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B e alrsduciion

The Test of English for International Communication {TOEIC®) was
developed to measure English language skills used in internarional corporations
arcund the globe. The test is especially useful for making decisions regarding
hiring, job placement, promotions, and placement in courses of business
English-language training. It is also helpful in monitoring the progress made by
individuals and groups as they seek to improve their abilities in English
through various forms of study.

The four basic skills in most languages are listening and reading (passive
skills) and speaking and writing (active skills). Directly measuring active skills
is both time-consuming and costly. Even when using highly trained people to
score active skills tests, the process tends to be subjective. TOEIC measures the
passive skills of reading and does so in a demonstrably reliable and cost-
effective way.

Many corporations that find TOEIC to be a valuable tool in making
personnel decisions are also interested in the speaking ability of their employees
and recruits. Dr. Kenneth Wilson, a researcher at Educational Testing Service,
examined the relationship between TOEIC scores and performance on a direct
test of speaking ability. His research indicates group patterns of predictive
association between the two measures.

This Research Summary briefly describes Dr. Wilson’s research. For a copy
of the complete research study, contact your local TOEIC representative, or
write to:

TOEIC Service International
Educational Testing Service
Rosedale Road

Princeton, New Jersey, 08541
US.A.




b b b Griterion- and Borm-Referenced Tesis

Tests, including second-language proficiency tests, can be either of rwo
types: criterion-referenced tests or norm-referenced tests. Both supply needed
and valuable information, but in different ways. Criterion-referenced tests are
used to identify an individual’s status with respect to an established standard of
performance. For example, “X” must correctly answer 70 percent of the questions
on a given test in order to demonstrate hisfher competence in that area, i.e., to
“pass” the test. Or, “X” may earn a particular score or grade and is, as a result,
expected to possess certain abilities or to have mastered specific tasks within
the area rested.

Norm-referenced tests, on the other hand, measure the learner's proficiency
in relation to the performance of other individuals on the same measure, i.e.,
“X” performed better than “Y” but not as well as “Z.” These scores do not, in
and of themselves, establish, define, or explain distinct levels of ability associated
with various scores.

TOEIC is an example of a norm-referenced test. The TOEIC test measures
English-language proficiency in the international work environment, unlike
other tests that commonly focus on English as it is used in an academic setting,
such as a college or university. TOEIC is designed to evaluate, in the context of
real-life, business-world situations, the English language listening comprehension
and reading ability of those adults whose native language is not English. It
consists of 200 multiple-choice questions divided into two sections — 100
listening comprehension items, administered by audiotape, and 100 reading
items. Examinees indicate their answers to the questions by marking the letter
A, B, C, or D with a pencil on a scannable answer sheet. The test takes
approximately two hours to administer. The number of correct answers on each
of the two sections is translated into a standard score with values ranging from
5 to 495 for each section, plus a total test score of between 010 and 990,

TOEIC is a “user-defined” test in that scores can be considered in a variety
of ways depending upon the requirements of a particular individual or client.
For example, one client may use TOEIC scores as a consideration in recruiting,
while another uses TOEIC as a tool to place employees within various language
training programs. Appropriate scotes or score ranges for any given situation
can be established and reestablished as needed. This flexibility — due to its
wide scale — has been one of many reasons for TOEIC’s acceptance by the
international business community.

b bbb Gorrelating TOEIG Scores and Langwage

Proficiency Interview Ratings

In an effort to expand the interpretation of TOEIC scores, the present
study was undertaken using a standard research procedure that links the scores
on one test {or type) to scores on another. In this case, TOEIC was linked to
the scores of the Language Proficiency Interview (LPI), a well-established
direct assessment of oral lanpuage proficiency, developed by the Foreign Service
Institute of the U.S. Department of State. A criterion-referenced test, the LPI
yields a rating which corresponds to a description of actual oral language
behavior. While the abilities measured by TOEIC (Listening Comprehension
and Reading) and by the LPI (active speaking ability) are not completely
parallel, there is a likely connection between the ability to understand spoken.
English and the more complex akility to understand spoken English and then
to function in English in response.

