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ABSTRACT

The grades which foreign student's receive are not
always based ob the same criteria as the grades assigned to native
American students. The use of standardized test scores provides a
common data base from which to evaluate the relative proficiency
level of foreign students. This study examlnes the Test cf English as
a Foreign Language (“TOEFL) and the English Placement Examinatign
(EPE), the'two tests most frequently used to plagce foreign students.
The objectﬁves of this study are as follows: (1) to determine the
predictive 'ability of the TOEFL and the EFE usiny first and second
semester graduate grade point average and also using a grade ip a

T -medial English course as the criterion; (2) to assess the

ccncurrent validity of the TOEFL .and the RPE, and (3) to estimate the
magnitude cf the change in the TOEFL scores after the subjects have
lived in an English speaking country .and taken a remedial English
course for one semester. (BB) -
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ASSESSMENT OF THE PROFICIEMCY IN THE USE AND UNDERSTANDING OF
ENGLISH BY FOREIGN STUDENTS AS MEASURED BY THE

TEST OF ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

Most prediction studies of native born Sthents indicate that previous
academjc recofd is the best predictor of further cdllege achievement (Bowers,
1965; Duff & Aukes, 1965). However, the academic records of forelgn students
have been found_to be extremely diverse in type and content depending on the
country of origin and the institution within the country. Thus, most efforts
to use these diverse records as predictors of academic success in American
colleges have been unfruitful (Putman, 1961). Since the previous academic “
records were not available for a large number of students 1nkthe present study,
no attempt was made to use the remaining available academic records.

Howell (1966) suggested that standardized test scores could provide a
common data base from which to evaluate the relative proficiency level of the
entering foreign s.udents. This data could then be used for prediction purposes.

A number ©f investigators have attempted to predicf academic success, i.e.,
grade-point averase (GPA) of foreigrn students from typical American college stan-
dardized admission tests. Pitcher and Harvey (1963) studied the predictive use of
the Graduate Record Examination (GRE). Coffman (1963) reported the predictive
value of the College Board Preliminary Scholastié Aptitude Test (SAT). Howell
(1966) studied the predictive value of the scholastic aptitude and achievement
tests, Other tests, such as the Miller Analogies Test, have been studied for their
predictive capabilities (Hountras, 1956). Sims (1967) summarized the studieg in
this area and reporfed a median correlation of about .22 for verbal ability test
scores and about .28 for quantitative ability scores. Sims further pointed out
that these studies did not assess the foreign student's proficiency in the use

and understanding of English. The possible effect of the foreign student's
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proficiency in English upon porformince on Americsr admission tests appesrs as
a resgonable next ctep. This line of reasoning would suggeet that perhaps the
same meaning should .ot be assigned to a low score on a scholastic achievement
or aptitude test obtuined by a student with good English proficlency as would
be assigned if obtained b; a student with low English proficiency. In other
words, the proficiency of English may moderate the relationship between scholastic
aptitude and achilevezent.

Sioéum (1967) presented the view for the use of the Test of English as a
Foreign Language (TOEFL) as a moderator variable; He stated, "... Such tests as
the SAT and GRE ure wost useful in the case of foreign student applicants when
their scores are :onsidered in the light of the TOEFL scores. This enables one
to make allowance: if necessary in objective fest scores for a handicap in
English. On the cther hand, the TOEFL score could point to rejection 1if it were
high (indicating l'ttle or no handicaps in English) and the objective test scores
(not so much vnrbal aptitude scores as quantitative and achievement scores) were
Jlow Ip. 4}."

However, Sharon (1970) reports imconclusive results in a study which tested
the hypothesis that TOEFL is a moderator variable when combined with the
Admissions Test for Graduate Study in Business (ATGSB) to predict success of
foreign students in g-aduate business school. The TOEFL ;dded nothing to the
predictive validity of the ATGSE when combining them in a linerr ér a nonlinear
model, Schrader and Pitcher (1970) combined the Law School Admission Test (LSAT)
and TOFFL scores to predict success in law school of foreign étudents. They
reborted that the combined use of the LSAT and the TOEFL in a linear regression
model did oot increase the predictive validity obta’ned when either test was
used alone.

Sharon (1971) tested TOEFL as a moderator of the GRE scores in the pre-

diction of foreign students' GPA in graduate school. Tﬁis study reports
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essentislly the mams msgnitude and configuration of the GRE vaiidities a; were
found by Pitcher and Harvey (1963) which wers ,24 between GRE~V and GPA and ,32
betwsen GRE-Q and GPA. The wre enlightening result reported vas that the I{near
combination of tha GRE-V or Q with the TOEFL did not result fin significantly
higher validities over those obtained with the GRE-V or Q alone, Ounc of the
reasonas suggested for this finding 1s that GPA ﬁny be an inappropriate criterion
for foreign students. Por example, ia most collieges foreign studente vith inade-~
quate Englieh proficiency are frcqﬁently given apecial remadial English 1naﬁiﬁction
and, thus, must cavry lighter course loads, Sharon further postulates that
allowances are often made in the grades themselves t. compensate for che inability
of the foreign student to deal adequately with the /wmerican language, c?ncepta
and meaning of the material pPresented. i

The entire question of the factors which contribute ¢o the unreiiagility
of course grades or GPA when they are used as the criteria in predictto% studies
haa’%een a compounding problem for some time (Bbel, 1961). { |

