in spoken and written language structures. These 

differences probably explain the moderate relationship between spoken and 

written language suggesting that the spoken mode is less likely to contribute 

performance in writing. 

III. Implications of the Study 

Clearly, there is link between spoken and written language but it is probably 

a complex and multi causal one. Certain structural aspects seem to be 

essential in both skills. Grammar and lexical-semantic skills appear to be 

linked to a common performance in spoken and written language. 

Although ESL teaching involves grammar, lexical and semantic skills, 
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teaching programs should probably concentrate on these skills in language 

teaching in ESL classes. ESL programs could highlight the different 

grammar and lexicon involved in spoken and written modes. In addition, 

Kaplan (1983) has shown that the correlation between grammatical control 

and the ability to write is not great. The distinctiveness of the spoken and 

written mode must be recognised. In the ESL class much attention is given 

to spoken communication and students are expected to write academic 

papers without being taught the writing skill. In the context of the linguistic 

needs of the ESL student, attention could be directed to the special language 

demands of writing. Instruction employs both the spoken and written 

mode, but the student must be made aware of the special register that is 

essential for writing papers and examinations. Particular attention should 

be given to subordinate structures, nominalisation of verbs, use of 

participles, attributive adjectives and passive constructions which are 

essential for verbal precision and brevity in writing. These features may be 

stored as part of the lexicon which contain the basic information on the 

word in relation to both morphemic affixes and other words. The ability to 

reflect upon linguistic items and competent application of linguistic 

strategies is referred to as metalinguistic awareness. It enables the 

production of appropriate spoken and written constructions. Such efforts 

would benefit the ESL student especially in composing written discourse. 

Similarly, attention could be given to the different grammar of the spoken 

mode with its informal, repetitive and context based style, and the 

spontaneous features which employ prosody and paralinguistic cues to 

achieve communicative objectives. The ESL learner may become aware of 

the necessity of good verbal skills for comprehension and appropriate 

writing skills for production. These differences enable the recognition of 

specific contraints involved in writing especially in the spoken to written 
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transition. The main difficulty is seen in the teaching of the basic unit of 

written text, the sentence. In the absence of prosodic and paralinguistic cues, 

the writer depends on word choice and order, grammar, punctuation and 

mechanics of presentation. Cohesive devices replace contextual cues of 

spoken language. Interlocutor response is replaced with the understanding 

of audience. Teaching linguistic strategies like signalling cues, complex 

syntax, and connectives assists in producing written text with distinct 

communicative objectives such as narrating, reasoning and arguing, which 

are features of academic writing tasks. 

The importance of grammar and lexical-semantic skills cannot be taught in 

isolation. An integration of reading, listening, speaking and writing 

activities in the context of meaningful communicative situations could 

enhance language learning. Drawing attention to formal aspects of language 

during reading activity is likely to contribute to the awareness of features 

peculiar to written text. Reading activities involved in the creation of 

written text is likely to encourage metalinguistic development along with 

development of necessary linguistic structures. 

Most ESL learners will have already acquired general language processing 

skills in their first langauge (Ll) . Teachers should take advantage of the 

active learning environment since learning L2 takes place in a cognitively 

active situation. Thus, it is possible for teachers to narrow language teaching 

to specific needs of the ESL learner. Concentrating on critical language skills 

like awareness of morphemes, the use of nominalisation and so on would 

produce positive results. During instruction, ESL students should figure out 

the new sound system, how units of meaning are organised into words, the 

principles by which these words are put together to form sentences and how 

these sentences can be used appropriately in given settings (Wong-Fillmore, 
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1976 ). While learning the language, further unconscious learning is taking 

place, as proficiency improves and there is a feel for correctness. Once the 

basic structures are acquired, the L2 learner may continue to progress in 

acquisition of linguistic skills, provided a requisite level of metalinguistic 

awareness is available. 

