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The Test of Eﬁgllsheaa a Foreign Languagé (TGEFL) was deve!aﬁeﬂ in 1963 by
a National Council on the Testing of English as a Foreign Language which..
_ was formed through the cooperative effcrt of over thirty organizations, public .
and privats, that were concernad with testing the English.proficiency of non- -
native speakers of the- tanguage applying for admission to institutions in the
.United States. In 1965, Educational Testing Service (ETS) and the Coliege
Board assumed joint: responsibility for the program and in 1973 a cooperative -
arrangemént for the operation of the program was entered into by ETS the
Gollege Board, and the Graduate Record Examinations (GREj Board. The
membership of the College Board is composed of schdols, colleges, school
'syslems, and educational associations; GRE Board mambers are associated.
with graduate educaticn, o ’

ETS adminislers the TOEFL proegram under the general direction of a-Policy
Council that was established by, and is affiliated with, the spensormg organi-
zations. Members of the Policy Council represent the Coliege Board and the
GRE Board and such institutions-and agencies as-graduate schools of -
business, junior and community s@llegas, nonprofit educangnal exchange
agencies, and EgEﬁCIEE of the Unned Slatés gavernrﬂent

A cgr\lmumg program Qf rasean:h related to TOEFL is. carnéd out under the
dll’EEfI\Dﬂ of the TGEFL F{eéearsh Gammniee s six members |ﬁclgdé repré-

dlstmggshed Engush -as-a- Secgnd language speciahsts from the a;ademu;
. community. Gurrently the committee meets twice vearly to review and ap-
prove proposals for test-refated research and.to set guidelines for the entire
scope of the TOEFL research program. Members of the Research Committes
serve three-year terms at the invitation of the Policy Council: the chair of’ the
commlttee serves on the Policy Counﬁnl RN

. Because the s\udies are speclflc o thE test and the iesting program, most of
the actual research is conducted by ETS staff rather than by outside re-
Eearshers Hnwever. rﬁany pro;e;:ts I'EC{UII'E the ccﬂperahon af c‘zther mshtu )

or seﬂond Iar.quage Hepresemahves of such pragrams who are mterested in .
participating in or conducting TOEFL-related research are invited to contact
the TOEFL program office. Local research may sometimes require access to
TOEFL idata. In such cases, the program may provide this data following
approval by the Research Committea: All TOEFL research projects must
unﬂergo appropriate ETS rewew ID ascertain that ihe confidentiality of data ’
"will be protected. - .

‘Current (1981-82) merﬁbers of the TOEFL ﬁesearch Cgmmmee 'nclude the fol-
lowmg T .

G Richard Tucker(t:halr)
Louis A. Arena

. H. Douglas Brown .
Frances B. Hinofotis
Diane Larsen-Freeman
. David 5, Eparks

,Llnlvarsﬁy gf Maryland

Center for’Applied Linguistics
University of Delaware .
Uﬁlv‘Elally of Hlinois at Urbana- Ghampagne

" University of California at Los Angeles

The Expeariment in Internanonal anmg
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The Study in ﬁrief L, B

This study.was deeigned to deeeribe and enelyze (e) ‘the performance
of foreign candidates taking the Graduate Management Admission Test (GMAT)

. or the Graduate Record Examinatiens (GRE) Aptitude Test in. relation to

. self-reported primary language (English vs. other), and .(b) relationships

" between performance on the yespective admissions tests and performance on
‘the Test of English as a Foreign. Language (TOEFL) for subgroups of foreign
edmieeiene=teet eendidetee 1dentified by erees—file metehing as heving’
prefieieney in English ef individuale whese English ;enguege feeility is
questionable).

Data for the study were obtained from files maintained by the three
testing programs and ‘analyses were based on data for examinees tested
‘during the period from September 1977 through August 1979. The foreign
candidates were classified according to eelf—repefzed information as
_being either candidates for whom English was the primary lenguege (EPL
candidates) or eendidetee for whom English was the second language
(ESL eendidetes) EPL candidates were those who reported that they
communicated better in English than In any other’ Lenguege (GRE beekgreund
question) or that the lenguege in which .they WEfE most fluent -was Engliehv
(GMAT background question); ESL candidates were those who repe;5ed better -
communication or greatest f;ueney in a ;enguege ether chen Englieh.