LPI ratings range from O {no proficiency) through 5 (proficiency equivalent
to that of a well-educated native speaker). (See Table 1 for a summary of each
level of proficiency as reflected by function, context, and accuracy. These
descriptions are meant to provide the reader with a quick overview of each
level; the actual descriptions used as part of the LPI are exceedingly more
involved and complex.) The interview consists of a face-to-face conversation
of approximately 10-3C minutes between the interviewee and a trained
interviewer who is a native or near-native speaker of the target language. The
conversation begins at a fairly simple level and becomes increasingly more
difficult, with an increased rate of speech on the part of the interviewer, use of
more complex structures, and more specialized vocabulaty. Each of the six
principle points (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) is characterized by a clearly defined pattern of
language-use behavior or ability. Additionally, a “+” {or “.5”} is added to a
rating for individuals whose performance is judged to substantially exceed that
for a given level, but not to meet fully the requirements for the next higher
level. This method results in a more discriminating 11-point scale (0, 0+ for
SIL1 1+ 2,2+, 3,3+, 4,4+, 5).

By establishing the connection between TOEIC and the LPI, it is possible
to examine the overall trends and relationships that exist between these twa
different measures. To determine whether consistent patterns of association
exist between TOEIC and LPI ratings, a regression-based calibration model is
employed. Simply, scores and ratings are obtained from examinees who have
taken both TOEIC and the LPl. Analyses involved TOELC scores for Listening
Comprehension (LC) and for Reading (R), as well as the combined Total
Score (LC + R). TOEIC scores are then referenced or matched (correlated)




with the LPI ratings. This regression-based approach examines the strength
and consistency of relationship between scores on the TOEIC and ratings on
the LP1, as indicated by “correlation coefficients” that can range between .00
(indicating no relationship) and 1.00 {indicating a perfect relationship). It also
yields equations that can be used to estimate, with known statistical accuracy,
the most probable LPI level for individuals with particular scores on the
TOEIC. In other words, if these relationships are shown to be consistent and
mathematically significant, we can estimate, from TOEIC scores alone, the
linguistic behaviors that would most likely be exhibited by examinees in an
LPL. Please be aware that these findings are meant to be examined in a research
setting only. Conclusions are based on information abour specific groups and
are, therefore, not appropriate for making predictions about any one individual’s
possible performance. Nor can the assumption be made that these two measures
should be viewed 45 interchangeable. While we can establish certain
relationships between the tests, each employs different methods of assessment
to evaluate specific, unique abilities.

The present study focused primarily on data pertaining to the TOEIC
testing context in Japan, where TOEIC/LPI data have been generated for
several years, Similar, but less extensive, TOEIC/LPI data sets were also
available from France, Mexico, and Saudi Arabia. Assessment was made of the
level and pattern of relationships between the LPT and TOEIC scores (LC, R,
and Total {LC + R}) in the Japanese sample, in each of the several non-
Japanese samples, in the total ‘non-Japanese sample, and in the combined
sample of Japanese and non-Japanese examinees.

For the Japanese sample, data was collected from four sources. One data-
set, consisting of TOEIC scores and LPI ratings for 122 individuals, was
collected in 1985 for the explicit purpose of evaluating TOEIC/LPI relationships.
Three additional data sets (163 individuals) involving the joint use of TOEIC
and LPI scores were collected during 1984, 1986, and 1987 by the Institute for
International Studies and Training (IIST), a graduate-level business school,
and made available for the present study.

Summary statistics are shown for the four Japanese subsamples in Table 2.
Each of the subsample groups had average LPI ratings of 1+. A speaker at level
1+ exhibits a fair amount of LPI level 2 language behavior but, as the plus level
implies, the speaker is not able to consistently sustain this level of language.
Level 2 speakers can participate fully in casual conversations, express facts,
give instructions, describe, and provide narration about current, past and
future activities {See Table 1). -
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Functions equivaient
{o an educated native
speaker (ENS).

All subjects.

Performance equivatent
to an ENS.

Able to tailor language
1o fit audience,
counsel, persuade,
negotiate, represent

a point of view, and
interpret for dignitaries.

