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Preface

This research is an attempt to investigate the effect of test-takers’ personalities
on their display of interactional competence (IC) in paired (group) oral tests.
Specifically, the study examines: (1) The degree to which extroversion/
introversion as measured by Gong Yaoxian’s version of Eysenck Personality
Questionnaire (also known as Eysenck Personality Questionnaire-Revised for
Chinese, EPQ-RSC) affects an individual test-taker’s display of IC; and (2) the
degree to which the levels of extroversion of the group test-takers are
assigned to affect their display of IC.

The study included 255 CET-SET (College English Test-Spoken English
Test) test-takers. Their personalities were determined by the 7' value obtained
from EPQ-RSC. Their group discussions in CET-SET were video-recorded and
transcribed. Their IC sub -scores were compared. The IC features displayed by
each test-taker during the discussion were coded and analyzed both quantitatively
and qualitatively.

The results of descriptive statistics and MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of
Variance) showed no significant difference between the IC scores of the
individual extroverts and introverts. Additional descriptive statistics indicated the
degree of extroversion did not affect the display of the spoken discourse features.
Frequency count showed slight differences in the display of socio-cultural
competence and strategic competence between the extroverts and introverts.
Results of conversation analysis confirmed that active participation in the
discussion depended on test-takers’ oral English proficiency rather than their
personality.

Descriptive statistics and MANOVA analysis also found group members’
personalities didn’t significantly affect individual test-taker’s IC scores.
Conversation analysis further revealed that the individual test-taker’s
performance largely depended on his/her own oral English proficiency. However,
frequency counting found no consistent results in the display of socio-cultural
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competence and strategic competence among different personality groups.

On the whole, this study found test-takers’ personalities were not the rebuttal
to the warrants of CET-SET. However, the shared salient interaction features of
all the discussion groups should arouse the test developers’ attention.

The whole research bears substantial theoretical significance for language
testing research, and carries practical implications for the administration of oral
tests and the development of interactional competence in English language
teaching.

The completion of the research and this book would have never been
possible but for the support of my teachers, friends and my family. [ would like to
express my sincere appreciation to many individuals who have stayed with me
along the long and winding road and made the completion of this book.

First of all, I'm deeply grateful to Prof. He Lianzhen for her excellent
counsel and constant support. I couldn’t have completed the project without her
insights, guidance and encouragement.

My sincere thanks also go to Prof. Shao Yongzhen and Prof. Ying Huilan
who helped me collect the data and encouraged me throughout the project.

I would also like to express my gratitude to Prof. Lyle Bachman, Prof. Pang
Jixian and Prof. Wu Zongjie who gave me so much advice and inspiration during
my study in the School of International Studies, Zhejiang University.

I deeply appreciate the financial support from Zhejiang Association of
Philosophy and Social Sciences and Graduate School of Zhejiang University of
Technology.

Finally, I would dedicate this book to my husband and my daughter for their
enduring love and support.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Context of the Study

The theoretical advances in applied linguistics in the last few decades
regarding “communicative competence” (Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980;
Celce-Murcia, Dornyei & Thurrel, 1995; Hymes, 1972) and “communicative
language ability” (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996) have exerted long-
lasting impact on both language teaching and testing community. While the
notion of communicative language teaching changes the classroom teaching
models, the concept of communicative competence also becomes the impetus for
the evolution of theory and practice in language testing field. With the construct
of language ability being reexamined, communicative language testing has been
advocated since the second half of the 20th century. In the assessment of
speaking abilities of language learners, formats have continuously been
changing. Recently, paired (group) tests have been adopted more and more in
both high-stakes tests and low-stakes tests. And increased attention has turned to
the investigation of interaction and its role in the speaking construct (Plough,
Banerjee & Iwashita, 2018). Thus, the construct of interactional competence (IC)
and its operationalization in the speaking tests have become the language testing
professionals’ research interest (Galaczi, 2008, 2014; Nakatsuhara, 2011; Plough,
Banerjee & Iwashita, 2018).

Since they elicit a wide range of interaction skills and are more authentic,
paired (group) oral tests have become one of the most widely-used test formats
for assessing the speaking abilities of language learners, and the discourse
yielded from which is more natural than Oral Proficiency Interviews (OPIs).
With more authentic test tasks, the score interpretations of the tests are more
valid (Ockey, 2009). Theoretically speaking, compared with OPIs, more valid
inferences can be made about the test-takers’ oral proficiency from the scores
obtained in the paired (group) oral discussions. However, problems of paired
(group) oral test format surface with the increasing popularity of its use. A small
but growing number of studies have indicated some concerns about the threat to
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test-takers’ score-based inferences (Davis, 2009; Folland & Robertson, 1976;
Foot, 1999; He & Dai, 2006; Iwashita, 1998; Nevo & Shohamy, 1984; Norton,
2005; Ockey, 2009; O’Sullivan, 2002; Shohamy, Reves & Bejarano, 1986;
Plough et al, Banerjee & Iwashita 2018). As many scholars have pointed out,
challenges for testing L2 oral proficiency include matters such as topic
familiarity, interlocutor proficiency, test-taker relations, and task understandings
(Brooks, 2009; Davis, 2009; Galaczi, 2008; Iwashita, 2001; Lazaraton & Davis,
2008; May, 2011). Oral tests present additional challenges to standardization, as
social interaction is a joint achievement and external conditions are difficult to
control. The joint construction of the performance in such kind of tests is still to
be accounted for in both construct definitions, rating scales and other facets
(Brooks, 2009; Plough, Banerjee & Iwashita, 2018).

While the potential threats to score-based inference have received some
attention, empirical studies to collect validity evidences are scanty (Davis, 2009;
Galaczi, 2008, 2014; Fulcher, 1996; He & Dai, 2006; Iwashita, 1998; Lazaraton,
2008; Nevo & Shohamy, 1984; Norton, 2005; Ockey, 2009; O’Sullivan, 2002;
Shohamy, Reves & Bejarano, 1986; Nakatsuhara, 2011; Lam et al., 2018). It has
been argued that research on L2 oral proficiency is limited (Moeller & Theiler,
2014) and research on L2 oral tests is even more limited (Ducass & Brown,2009;
Plough, Banerjee & Iwashta, 2018). To understand the whole interaction process
of group oral test and obtain a deeper understanding of what a test actually
measures, multiple perspectives with a postpositivist outlook to examine the
validity are essential (multiple O’ Loughlin, 2002). As McNamara suggests,
“What language-testing researchers need to do now is to identify every possible
effect of different facets of the test task on the inference made from the scores”
(McNamara, 2001). To achieve the aforementioned goal, both well-designed
qualitative inquiries and quantitative researches with advanced technologies are
indispensable.

For the researches of spoken tests, especially those on the accountability of
the inferential scores, qualitative inquiries, or discourse-based studies to be exact,
can provide rich evidences. Young & Milanovic (1992) convincingly argue that
researchers need to go into much greater detail in describing the nature of
contingency as it exists between each set of turns to understand how discourse is
created (420-421). Since in a social space like group oral tests, members engage
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