Lavin (1965) discusses several other aources of variations in naais%ing
grades, Grades are based on different criteria. Some are based on objectiva
tests, others on essay-type tests. Others include credit for oral pa::iFipation
and term papers, Gra;;s many times include a variety of subjective fact&rs
based on undefined criteria. GPAs also have limications. They vary baied on
the number of courges ugsed in the computation; the GPA for one student m+y be
based on four courses whereas another student's may be based on six cour#es.
The courses may vary in content, in level and difficulty. The courses méat
certainly will require diffaring abilities and levels of proficiency. Ldvin
further stated that the GPis of foreign students tend to be dased on fed courses
because as Sharon pointed out, the majority of foreign students carry light course

loads because they must enroll in remedial English courses, This is especially

true in the early gemesters until they meet the English proficiency requirements,
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Aucther factor which moaw ccntribui% ji_thé snraliabllity of the grades for
forefen gtudents tg the “pocd Wil erade. The grades which foroien students
recelve are a0t gluays bosied on the ganme criteria as the eprades assipned fo
native American students, Putman (1961) reported that one-third of the fasulcy

of the Tescher's Collepe at folurbia University ndﬁitted to scome lenfency in
srading foreign students. The National Association for Forelpn Séudenc Affairn
has attempted to discourape courtesy grades which are assigned as s pesture of
international gpood will or ~isplaced compensation far the student's lack of
familiarity with the English languape (Walton, 1967), Paraskevopoulus and

Dremuk (1968) report no differential standards are used for foreipn students in
the physical and biclogical sciences, either in course requirement or in grading
standard at the Unive;eity of Illinois at Urbanz;-(:hampaijsm (UIUC), In the aociall
and behavioral sciences where the need for language and communication proficiency
~1s preater, they veport that a large minority of the faculty is more lenient

in the grading of foreign students from non-English speaking countries and use
differential course requirements for foreign students.

Thege potential contaminates of criteria (grades or GPA) would tend to
lower the reliability of the cyriteria, thus, reduciég the correlation between
test gcores and the criteria (validity).

Most American colleges and universities use the TOEFL scores in conjunction
with go-cailed differential, locally administered, élacement tests which. in
combination, are used tc place the foreign student in remedial English courses.
These remedial courses are designed to increase the foreign students' proficiency
in English. Studies have been conducted to determine the predictive validity
of a number of these tests as related to GPA. Maxwell (1965) investigated the
comparative validities of the TOEFL and the English proficiency test used atip
Berkeley. Using a sample of 238 cases, the correlation of the TOEFL with GPA

was .17, the corresponding validity of the Berkeley tests was .l1.



The Universtuy of Washington (1966) reported stmtlar walidivy relft fonghips
usting the TOEFL and the English proficiency tast used st Washingtoo.,  The Spear-
ran rank-order correlation for both tests was 26, A replication was c&ndmcted
in whicti an i@cntical rank-crder correlation was obtained,

Domino (1966) conducted a validity study at Fresno State Coilﬂge uging the
TaEFL and the %oilegc Vocabulary Test. The validizy of the TOEFL ;ﬂ GPA reported
wag .31, the corresponding validity of the College VYocabulary Test was . 34.

Thig sample of ﬂtgdiea appears to show that the locally adomidistered £nglish
proficiency tests produce predictive validities comparable te thﬁ: of the TOEFL.

In light of this conclusion, the concurrent validity of the TOEFL with cthe
locally administered English placement and‘proficiency is of interest. Are
these lvcally administered tests uwfely a redundancy of the TOEFL?

1. Upshur (1966) reports a concurrent validity study using students

from Indiana University (i = 38), San Francisco State College (& = 50)
and Park College (¥ = 12) (total ©s = 109). He reported a concurrent
validity of .89 between the TOEFL and the Michigan Test of English
Language P:oficiency.

2. Maxwell (1965) reported a study conducted at the University of
California, Berkeley campus. He fognd a concurrent validity correla-
tion of .87 (N = 238) between the TOEFL and the locally developed
Enpglish proficiency test at Berkeley.

3. The American Language Institute (ALI) at Georgetown University (1966)
repofted a concurrent validity of .79 between the TOEFL score and the
ALI tegt developed at Georgetown.

4, Educatianal Testing Service (ETS) (1966) conducted aﬂstudy at New York
Univergity comparing the TOEFL with the ALI Test of Proficiency in English

developed at New York Univeréity. This study alsec reports the

! W.
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concurrent validity of the TOEFL with the Michipgsn Test of English.
The correlation of thé TOEFL total score with ghe ALl total geore
)

wai JBL (¥ = 166} st with the, Michigan tesl, total score was B

{5 o= 99),

W

Pitcher and Ra (1967) conducted & study romparing the TOEPL scores
with rﬁtiﬁgﬁ of themes wrireen be 10 forelpgn pludéuis ehrviied in
colleges 'and untversitics throughout the United States. EBach
student uwrote four themes, one on pach of four assigned toplcs.
Indapehdent vatings of each thewme were wade by two raters on overall
quality. Rater reliability of .92 for cthe gum of the eight ratings
waa obtained, A correlation of .78 was reporzed between the TOEFL
total score and eum of the eight raéings. A correlation of .74

was obtained between the Writing Abi;i:y subscore on the TORFL and
the sum of the cight ratiags.

Host college and uni?ersity foreign student admdeqio;“policies require a
measure of the studentfs proficiency in the Englishk language.

Competence in the English language has been assumed to -be the cruciasl factor
in the success of the foreign studen:natudying at an Americsm college or umi-
vergsity. This view is perhaps besed on face validity in that it would be
difficult to understand how a foreign student could learn in an American graduate
school without adequate proficiency in the English language; to read, write and
comprehend the material presented.

Thus, most graduate schools recommend or require that their foreign studencé
take the TOEFL in their native country and suvbmit the results fo} admission. ’
Deseription of TOEFL

The TOEFL consists of five subtests which aré: Listening‘Compreheneion,
Engliaﬁ Structure, Vocabula;y, Réading, Comprehension and Writing. A score for

each student as well as a total score is provided by ETS. !
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The ETS manual states the followving descripltions »f rne $OBFL Subteat

Part 1 Listenting Comprenbensdon $9 4 tegy of the abiltry o amderstand

sparen Enplish,

r2

Fart Fagliash Strectyre $a 3 tent of recopgnition and mantey; of

the fopertant structural and grasmattical aspects of apoken

Eaplt 5,‘;!: .

