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Overview

• Goals of the Linguistic Correlates of
Proficiency (LCP) Project

• How LCP measures differ from
proficiency tests

• Examples from the Russian battery
• Results
• Checklists for perception and production



Goals
• Establish which linguistic features correlate with

ILR levels 2, 2+, & 3 in perception and
production:

• Phonology
• Morphology
• Syntax
• Collocations, idiomatic language
• Holistic knowledge (as in Speech in Noise task)

• Discover acquisition points for any given
linguistic feature matched with the ILR scale and
develop checklists for production and
perception.



LCP pilot test battery
• Uses a large array of tasks:

– ‘Traditional’—grammaticality judgment, acceptability judgment,
translation, etc.

– ‘Psycholinguistic’—speech in noise, sound discrimination,
lexical decision task, etc.

• Is entirely computer-delivered

• Will take approximately 2 hours to administer the
perception, and 2 hours the production battery

• Data analysis on perception is automatic

• Data analysis on production requires a human listener



What makes LCP test battery different from
global skill-based testing?

ILR oral proficiency test
– Tests functional ability and

provides a global, holistic
rating

– Allows for little or no specific
feedback on language
problems

– Focus on functional
descriptors
Example:
“The individual uses the
language acceptably, but
with some noticeable
imperfections” (ILR 3
language skill level
description).

LCP test battery
– Tests the control of discrete

features and provides a detailed,
language profile at each ILR
level

– Allows for specific, concrete
feedback to the learner and
instructor

– Focus on language descriptors
Example:
Understands sublexical
prefixation (Aktionsart), but does
not use prefixes productively.

Она выписалась из больницы.
She was discharged from the

hospital.



Methodology: Final Data-Collection Battery

• 34 tasks (19 in perception, 15 in production), in
four one-hour blocks

• 70 subjects:
• 20 learners at ILR 2
• 20 learners at ILR 2+
• 20 learners at ILR 3
• 10 native controls

• Discrete-point tasks
• No Cyrillic script used, auditory presentation of

Russian



Russian Battery

• Linguistic domains
• Methodology
• Sample tasks

– Verbs of Motion: Grammaticality Judgment
Task

– Verbs of Motion, Idiomatic Expressions:
Sentence Completion Task

– Speech in Noise
• Feedback to test-takers



Russian Data-Collection Battery

Linguistic domains
• Phonology
• Morphology

– Inflectional
– Derivational

• Syntax and morphosyntax
• Lexicon
And:
• Global, holistic performance in the Speech in Noise

Task



Methodology: Pilot Data-Collection Battery

• 48 tasks (34 in perception, 14 in production), in
four one-hour blocks

• 70 subjects:
• 36 L2 and 24 heritage learners matched in ILR

proficiency levels (1-4)
• 10 native controls

• Discrete-point tasks targeting individual
linguistic features

• No Cyrillic script used, auditory presentation of
Russian



Feature: Verbs of Motion

• Task: Grammaticality judgment
• Structure:

– 5 blocks (10 sentences per block)
• Unidirectional unprefixed
• Unidirectional prefixed
• Multidirectional unprefixed expressing general or

random motion
• Multidirectional prefixed with prefixes (sublexical)
• Multidirectional prefixed roundtrips



Verbs of Motion, GJT: Material



Verbs of Motion, GJT: Results
 Accuracy scores align with ILR levels



Verbs of Motion, GJT: Results Differ for  5 Types
of VoM and for L2 and Heritage Speakers



Verbs of Motion: Idiomatic Expressions

• Task: Sentence completion
• Subjects hear the sentence without a verb of

motion in final position and are asked to
complete the sentence.

Example:
В Тулу со своим самоваром не…  (ездят).
You don’t go to Tula with your own samovar.
‘To carry coals to Newcasle.’



Verbs of Motion: Idiomatic
Expressions

• If you can’t stand the heat, get out of the
kitchen. (Lit.: If you are afraid of the wolves,
don’t go to the woods.)

• Life is not a bed of roses. (Lit.: To live a life is
not as easy as to cross a field. )

• To the victor go the spoils. (Lit.: To the hunter
comes the prey.)

• They have it all. (Lit.: They are rolling like
cheese in butter.)



Verbs of Motion: Idiomatic
Expressions

• Волков бояться — в лес не…

(ходить).

• Жизнь прожить — не поле …

(перейти).

• Любишь кататься — люби и саночки…

(возить).

• На ловца и зверь…

(бежит).



Verbs of Motion: Idiomatic
Expressions



Task: Perception of speech in noise

Highly proficient non-native speakers often
have problems with:
– Listening in a very noisy room
– Speaking on the phone when reception is

very poor
– Hearing announcements at airports, train

stations, etc.



What does previous research
have to say?

• Non-native speakers can handle much lower
levels of noise than native speakers.

• Non-native speakers cannot make efficient use
of the context to understand speech in noisy
conditions.

(Mayo and Florentine 1997, Munro 1998, van Wijngaarden et al. 2002).



Perception of speech in noise

• Babble noise: Two levels, high and
low

• Context probability: High and low
• The target word is a sentence-final

noun
• Subjects hear the whole sentence

and need to repeat the last word



Perception of speech in noise

4 conditions (20 items per condition):
– High noise level

• High predictability context
• Low predictability context

– Low noise level
• High predictability context
• Low predictability context



Perception of speech in noise:
Example of a low-probability block



Perception of speech in noise:
Example of a high-probability block



Speech in Noise: Results



Speech in Noise: Results
• L2 learners were more

affected by high noise
than native and
heritage speakers.

• L2 learners lagged
considerably behind
native and heritage
speakers in the high-
noise/high-probability
context condition.



Significance:
Teaching, Learning and Testing

• Provided new, previously unavailable data deconstructing high proficiency
in adult learners;

• Empirically based checklists of acquired features for:
• Curriculum development (What needs to be taught at which level)
• Nuanced assessment (What can reasonably be expected to be acquired

given ILR level AND instruction)
• Feedback to instructors on individual performance
• Feedback to learners on individual performance

• Automatic score reports for all the perception tasks.

• Promoted possibility of computerized and computer-scored diagnostic
tests.



Feedback to students

• Individual scores on each task and
feature

• Score ranges for each ILR level for
comparison

• Diagnostic assessment of strengths
and weaknesses on the features
tested





Preliminary Findings
Perception & Production

• Discrete-point tasks aligned linguistic features with ILR
oral proficiency levels.

• 26 tasks (13 in perception and 13 in production)
differentiated among ILR levels 2, 2+, & 3.

• Heritage speakers outperformed L2 learners matched
in proficiency on numerous tasks.

• Checklists for L2 learners for ILR levels 2 to 4 included
most features tested.

• Perception was overall more accurate than
production.