Because this study developed out of concern for academic spoken and 

written language skills of ESL high school students who are at the threshold 

of tertiary education, competence in academic writing skills was seen as an 

essential requirement for further study. It is necessary to make students 

aware of concepts involved in writing that are absent in speaking. 

Invariably written language and more so academic or any serious writing, is 

high in established linguistic conventions and lexicon. Hence ESL 

programmes which are aimed at preparing ESL students for tertiary 

institutions could place greater importance on syntax, lexical and semantic 

structures in their curriculum. ESL learners should be exposed to sound 

and comprehensible models for the study of academic writing. Several 

dimensions of written text could be explored for example, the functions of 

sentences in written language which serve to state, restate, expand, 

particularize, exemplify, define, describe, narrate, qualify, concede, support, 

refute, evaluate, identify, compare, summarize and conclude (Larson, 1967). 

In addition, written instruction could draw attention to structures of 

coordination (and), obversativity (but), causativity (because, for ), 

conclusitivity (so), alternativity (or) inclusivity (expressed with a colon) and 

sequential order (-first, second and so on). Written language lessons could 

consider written structures which have generalising, rhetorical, sequencing, 

relational, and developmental roles. Written text as a tool of persuasion, 

argument, description, evaluation, narration and problem solving could be 

included in written language instruction. 
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Teaching strategies however cannot ignore the importance of oral language 

lessons. The contribution of spoken language ability is also crucial to 

written language performance. The L2 learner's ability to segment 

phonemically, and gain control of syntax, lexicon and semantics would 

assist in employing the same skills to a writing exercise. Hence spoken 

language competence should allow transfer of linguistic resources to the 

demands of written language activities while conscious editing and 

attention to cohesion and structure would enhance language awareness 

which in turn might be displayed in speech. 

The syntactic, lexical and semantic complexity in spoken and written 

language varies in degrees of occurrence and degrees of complexity, but 

because they are evident in both the modes, teaching strategy should give 

sufficient weight to these skills. 

Another point to note is that teacher training cannot assume that any 

trained ESL teacher can teach writing. Teacher training institutions must 

realise that writing is a specialised activity and incorporate the training of 

writing teachers. 

IV. Limitations of the Study 

In this study, syntax and the lexical-semantic skills of spoken language have 

been found to influence written language performance. However, the 

degree of influence of syntax and lexical-semantic skills was not large 

enough to account completely for the relationship between spoken and 

written language. This study explored certain variables as plausibly 

correlated, but it is likely that other variables not covered by this study 

influence performance in spoken and written language skills. Vollmer, 

(1981) suggests that a number of variaoles may contribute to similarities and 
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differences between learner output and production in Ll. These may also 

intervene in second language learning. These factors may influence the 

processes that underlie language production. Individual and instructional 

differences form the basis for variables that may contribute to performance 

in language and these were not controlled for in this study. Some of these 

variables include differences in cognition, motivation, attitude, aptitude and 

influence of learner's first language. Another variable is the linguistic 

homogeneity of the L2 sample group. In the sample selected there were Ll 

differences which may have accounted for some of their performance in 

English. Considering the fact that L2 is generally acquired through formal 

instruction, the process of second language learning is influenced by teacher 

variables and the priorities set by curriculum in the countries of origin of 

the sample group. The degree and quality of teaching is an unmeasured and 

uncontrolled variable. These variables may contribute to differences in 

language performance. In addition the results may be limited by the 

language tests that were employed in the study to measure spoken and 

written skills. 

V. Conclusion 

Acquisition or learning of ESL is a complex process which offers scope for 

much further research. Research into ESL learners and their ability in 

spoken and written skills is inconclusive at present. Further research in 

spoken and written ESL could offer insights into theoretical issues and it 

may provide more reliable information on individual and cultural 

differences in L2 acquisition. 