Part 3, Vocabalary in 3 Tent of wocabulary necessary for efficient
teading,

Part 4 Reading Comprehensien lu a test of the ability to read and

underatand Foplish prose, including the abiitty to make

inferences and draw conclusions,

w

Part Writing Ability {5 4 test of effective style, usage and
Motien in written English,
The TOEFL s so-ved Yy ETS, part srores as <ell as a4 total scare are sent

.

to the examinee and the educational {(nstitutions to which the student has applied
for admission,

A more specifi~ and detailed deacr;étion of the TOEFL sgubtests will illus-
trate tgé verbal s%i{}lls belng assessed.

The Listenine Comprehension subtest consists of these parts: direce
questions, conversaticn followed by questions, and a lecture followed by questions
pertaining to its content.

The second subtest of the TOEFL 19 Engi1sh Structure. The 20 iiems consigt
of a segment of dialogue qontatning a blank and four wmultiple choice alrtetnatives--
the examinee fills the blank with the correct response., This subtest is report;d to
meagure tense, sequence Of nouns, adjectives, adverbs, etc.

The third aubtest}~Votabulary, consists of two parts, A and B. Part A i{s of
the f111~1n-the—blan§ type with four alternatives provided. Part B consists cf

synonyms or definitions and four alternatives, one being correct. Part A contains

15 items and Part B, 25 items.
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The fourth seccion of the TOEFL, is Reaﬁing Comprehension. Tbls subtest

congists of a text and questicns basﬁd on che text. The studﬂnﬁ may - terend the -

" text in order to answer the questions. - - j‘., _

v

B The £1fch subtest is Writing Abilicy uhich has Vo (37£8. Rart A eénsi;t&;.
of sentences in which four words or phraaen are underlined in aach sentence. _ =
‘Ihn underl%ned w?rdg ar~phrnaas are }abaled A, B:-Q, and Q.‘iihe sfudent is to o éj.
select the one incorract vard of'phraﬁé-fér e#ch sentence‘ Part Bhédnéists of
;ncomplece aentaacaa for uhich foug al:ernatzwes pre pravided¢ Tﬂa axaminea is.
to-ﬁelect the correct alternative to ramplo:a the sentence. Thié»sﬁhtesclhﬁpaara

-

7 to stress p:imarily basic English grapmar,

The TOEFL was daveloped in 1963 as a cooperacive projece of 30 :;3nnizaxions,
pﬁblic and private. 4 counnil Nl 3 he ;OEFL vas escablished with dbmbers from both
) private and gcvaznmental agencies. ‘he purpose of the ccuncil was to ditect :ha |
‘testiag of English language proficigney of foxeign students who apply for aémiaw
" sion to United States colleges and univeraities._ In 1965, the admdnistrative R
functions ﬁf che TOEFL council, vere assigne& to the cOwsponsozship of: the college
‘Entrance Examination Board” (CEEﬁ) and ETS.
A Obaecttves
The objectives'of the present study are és féllowe: v ¥ , 2 . e
1. Betetmine the ‘predictive validﬂty’of the TOEFL using first or.

second semeeter gradua:e GPA as the critexion. L
2. Determine the ptfdictive validitv of the English Placement

Examination (EPE) dgyﬁloped at UIUC upon the griteria of Pt

- first and second semester graduate GPA.

3;’ Asaeas the concurrent validity of the TGBFL and the EPE. .

4. Assess the predictive validity of the TOEFL scores and tﬁ@ 3?3 sc@rea

uging grade dn a remedial English course as the critetion.

» " i "'\‘?v ’ .‘ :
.. _ , : : _ ' I

I . . k3
i : ‘ * - ‘



. load until thoir pmmfiaiﬂﬁcy in En ‘ish hna met a pyescreited cciveria. Evan

:in‘the Iight of ﬁhege iimitatiana, Erﬁdgﬁ are the primnry cvitazion in the psaessd -

3.
5. Estimate the magnitude of the charge fn the TOEPL scores after .-
the Ey have 1£%ad in a2 English speaking country and token o

1

rexndial Eagligh CHUTHE for onec BEZRBLLL.

*

GPA wan uaad‘with tha Eu&l rncogniniﬁn of the inhax&na 1imitnti¢nu~ L.annholn
(1967) poiatnd out thu~rascfictiaa of range in graduate g;gdﬁg# At thangraﬁuat&“/

level roat teachers giva only A's and’ B’u. *he GPA of foreign atvdaniﬂ to

s/féﬁ;;n

-

further contsminated becauss most take Tﬁaﬁﬁial Engl;ah courses, thus,

ment of academic uchievemﬂﬁt thqir usa 1u p*edigﬁive ﬁ:udien is justifiable. \
Seleamm mr‘ ”Eaamun P:mam:’ﬁam r Foreign bwdmt:a cx‘ vruc ‘g\ :
The UlUu requires the fcxaign ﬂtudint e} suhsat HCOTeS fbt eithe: the Eogiish \
.Langnaga Iaventar? (ELI) or the T%WFLQ;"Ihasc atudenaﬁxunq obtained a score of \
80-89 on tha ELI or 2 acore of &80-369 on thi TOEFL ‘are fsqui:éd to take the . \

i

yIuC EPE uhiph iﬁ aeain;nce:ed by tna Division of English as a Seccnd Language

'{ESL), Ihcae applicnuaa whose scores are ubova this ranga ara . plnced 1n 400-1evel

' cnurnes, *boue applicanta below thiﬁ vanga are gene:ally not nccuptad for admxssion.

Tha tasults eof the E?E are used o recommend the approp:iat& placzmank in -

teﬁadial tourges Of Enplish whic were estdblished to ﬂupplemen: the apecific

'deficiency of the &oreign a:udcnt. The placamen: gracﬁduza alao 18 used to advise

I

or cautrcl the ‘academic course load the atudgnt mAY carry. o . -

L .