All topics normaliy
pertinent to
professional needs.

Nearly equivalent to an
ENS. Speech is
extensive, precise,
appropriate to every
occasion with only
occasional errors.

Can converse in
formal and informal
situations, resolve
problem situations.
Deal with unfamitiar
topics, provide

examinations, describe,

in detail, offer
supported opinions,
and hypothesize.

Practical, social,
professional, and
abstract topics,
particular interests,
and special fields of
competence.

Errors never interfere
with understanding and
rarely disturb the native
speaker. Only sporadic
errors in basic structures.

Able to fully
participate in casual
conversations, can
express facts, give
instructions, describe,
report, and provide
narration about
current, past, and
future activities.

Concrete topics such
as own background,
family, interests,
work, travel, and
current events.

Understandable to native
speaker not used to
dealing with foreigners.
Sometimes
miscommunicates.

Can create with the
language, ask and

Everyday survival
topics and courtesy

Intelligible to native
speaker used to dealing

answer questions. requirements, with foreigners.
participate in short
conversations.

No functional ability. None. Unintelligibfe.




MEAN TOEIC SCORES
. : Listening Reading MEAN
Sample | Number Comprehension Comp. Total | LPI SCORES

TOEIC-85| 122 311 300 611 1.89
118T-84 66 313 295 608 1.78
1ST-86 55 329 310 640 1.87
ST-87 42 315 309 624 1.93
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Table 3 shows the intercorrelations, or degree of relationship, between the
study variables for the four individual Japanese subsamples as well as for the
total Japanese sample. In general: 1) TOEIC-TOTAL was most closely related
to LPI; 2) TOEIC-LC was almost as closely related to LPI as was TOEIC-
TOTAL; and 3) TOEIC-LC was more closely associated with LPI than TOEIC-R.

LANGUAGE
PROFICIENCY TOEIC-T
INTERVIEW (LPI1) NUMBER TOEIC-LC TOEIC-R (LC+R)
TOEIC-85 {N=122) 79 72 .80
HST-84 {N= 66} &7 68 71
lIST-86 {N= 55) .80 .65 .76
11ST-87 {N=42) 73 70 75
T e T RISSTETAERESH EEURIRITEY
aen) i e b e

NOTE: A perfect correlation (relationship) between two variables = 1.0.

I

F

Data for the four subsamples (N = 285) were analyzed to establish how

closely the predicted or estimated LPI ratings matched actual LPI ratings for all
TOEIC score ranges in the study sample. Table 4 shows: {a) designated score
ranges for TOEIC-TOTAL and TOEIC-1.C scores, (b} midpoint of each score
range, {c) the number of examinees in each of the ranges, (d) the mean
ESTIMATED LPI level for individuals at the midpoint of each range, based on
the regression equation, and (e) the mean ACTUAL LPI ratings for examinees
in each score range.

MEAN LPI RATING
RANGE OF SCORES MIDPOINT N Estimated Actual
TOEIC-Total

200 - 299 250 5 .62 90

300 - 399 350 16 .96 1.00

400 — 499 450 41 1.30 1.38

500 — 599 550 68 1.64 1.52

~ 800699 650 67 1.97 1.89

700 - 799 750 48 2.31 2,29

800 - 899 850 31 2.65 2.68

900+ 950 9 2,99 3.06
TOEIC-LC .

100 — 149 125 4 71 .63

150~ 199 175 18 1.01 1.19

200 — 249 225 37 1.32 1.34

250 - 299 275 62 1.62 1.68

300-—349 325 72 1.92 1.85

350 — 399 375 38 2.23 211

400 - 449 425 37 2.53 2.65

450+ 475 17 2.83 2.85

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 provide more comprehensive information, including
the actual diseributions of LPI ratings {in percent) for each specific TOEIC
score interval, i.e., for TOEIC-Total and TOEIC-LC, respectively. The actual
number of examinees falling into each category is also listed (in parentheses)
next to these percentages.