While the present study attempted to establish the relationship between 

spoken and written skills, it is recommended that future research examine 

in greater detail the structural aspects of spoken and written language 
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samples in ESL. For instance, studies could compare transcripts of ESL 

spoken and written samples paying particular attention to the differences in 

the two modes of discourse. Whilst research of this nature is available in 

Ll, studies in L2 are limited. 
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APPENDIX A 

DATA IN RELATION TO SPOKEN AND WRITTENLANGUAGETEST 
SCORES 

Spoken Language Scores: 
Australian Second Language Proficiency Rating (ASLPR) 

Colleges Own Rating Scale (CORS) 

and 

Written Language Scores: 
English Competency Test (ECT) 

Writing Test (WT) 



Name Writ ECf ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ COR COR COR COR COR COR COR COR COR COR 
ing voc flu Gr Pron Acct Comp Conv Lex- Voc Lex- Term Struc Gram Pron Idio/ Para, Com Disco 
Test sem sem coh rapp urse 

Student 1 9.0 20.6 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 3.0 7.0 3.0 7.0 6.0 4.0 
Student 2 12.0 12.5 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 
Student 3 14.5 17.9 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.5 7.0. 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.5 
Student 4 6.0 • 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 9.0 4.0 4.0 7.0 
Student 5 17.0 17.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 60 6.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 
Student 6 12.0 11.6 4.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.5 6.0 5.5 5.0 6.0 6.5 7.0 5.5 5.0 6.5 6.0 
Suedent 7. 6.0 • 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 6.0 5.0 3.5 3.0 5.5 
Student 8 11.0 21.5 3.0 3.0 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.5 4.4 5.5 5.5 
Student 9 6.5 12.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.5. 6.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 
Studcnt10 7.0 12.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 2.5 2.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 
Student11 10.0 17.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 7.0 7.5 5.0 4.5 6.0 
Student12 10.0 11.6 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 4.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 
Student13 9.0 14.3 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.5 6.5 8.0 5.0 4.5 7.0 
Student 14 10.0 17.9 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 
Student 15 14.0 14.3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 6.0 5.0 6.0 
Student 16 10.0 12.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 
Student 17 16.0 • 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 8.0 8.0 8.5 8.0 8.0 8.0 9.0 7.0 7.5 8.5 
Student 18 13.5 16.1 3.5 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 
Student 19 10.0 • 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 
Student 20 8.0 13.4 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 
Student 21 7.0 • 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.5 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.5 
Student 22 16.0 12.5 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 7.0 
Student 23 13.0 20.6 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 
Student 24 8.0 13.4 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 
Student 25 14.0 17.9 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 6.5 7.5 6.0 6.0 5.0 
Student 26 8.0 13.4 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.0 7.5 7.0 6.5 7.0 
Student 27, 10.0 15.2 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.5 7.5 7.0 7.5 7.0 7.5 7.5 7.0 7.0 6.5 
Student 28 6.0 8.1 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 6.0 7.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 
Student 29 6.0 10.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 5.0 5.5 4.0 6.5 3.5 6.5 4.0 3.5 6.5 
Student 30 13.0 12.5 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 
Student 31 6.0 9.8 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 4.0 5.0 6.5 6.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Student 32 8.0 18.8 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 8.5 7.0 8.0 7.0 8.5 8.0 9.0 6.0 6.5 8.5 
Student 33 13.0 17.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 

- -



Name Writ ECT ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ ASL/ COR COR COR COR COR COR COR COR COR COR 
ing Voc Flu Gram Pron Acct Comp Conv Lex- Voc Lex- Term Stru Gram Pron Idio/ Parar Com Disco 
Test sem scm coh app urse 