”he EPE consists of four parts:.

t

v - 1
spntence atructuze in wrihing; A.acore af 100 iﬂ parfect* 21

Part 1 Struc:a:e Ls a.test of the recugnitlon of Engliah gravmar and

""' score of 55 is :ba lawast scoxe accep:abxa for the mast elamﬁan )
M

- tary English coutaa‘ : "m" o : o v

[ S
L A

Al * ¢ .

——r

. ' . e B l EETE ) - V'
. _ T T Ly . N
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LA e e
:'i’si;*t 2 Aural Caﬂy:&hﬁnaiw i.ﬂ a xmt af t}m m&ﬂwtmﬁlﬁg 0£ zspokm R
o B‘agliﬁh ak, ncml npmde’z 4 seore. oi 10{} is gm‘*’fmb 35 is the -
o 1mac 2ecop! azkle awm for a;bp mst eiamn:azy Eﬁagliﬁh coursa.,
E‘art 3 Orjgma}, Cc@cﬂ*tim :m -2 &0 mutma;*gi w:gm;g on an
' _maimed but familiar tapic and ounlma. ‘Iha ecoms TENER fm
‘-ﬁns Q za;aam no pmblﬁm, 1 means vsry g@caﬁ .5 ;aor, 8 io. the K
o 10&‘&8& acceptama mom,. . |
,P’»m-:k:'!%-w Pma,:mcinﬁnn i@ a tea; of. ﬂm abﬁitg P méemumd md to bo
}' j“"mdemtomi omn},, The acom&z rzmga fram i~5' a scove of 1° isﬁ
' % “"nm:i% numémb, 5 4s aims: mimenigible. !
- ASL d-av&s n@t @mdﬂm a cemgm—si,m or total ecscm, as dzksu B‘I’S on the ’IOE?L. ﬁg{L
ﬂtates in ity prnmdnms, \the mmpos:ite scores sre. nat; sigmficmt becaum 8 '
»10-31 nmm in one tem: atea ‘can’ mduce mml efznctimmw i:hﬁrefom, a gtu,dmt :
n io musaly only as goz;d m; hiz; lowest test area acom.“ m_multi?lﬁ. cutoff ”
-m&bad is .adviwgi. - | 7 ‘ |
-_ Snbjaat& —_ _ 4 : )
| AII( Se wore inmaring famim studmtn who had bem acwptsd for admmam
to 61&0 fm: ths fall bf 1970, e '

A total cf J.Sfb ‘»‘a cmmtituta,d the‘initial saﬁpm for the Sapt@n&mr 19?0

{ pretest. . e R \_“ f.\

e

- - The féllow-»up qample vas rcdwznd to 4& sg Eot ‘c&m Febw&r‘y 1.971 pcsttwr.
In ccnpemtim vith t}m Ofﬂ,ca af anign Admiaaima, the’ H&mumm: &md _‘ |
N Msmzch Biviﬂ;ton imm of the Office of Insttucrsioual Reaouzces fo18)_ adrainistetad

- 3
the TDBE{’L mmminatim to 1.55 incouing fomigx atudanm in Sapte@&r of 1970; -

) m 0Efice of Pomi,gn A&:maios;§ supplied to HARD tha TOEFL scorés whieh‘ :
- the Ss hud 9msmtad with t;%mir nppuem:ism for- axbnissicn to Bﬁ!:ﬁc Tha

Ss took thin TGEFL In theit naciﬁm eotmtriea. ‘Iha mtermning &im bs:twem

o ‘ .’; : . ‘ . ‘4;‘; \‘_w/ : : /‘ »:"‘ 7.- ) ',.'- _:_ ‘
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‘the time of ndmission and time the Ss took the ’I\BEE’L”whtch vas ' sibmitted with

a-._.\

thair admisgion application ranged from two months t:>six‘months. Tbe Ss were

tveacgd as a whole and/ince:vening time was not controlled. |

§°1he Ss in :hh s:udy then proceede{ with the usual piocedure - for placement
in ﬁnglish cou;ses. Si\ Ss were dropped from the~sample because they~were ‘
unéérgraduates; One hundred and ten of the remaining 148 S5 had scored below

-

Sﬁ9 or the TOEFL %?bmitced with their applicatina for- admissior which made it

fnecéssary for them to take the EFE examination. . o R " : n
Teble 1 presents the scoré‘notms and class recommendationa for tne four

nvarts of :he EPE test. The course luad scale is as follows‘ a student _Iaced

in Rﬁe:oric 110 or 110 + 400 or 401 can carry a fﬁll academic 1§ad. A stu.ent L
- placed in Rhetoric 110|+’111 can carry one«half ccurse load, a student placed

1n Rhetoric 109 + 1L0 can carry only ouenfoutth course load. The significance

and-purpoae nf the »honoric courses recommended is sec Lorth»in Téble 1

The follouing distribution of\scudents uere asaigned to and completed the

preacribed tdmedial EngliQh course based on the scores they obtained on the EPE

'examinatiou.
English Course S ‘N5, of Ss
o 7 109 __— : 2
- 3 116 ¢ . ‘ . -6
i ‘ "111 L 29
114 ‘ ‘ ‘ 1
115 ;o D 1
400 . . o g 12
S -g - - B9

¢ ""4" L

The remaining 21 atudautS‘ufthe 110 Btud ts eitbet dropped the English

o course to which th»y wvere assigne or no plecem t uaa Jmade for them by ESL. ‘ ‘
//"\ " 'The Ss' scores on the EPE examination were ob:ained ftom ESL.'\\\\\\\\\\\\\;\\\\
- The ‘next gtep was ta assess :he 1mpact of living and functioning in an

. Engliah apeaking environment combined with enrollmenc in a ptescribed remedial

s e

English coutae. on thc observed ptofic;ency in Englisb as measured by theé TOBFL

S .
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examination. To implement this step, the Office of Foreign Admissions sent a
letter to each of the 154 Ss who had taken the TOEFL examination in Septemﬁefk“
1970 requesting that they participate in the research project and retake the
TOEFL examdnagion in February 1971. The students were given a choice of two
administration dates in an effort to obtain maximum participation. The response
was very disappointing; oniy 30 out of the original sample agreed to part;ciéate,
an additional 14 Ss agreed to participate when contacted by a personal telephone
requést from MARD, Thus, the posttest TOEFL was administered to 44 S5s in
February 1971%

The remedial English (Rhetoric 110, 111, 400) course.grades and first and
second,aeméstef GPAs were obtsined for each sublect,

‘?Pe validity coefficients were determined for the TOEFL and EPE scores
rqlative to the grade in the rhetoric course and first semester GPA.