In addition to research with the Japanese sample, analyses were also
conducted which included dara from France, Mexico, and Saudi Arabia. A
total of 393 subjects participared in these extended analyses {the original 285
TOEIC-TOTAL PERCENT OF EXAMINEES AT LP! LEVEL from Japan, plus 56 from France, 42 from Mexico, and 10 from Saudi Arabia).
These data were collected in 1987 and 1988 by TOEIC/ETS staff in conjunction
with cotporate clients in these countries. Identical statistical methods were
applied to this larger and more diverse sample. Again, performance on the
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Language Proficiency Interview was strongly and consistently related to specific

)

07 B9 TOEIC performance. As before, TOEIC-LC was more highly correlated with
700 - 795 16 ( 8) LPI ratings than was TOEIC-R; TOEIC-LC/LPI correlations were extremely
600 - 695 4(3 67 close to TOEIC-TOTAL/LPI correlations. Table 6 provides summary statistics
500 - 595 a8 for the combined sample.
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300395 16
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MEAN SCORES CORRELATIONS WITH LPI
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TOEIC | TOEIC | TOEIC TOEIC TOEIC |} TOEIC

SAMPLE N LC R TOTAL LPI LG R TOTAL
France (F): 62 58 65
Mexico {M) .78 .70 .76

Saudi Arabia (S)
TOEIC-L.C PERCENT OF EXAMINEES AT LPI LEVEL :
ER HEEEEEIEL [T TR
paie
400 - 445 3 (1) The relationship between mean ACTUAL LPI ratings and mean LPI
350 — 305 3(n|1B(n ratings predicted from TOEIC-LC scores for this combined sample is presented
00 — 345 N(8) | 21015 | 58 (42) in Figure 1. (NOTE: The “x™ 's represent the mean actual LP] ratings; the solid line
prpy IR EEIEYD ” represerfts the mean raings predicted by the regression eqmn(?n.) The mean a(-:tu.al
. and estimated LPI ratings reflect the average of those ratings occutring within
200 - 245 B3 303|405 |14 (5 a7 i .
the specific TOEIC score ranges, i.e., between 150-195, between 200-245, etc.
150-195 (1) [M(HI3(N] 61 8 Table 7 shows the actual distributions of LPT ratings for the specific score
<150 (3| 2509 1 4 . ranges of the TOEIC-LC for this larger sample. Analyses with TOEIC-TOTAL
o ST T scores yielded similar, consistent results.
o0 s0aja8 137 o 61230\ 25320




> bbb Capclusion

Although this study was designed to explore the extent to which TOEIC
scores could imply active speaking ability in English (through the TOEIC-LPI
relationship), it has also shed additional light on test validity. A test is valid if
it tests what it is supposed to test. I two tests are reported to measure the same
15 45 ability, then it stands to reason that the scores on these two measures will be
40 highly related to each other. Although the LPI requires a response in spoken
English, while the TOEIC requires an examinee to answer questions printed in

English in the test booklet, both the LPI and TOEIC-L.C measure the underlying
P 30 ability to comprehend spoken English. The fact that correlations proved to be
251 : 25 consistently high between LPI and TOEIC-LC strongly suggests that both tests
” are, in fact, effectively measuring the common ability to understand and use
spoken English.
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12“/1%/ 10 In conclusion, the present study has demonstrated that trends in TOEIC/
LPI relationships exhibit consistent patterns of association, relationship, and
predictability. The research has found that TOEIC-TOTAL scores, followed
B closely by TOEIC-LC scores alone, are significantly related to Language
TOEIC-LC Proficiency Interview ratings. We anticipate that additional research will
confirm and expand the findings here, and will verify that these relationships
hold true for the latger TOEIC population. We view this report as a guidepost
for furthér research, and as one of many possible areas open to future
investigation.

Functional level: 0 {no proficiency) through
5 {squivalent to educated native speaker)
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TOEICLC PERCENT OF EXAMINEES AT LPI LEVEL Information about additional and prospective TOEIC research reports is
available from your local TOEIC representative.

400 - 445

350 - 395 4(2) 51

300~ 345 9(8) 85

250-205 | 3(2)] 118 73

200 - 245 7(3| 3 (15 45 ’
150-195 | 12 { 3| 40 (10) 25

<150 s (7| 18(2) 11 .
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