Student 34 8.0 22.4 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.5 5.0 4.0. 6.0 
Student 35 10.0 13.4 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.0 5.0 4.4 4.0 5.5 
Student 36 7.0 17.9 3.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 
Student 37 12.0 22.4 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 8.0 7.5 8.0 6.5 7.5 8.5 8.5 7.0 5.5 7.5 
Student 38 16.0 12.5 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 7.0 4.0 6.0 4.0 6.0 
Student 39 12.0 13.4 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.5 6.5 4.5 4.5 6.5 
Student 40 10.0 17.9 4.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 6.0 6.0. 6.0. 5.5 5.5 6.5 6.0 5.0 4.5 6.0 
Student 41 7.0 9.8 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 5.5 5.5 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.5 5.0 7.0 7.0 5.5 
Student 42 7.0 17.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0. 5.0 6.0 
Student 43 8.0 15.2 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.5 5.0 4.5 6.0 5.5 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 
Student 44 12.0 13.4 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.5 5.0 6.0 4.0 5.5 
Student 45. 13.0 • 4.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.5 5.5 4.5 6.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.5 
Student 46 11 .0 17.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 
Student 47 9.0 2.7 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 
Student 48 6.0 21.5 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.0 7.5 6.5 8.0 6.0 6.0 8.0 
Student49 11.0 16.1 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Student SO 14.0 22.4 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 5.5 6.0 7.0 7.0 5.5 5.0 6.0 
Student 51 18.0 • 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 8.0 8.5 8.0 8.5 8.5 8.0 8.0 9.0 9.0 8.5 
Student 52 8.0 13.4 4.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 4.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 
Student 53 9.0 12.5 2.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 
Student 54 11.0 19.7 4.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 5.5 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 
Student 55 10.5 17.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.5 5.5 7.0 6.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Student 56 9.0 13.4 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 5.0 30 4.0 4.0 
Student 57 15.0 21.5 2.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 7.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.5 5.5 5.5 7.5 
Student 58 8.0 17.9 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.5 6.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.5 5.0 
Student 59 12.0 17.9 3.0 2.0 2.0 1.0 2.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 
Student 60 10.0 14.3 4.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 7.0 6.5 
Student 61 15.0 23.3 4.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 6.5 7.0 
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APPENDIXB 

Data in Relation to Stepwise Multiple Regression 

English Competency Test (ECT) 

Sample of entry of five spoken variables into regression equation and order 

of entry in parentheses. 

Skill R2 R2 R2 R2 

Vocabulary 11.4 (1) 18.8 (5) 18.8 (5) 12.7 (2) 

Pronunciation 17.3 (3) 16.5 (4) 14.9 (2) 16.8 (3) 

Communication 12.3 (2) 13.5 (2) 15.9 (3) 18.8 (4) 

Lexical-semantic 18.8 (4) 12.3 (1) 12.3 (1) 12.3 (1) 

Grammar 11.4 (1) 13.6 (3) 16.5 (4) 12.3 (1) 

Sample of entry of three spoken variables into regression equation and 

order of entry in paranetheses. 

Skill R2 R2 R2 R2 

Vocabulary 16.4 (3) 11.4 (1) 11.4 (1) 12.6 (2) 

Pronunciation 14.9 (2) 15 (2) 16.4 (3) 16.4 (3) 

Communication 

Lexical-semantic 12.3 (1) 16.4 (3) 12.6 (2) 12.3 (1) 

Grammar 



Writing Test 

Sample of entry of five spoken language variables and order of entry in 

parentheses 

Skill R2 R2 R2 R2 

Vocabulary 21.6 (4) 15.5 (1) 21 0 (3) 19.6 (3) 

Pronunciation 20.3 (2) 17.9 (2) 21.6 (4) 15.4 (1) 

Communication 25.3 (5) 19.6 (3) 25.3 (5) 15.4 (1) 

Lexical-semantic 21.2 (3) 24.8 (4) 20.8 (2) 24.8 (4) 

Grammar 19.9 (1) 25.3 (5) 19.9 (1) 25.3 (5) 

Sample of entry of three spoken variables into regression equation 

and order of entry in parentheses 

Skill R2 R2 R2 R2 

Vocabulary 21.8 (3) 

Pronunciation 21.2 (3) 20.3 (2) 20.3 (2) 

Communication 20.6 (2) 24.8 (3) 

Lexical-semantic 20.8 (2) 21.3 (3) 18.1 (1) 

Grammar 19.9 (1) 19.9 (1) 19.9 (1) 

100. I 