Forty-four Ss in the September ;970 TOEFL sample did no; submit TOEFL-:scores
with their applications for admission. Thue, the number of Ss used for ggpparison
of the pre-September 1970 and September 1970 TOEFL was reduced to 110.

Results and Discussion

The intercorrelations, means and standard- deviations of the TOEFL part scores
of thé initial sample are presented in Table 2. Variables 1-6 are the TOEFL scores
which the‘SQ gubmitted with their applications for admissions. Variables 7-12 are
the TOEFL scores the Ss obtained in the September 1970 adminiaération.

As can be seen in Table 2, the following are the teat-tetest/cotrelations

(reliabilities) for the part scores and total score of the TOEFL.
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r Number of Items
Part 1 Listening Comprehension »573 50
Part 2 English Structure .731 40
Part 3 Vocabulary .758 40
Part 4 Reading Comprehension 571 30
Part 5 Writing Ability . 702 40
Total Score <845 --

In interpreting this table, the reader should bear in mind that the test-retest
reliability coefficient is essentially the stability of the S's performance rather
than the reliability of the test, ;

\ The differences between the means of the TOEFL part scores are presented in
Tabie 3. There was an increase of nearly‘e;ght points in the Listening Comprehension
(p ; .05). A significant difference (p < .05) was also found in the Total Score.
Since we have no knowledge of the student's Qctivities during the intervening time,

it is difficult to account for the increase.

 TABLE 3

Differences of the Means for the Two TOEFL Administrations

. Pre-ggizémber September ]

Variables 1970 Mean 1970 Mean Differences t
Listening ,
Couprehension 52.00 59.98 7.98 9.0 (p < .05)
English 52.98 53.82 0.84 NS
Structure ‘
Vocabulary 54,90 53.62 -1.28 N5
Reading 55.50 53.87 ~-1.68 NS
Writing © 53.85 52.38 -1.47 NS
Total 539,54 547.35 7.81 9.9 (p < .05)

The predictive validities (product moment cor;elations) of the two administra-

tions of the TOEFL (Pre-September 1970 and September 1970) and the EPE {(September -

N
1970) relative to first and second semester GPA criterion measure are presented

in Table 4. The TOEFL correlations except for vocabulary on the September 1970

test were significant beyond the .05 level.

Eﬂgl(;orrelations was significant.

On the other hand, none of the EPE
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TABLE 4

TOEFL and EPE Subtest Correlations with First and Seeond Semester GPAs

N =110
-LFirst Second
No. Subtest Semester Jemester
GPA vPA
Pre-September 1970 TOEFL
. 1 Listening Comprehension .273 .303
A 2 English Structure . 347 .319
© 3 Vocabulary .183 279
4 Reading ' .179 .226
5 Writing . 390 .340
6 Total . 355 .381
September 1970 TOEFL
1 Listening Comprehension 274 . 303
2 English Structure .212 T.194
3 Vocabulary .159 .186
4 Reading .202 . 384
5 Writing . . 244 .298
6 Total .270 .336
EPE September 1970
1 Structure : .034 .039
2 Aural Comprehension . 068 .123
3 Composition -.041 -.041
4 Pronunciation .008 017
S— ]

Note.-Correlation coefficients of .16 or higher are
significant at the .05 level.
In general, the correlations on the pre-September measures were higher but not
significantly higher than those of the Septeﬁber measures for the TOEFL.
It is of interest that the wvalidities of the TOEFL Total scoresrare higher
(nonsignificant) with second semester GPA than with the first semester GPA. The

laréér nurber of courses used to compute the second semester GPA may be a contri-

buting factor.

Table 5 shows the predictive vaglidities of the September 1970 TOEFL and EPE .
part scores with grade in remedial rhetoric courses 110, 111, and 400. For Rhetoric

O
[ERJ!:‘IIO and 111 the grades were Satisfactory Good, coded 4; Satisfactory Fair, coded 3;

IText Provided by ERIC
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Satisfactory, coded 2; Satisfactory Poor, coded 1; and Unsatisfactory, coded 0.
In Rhetoric 400, the grades are conventional A ghrough ii for credit and were codéd
A = 5 through E = 0. Only one unsatisfactory grade was given in Rhetoric 110 and
none in Rhetoric 111. None of the EPE subscores correlate significantly with'
grades in Rhetoric 110 or Rhetoric 400 nor is the TOEFL Total score significantly
related to gradcs in the rhetoric courses. The Rhetoric 110 course grade is not
significantly correlated with first semester GPA but is significantly related with
the second semester GPA, The opposite 1is shown for Rhetoric 111; whereas the rhet-
oric course grade for Rhetoric 400 is signific;ntly correlated with béth semester
GPAs,
TABLE 5
TOEFL, EPE, First and Second Semester GPAs

With Rhetoric Course Girade

Sub Rhetoric Course Grade
No. ubtest —
1102 | 113® | a0t
EPE Sccres September 1970
1 Structure - .026 .179 .259
2 Aural Comprehension .089 .065 -.347
3 - Composition -.100 -.498% | ~.417
4 Pronunciation -.228 .195 .043
TOEFL Scores September 1970
1 . istening Comprehension .079 .191 -.459
2 Juaglish Structure .303% .331* § -.107
3 Y acabulary -.225 |- -.060 .054
4 teading Comprehension -.108 .211 -.109
5 writing -.503% 174 -.326
6 atal -.026 .231 -.283
Rhetoric Course Grade .
First Semester GPA .257 - .352% .667%
Second Semester GPA . 345% 271 .679*%
— %
% = 40
bN = 29
“w =12

*p < .05
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In Rhetoric 110 the TOEFL Writing subscore has a correlation of ,503 with the
course grade. The EPE scores have lower correlations. The'Aural Compreltension
correlation was .089. This is to be expected because the students placed in this
course were those with low Aural Comprehension scores. The Pronunciation subscore
of the EPE had the highest correlation, .228 with grade in Rhetoric 110. Pronuncia-
tion improvement is the expressed behavioral objective of Rhetoric 110;

Rhetoric 111 shows a correlation of .498 with the Composition subscore of the
EPE. The behavioral objective éf Rhetoric 11l is the improvement of written com-
positions. N

The restriction of range of the EPE Composition and Pronunciatioﬁ subscalesg
should be taken into account in evaluating their correlations.:

Table 6 presents the multiple correlations to.predict course grade in Rhetoric
110 and 111 and first sefmester GPA.

/

Multiple R to Fredict Grade in Rhotcrie und Pilrst Semester

GPA using EPE Scores and/or T0EFL Part Scores

Griterion Grade in Rhetoric Criterion First Semester
Course No. ! “\, Course Predictors GPA Predictors )
EPE TOEFL EPE & TOEFL EPE & TOEFL
1102 .235 . 379% L703% ' . 540*
11° | Ls73x | a6 671% L616%

Note.~The TOEFL total score was not used.

8y = 40

by = 29
*p < ,05

The EPE (four scores) and the TOEFL (five scores) were used separately and
combined as predictor variables ito predict course grade in Rhetoric 110 and 11l.

Rhetoric 400 was not included because of the low N. For Rhetoric 110, the TOEFL
O .
[ERJ!: subscores produced the larger multiple R of .379 or compared to .235 for the EPE.

IText Provided by ERIC
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The TOEFL total score was not included in the subscores used in the computation ‘
of the multiple Rs, All of the muliiple Fs are sipgnificant (p < .05) except the
EPE scores in Rhetoric 110.

The increase in the multiple R to .703 for the combined TOEFL and EPE in pre~
dicting the Rhetoric 110 course gradeuis significant (p < .05) over the multiple R
.379 produced when TOEFL was used alone. The increase in ££e~mu1tiple R to .671
using the TOEFL and EPE for Rhetoric 111 1is not significant over the multiple R
.573 using the EPE subscores alone. Thus, indicating that even when using nine .
subscores (TOEFL + EPE) to predict Rhetoric 110 course grade, 49% of the variance
can be accounted for. Rhetoric 111 presents a somewhat similar picture accounting
for 452 of the variance when both TOEFL and EPE's nire subscores are useahin'com—
puting th? multiple R. A

The multiple Rs obtained using the nine subscores of the TOEFL plus EPE to
predict the first semester GPA of the Ss in Rhetoric 116 and Rhetoric 111 were
significant (p < .05), although accounting for only 29% 6f the variancé in .
Rhetoric 110 and 387 of the variance in Rhétoric 111. |

Tables 7 and 8 present a summary of the step;ise multiple repgression of EPE
and TOEFL part scores (separately and combined) oh grades in Rhetoric 110 and 111,
respectively, 1In Tables 7 and 8, the increase in Rz is regligible after the third
step when using the nine scores of TOEFL and EPE combined to predict course grade.

The three variables entered for Rhetoric 110 are (TOEFL) Writing, (TOEFL)
English Structure and (EPE) Composition, in that order. The three variables entered
for Rhetoric 111 are Reading Comprehension, Aural Comprehension, and Composition,
in that order.

Table 9 presents the test-retest reliability correlations for the 44 Ss that

took the posttest February 1971 TOLFL and the éeptember 1970 TOEFL. The test-retest

correlations are as follows:

3

,’/




, TABLE 7
Summary Table for Stepwise Multiple Regression of
EPE and TOEFL Scores on Grade in Rhatoris 110

N = 40
No. varisble Entered Hultiplez. Increa;e in .
R R R
EPE Only
1 | Pronunciation ‘ .228 .052 .052
2 | Compoaition «233 .054 .002
3 | Aural Comprehension .235 | .055 . L.001
4 | Structure ‘ , «235 .055 .000
TOEFL Only
1 | Listening Comprehension 280 | .07 | .07
2 | Reading Comprehension « 374 .140 .062
3 | Bnglish Structure .378 .143 - .,003
4 | Writing - .379 144 .001
TOEFL and EPE

1 | TOEFL Writing .502 | .252 .252
2 | TOEFL English Structure _ . 601 « 361 .109
3 | EPE Composition ' 675 455 094
4 | TOEFL Listening Comprehension .687 | .472 .017
5 | EPR Structure .695 .483 011
6 | EPE Pronunciation « 700 - 490 010
7 | TOEFL Reading Comprehension .703 494 .004
8 | EPE Aural Comprehension . 703 494 .000
9 | TOEFL Vocabulary . .703 494 .000




N

TABLE

8

Summary Table for Stepwise Multiple Regression of EFE and

TOEFL Part Scoree (Separately and Combined) on Grade in Rhetoris 111

N =29
NO.J Variable Entered Hultiplez Incte;oe 1n
R R &
EPE Ounly
1 | Composition ©,498 .238 .238
2 | Structure 2543 .295 .057
3 | Pronunciation «566 <320 .025
4 | Aural Comprehension .573 .328 .008
TOEFL Only
1 | Englich Structure 331 .110 .110
2 | Lisgtening Comprehension 409 .167 .057
3 | Vocabulary 465 .216 .049
4 ‘| Reading Comprehension 4617 .218 .002
5 | Writing 467 .218 .000
TOEFL and EPE
1 | TOEFL Reading Comprehension .497 .249 .249
2 | EPE Aural Comprehension .587 344 .095
3 | EPE Composition .639 .408 .064
4 | TOEFL Writing .650 .423 015
5 | EPC Structure +656 430 .007
6 | TOEFL Vocabulary .662 .438 .008
7 | TOEFL Listening Comprehension .668 446 .008
8 | TOEFL English Structure .669 448 .002
9 | EPE Pronunciation .671 .450 . 002

21,
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’

A

Part 1 Listening Comprehension 774
Part 2 English Structure .595
Psrt 3 Vocabulary 730
Part 4 ‘ﬁeéding Comprehension . 608
Part 5 Wriring Ability 763
Total Score - 822

. These teat-retest reliasbilities are similar to those obtained in Table I for
the 110 Ss.

The differences between the means of the TOEFL part scores ars preasnted in
Tabie 10. There was an increase in all of the means. Three incresses wers 113n1£1~‘
cant (p < .05), Listening Comprehension, English Structure and Wriring. Totsl was
also significant, The problem of ssseasing the weaniog of the gain scores will not
be attempted in this paper. As is well known, there are numerous problems in incerf
preting gain scores (Cronbach and Furley, 1970; Lord, 1956, 1358). Perhaps it would
seem reasouable to axpect some increase in the scores if the TOEFL does massure pro-
ficlency in the use of English just from the fact that the aubjecta have been
functioning in an Bnglish aspeaking environment from September 1970 until Pebrusry
1971, Table 11 presé;ts the same correlation for the 44's as is presented in Table &
for the 110's. The mean for first esemester was 4.51 and for second semester was 4,54
while the standard deviation for first semester was 461 and 454 for the second

semester. The correlation of first and secoﬁd semegtar GPA was .803,



';.;a

. TABLE 10

5 .
ferences of ’t"wm for 15*4; Pre and Fos ?: DOEFL Adminigt *'a“wm

D e

Variabl Pretestd | Phsttest® | . o \
arisble __Mean Moan - - Piffersnces | T
Listening Comprehemsion 59.84 63.41- " 3.57 6.0 '.,os;
English Structure 53.25 57.37 .32 5.3 < ,05)
. Vocabulary - 33.77 534,64 - D087 NS "
w:a’in\chmhenaion 54,32 :55.52 . 1,200 | BB .
Writing Abillicy 50. 34 53,02 . 2,68 © 3.0 (p <. .05)
Total 563 05 588.31 - 25,26 2.6 (p < .05)
° - H
" %Pre = September 1970
®post = February 1971 . h
“ TABLE 11’ | 4L~._//
Sorrelations of Pre and Poot TOEFL Scaraa, EP;:
Scorss with irat and Second Semester GPAs"
S “First Smsmt - Second Sawsester ,
VSﬁubtes; . GPA . : cPA -
. _ § Pre"est 'IOEHL ' ,
+ Listening Comprehensicn. - o225 . T 2303
"Eaglish Structure LW248 . 329
Vocabulary 096 ¥ .090
Reading Cowprehension 076 y «195
Writing Abilicy . 380 423
Total i ,253 ._321
' SR Posttest TOEFL ) '
Listening Comprehension «199 . +262
English Structure: .301 .210
Vocabulary 3 219 217 A
Reading Comprehension - - .057 .061
* Weiting Ability Loove,258 2325
‘Total - S . .259. o275
~ Septesber 1970 EPE
St:ucture . .09%% - 166
Aurnl comprehensiaa 236 + 346
b 224 .223

P’mnmciatioﬁ



In Lnterp;éning :hesé tables (10 and 4) the regder'g?ould beasr in mind thé'
posglble motivational problem, ;inCQ_mbtivation_is an important'facbor.=

in bothrthe September 1970 and FPebruary 1971 administrsﬁions, the studenis vere
;vare they vere only taking the test aé part of a resa&;ch.study. fhe;efore, wotiva~
tion or the lack of it iz a fac:ér to be considered. The Eeﬁﬁ administraiors'ﬁpped
'thﬁt the desire to do ?éll would wminimize the effect of the la;k of interest or
zainfoicem&nt value of the scores. Purthermore, the TOEFL 18 a long tést requiring
140 minutes so fatigue is a3 probable factéf, Finally, since the interval between
cﬁe test and ﬁhe vetest was lpng (five ﬁan:hs) exiar of measurement should not be
confused with real changes in the students' ability éa a regult of learning. '

The 1ntércotrelation of the TOEFL and t§e EPE subscores obtained in Septeﬁbe?i,
1970 are presented in Tabl~ 12, | >

As might be . expzeted, the BPE Struccﬁre subscore correlataé 591 wiéh thé English
Structure subscore of the TOEFL. The EPE Aural Cowprehension aubscore also correlates
. 510 wi;h‘th& EPE Struc:ﬁre subagafe. The intercorrelations of the four EPZ subscores
are sll significant (p < .05). The 1n§erc;t:e1atioua of the five TOEFL subscores are
also all significent {p <‘.OS). _ é :

- ?ahie 13 prébents the intercorrelations and test statistics of ﬁhq.TOEFL test
parts admindstered September 1970 for tﬂe originui sample of 154 subjects. Nelther .
Table 9 nor 10 agvee with the ETS nmnuai {1970} which states thé‘fLietenihg Co;pre-
hension is weasuring some aspect of English p:oficlency different from that measured
by the other ‘four parts, sfoce the cor:elhcions of the Listening Comprehension with
each of the others are the lowest coafficients.” ETS maintains that "each bf the
p&tt; contributes something waique to the totsl; however, is evidenced by the fact

that nome of the correlations betveen the part scores ' as high as the reliabilities

of the part scores.”
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TATLE 13

Intercorrelations and Test Statistice of the TOEFL
Test Part Scores for the September 1970 Administration

N = 154
. Variable ’
Subtest Number 1 2 3 - 5
Listening Comprehension
English Structure -1 396
Yocabulary s 4353 .520

579 <447 .488
. 549 <744 .692 <532
.725 .781 .798 .768 .877

Reading Comprehension
Writing Ability
Total

BN

To summarize, the predictive validi;ies relative to GPA (product-moment
correlations) of the two administrations of the TOEFL (Pre-September 1970 and
September 1970) except for Vocabulary on the Séptember 1970 test were significant
beyond the .05 level. Whereas none of the EPE subscore correlations witﬂ GFA were
significant.
| The predictive validities of the TOEFL Total scores were higher (nonsignificantly)
with second semester GPA than with the first semester GPA. The possible reason is the
increased nurber of courses used to compute the second semester GPA.

Ncne of the EPE subscore correlations with grades in Rhetoric 110 or 400 were"
significant. Furthermore, the TOEFL Tptal score correlations with grades in the
Rhetoric cource were not significantly related. |

'Thé Rhetoric 110 course grade is nct significantly related with the first semester
GPA but is significantly correlated with the second semester GPA. The relationship
for Rhetoric ill is reversed, but the Rhetoric 400 course grade is significantly
correlated to the GPA of both first and second semester.

All of the multiple Rs' were significant (p < .05) except the EPE scores in
Rhetoric 110. The increase in the multiple R to .703 for the‘combined TOEFL and EPE
in predicting the Rhetoric 110 course grade 1s significant (p < .05) over the multiple
R produced when TOEFL is used alone. This would suggeet that the EPE scores are con~
tributing some unique variance not present in the TOEFL sccres. The multiple Rs to

Q predict first semester GPA using the EPE and TOEFL are significant for those students

IERJﬂzin Rhetoric 110 and 111.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Summdry and Conclusions

The predictive validities of thc TOEFL appear to be similar to the predictive
validities for native American students using admissions test scores as reported by
Bowers (1965). This 1s not to suggest that we should expect similar predictive validity
levels using different predictors but only that it seems very optimisti¢ to expect to
be able to predict academic success for foreign students at a higher level .than we are
able to predict for native American students. Chase (1972) suggests that the correla-
tions of the TOEFL test parts with the criteria of grades or GPA might be improved if
the subtests measured skills.that were more highly related to those skills that the
student would.usé in his college work.

.To illustrate, let us discuss the probable skills tested in each subtest of the .
TOEFL separately. The Listening Comprehension Test, parts 1 and 2, are general in
content and only slightly tap the verbal skills that measure the student's ability to
function in the Americanm culture. Furthermore, the firstfpart concentrates on personal
responses by using 16 American given names in 20 items. This type of response has
little generality to the skills of the student. .The third part of this subtest, which
is a lecture, more adequately taps the skills used by the students, If the intention
was to measure the understanding of English, Chasé'would suggest that this test part
is measuring the.student's ability to take notes and recall details, general intelli-
gence, or the student's previous knowledge of the topic of the lecture and not the
understanding of spoken English. However, the understanding of spoken English for the
student 1s an important skill,

The English Structure subtest deals with tense, sequence of nouns and adjectives;
the rational for the selection of the Structure included in the test seems obscure.
The formasl rules of grammar are clearly important in communication, however, we are
all aware that much communication is carried oﬁ without loss of content or meaning

even when these formal rules are violated. Chase concludes, that the language behavior

required by this subtest does not simylate behavior required by tie foreign student in

n American college.




29.

Part 3, the Vocabulary subtest, is a rather meager sample of the total vocabulary
needed by the student, Furthermore, this part correlates .72 with the English
Structure subtest. This is not surprising considering the obvious overlap in format
of both subtests. Chase suggests that a better format could be developed for this
subtest, possibly selecting synonyms-which wruld provide a more adequate sampling of
vocabulary, without the burden of sentence reading, Chase further points out that
there ace many word counts available which could be used to produce a more useful and
meaningful test by selecting words based on graded difficulty and abstractness.

The fourth part, Reading Comprehension, includes a short text and questions based
on thé text. In this part of the test, Chase concludes that thé ékills required ror
this test, namely to scan the questions and skiﬁ the :;xt for the answers, are impor-
tant to the student in college work,

The fifth subtest, Writing Ability, is made up of two parts. The first, Part A,
contains sentences with four words or phrases underlined in each sentence. The student
i8 to select the incorrect underlined word or phrase. Part B is made up of incomplete
sentences with four options presented for the Eompletion of each sentence. Unfortun-
ately, this part of the test is again bound by the formal rules of basic grammar, which
does not really iﬁdicate the student's understanding of the ideas and concepts
conveyed, Furthermore, this subtest correlates in the ,70's with several of the other.
subtests. Chase concludes again that this test does not measure a skill which the stu-
dent will use in his college activities. Furthermore, the ability to recognize
inconsistency in grammatical forms dces not really indicate how the student will
perform in his own writing. Whereas the student's ability to write and convey ideas
and concepts will be used by college instructors to determine in part his course grade.
The ability to write effectively is probably reflected to some extent in most of the
course requirement and thus, course grades. Chase suggests that a more adequate writ-
ing sample format would reflect more élosely the writing skills required of the student
}n his course work in college.

ERIC
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The following is highly speculative and is based on a limited sample of anec-
dotal input. Foreign students appear to draw a distinction between English and
American English. They convey that their difficulty Qitb theATOEFL was that it
measures American English, formal grammar sentence structure, and deals little
with the ability to understand and communicate in the language. This is not t?
say that formal grammar is not important in communication but, as was mentioned
eariier, communication can be carried on without absolute adherence to the formal
"rules of American grammar. |

Furthermore, some foreign stuﬂents state that they feel the TOEFL is culturalﬂy
!

!

bound by usiﬁg formats such as the personal responses of the first part of Ehe .

Listening Comprehension subtest. ‘This may be a valid criticism of the TOEFL and
may be limiting the correlation with GPA of grades. Thus, indicating.the foreign
student can perform successfu{lz,in an American college without strict adherence
to formal rules of grammar and structure of American English.

In conclusion, the TOEFL appears to be no better or worse than those admission
tests used to predict success for native American students. Perhaps it could be
imﬁroved by measuring more of the skills’the foreign student will be required to

uge in his dally academic performance.
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