Gene:elly, perellel eee;yeee were eendu;ted for each edm;seiene—test
sample. First, attention was focused on differences in the 1e¢ele and ..
patterns of admissions test scores for foreign’ EFL and - fereign ESL
candidates—--subgroups assumed to differ in everege level of "developed
p;efieieney Ain English.” Then, within each admissions test foreign—
candidate sample, detailed analyses were conducted in subsamples eemp:ieed;
of those who alsoc were in the TOEFL candidate pool during the 1977-79
Etudy pericd--i.e.," TOEFL/GRE - and TDEFL/GMAT candidates. For the TOEFL/
' GRE and TOEFL/GMAT eubsemp;ee, ‘analyses were conducted to assess the
extent and nature of the relationships between scores on the respective
edmieeiene tests (both of wﬁieh include verbal and quantitative measures)
and scores on TOEFL; eepeqate analyses were made. for EPL and ESL sub=
"groups. - Detailed consideration was given to the characteristics of joint.
dieﬁflbutiene of scores on the edmieeiens tests and IDEFL.

- . : ‘ - ‘ = -

Dve:view of Fiﬁdin&a

Ea

) Generel trends in fiﬂdinge were quiee eimiler eereee the respective
. admissions—test analyses. . Heqer common themes end related eenelusiens et
: ebeervetiene are eummeriged ‘below. . .3 . . < -

o Ihe perfefmaﬁee ef fnreign eandidetee on the queﬁtice;ive

- Eeetiene of GRE and GMAT equeled that of the reepeetive

ERIC
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- Measurement efficiency (e.g., reliability) of obsur
‘tends | to be attenuated in groups scoring at EithmEE on’

general candidate populations; in sharp contrast, however,
the verbal admissions—test means of foreign. r;am:lidates were
much lower than average. For ekxample, thé verbal test score
means of foreign ESL candidates were in the 14-15 percentile
i:a’ijgé refative to the genefal GRE/GHAT cand-idste pupul—ationsi

highly"”‘selerzted members of the TQEFL candidate pgpu;atipn

" with respect to TOEFL performance (mean TOEFL total scores of

553 and 559, respectively, for TOEFL/GMAT and TOEFL/GRE

xﬁandidstégi—

Y

As Expe::ted EPL candidates nutperfgrmed ESL candidates ‘on

" TOEFL as well as on the varbal sectians of I:he ‘admissions

tEStE .

‘ ?DEEL t@tal.sggres; consistent with previous research, were
- found to be substantially correlated with GMAT verbal scores

()= .71) an\d GRE verbal scores (r = .7()) but not with GMI‘
qu ﬁtitative (f = .39) or GRE quantitative (1: = ,21). :

Observed TQEFL/verbal admissions—test ' c_arrelatigns were
highe; for EPL than for ESL subgroups (e.g., TOEFL/GRE verbal

: ,j,jeffit:iencs were .74 and .66 and TOEFL/GMAT verbal coeffi-
cile

lents were .76 and .68 for EPL and ESL subgroups). Higher
coefficients for EPL than for the ESL|/ candidates may be
sttfibuted hypcnt.hetic:ally, ti:: thg jikélihﬂ@ﬂ that;" EEEELIEE

guhgfﬁups, the. verbal admissians testg are psychoa;etric:ally

. more apprup:iate for EPL than for ESL candidates- .

average diffigulty ‘for TOEFL candidates,. _for whnm TQEFL ;Ln,--
turn, was of cgnsidergbly léss .than average diffic‘;ulty.

s;and_ardissed tests generally. Theoretically ,,_tl*‘erefnre,
easler "levels™ of verbal admissigns ‘tests arnd a somewhat

‘'more difficult level of TOEFL would provide more reliable

assessments for l:he TOEFL/adnissions~test populations, hence
better bases for evaluating observed re;atirmships bel:ween

- TOEFL and standard véfbal admissions tests. -

[ P

DE’pitE the high average level of diffit:ulty of the verbal -

admissions teste for foreign TOEFL/admissions test candidates,

" (and for foreign ESL'candidates generally), the obtained |

verbal scores have significant psychometric viability and '

-'ifrferb“'al test performance increased Eystématiga;ly with’

scores on TOEFL, e ,Ept in the lowest sector of the jgint
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Generel Cenel

d

kdistributien of 'IDE‘?L/verbel admissions—test eeeree- Asg

the level of TOEFL scores and English language proficiency
increased, TOEFL/ver al- test reletienehipe beeeme more
eéﬁieeians=eeet eendidatee began ta apprexime;e thee qf the
general admissions-test ee ndidate pgpu;atiene.

ugions

hypotheses for future consideration:

[+]

¥

Based on fiﬁdiﬁge of the present study and the results of.
scattered GRE and GMAT validity studies involving both U.S.
citizen and foreign examinees, verbal admissions—test score
comparisons »invel,ving ‘foreign ESL and Engliep—epeeking U.s.
candidates are not warranted. However, based on the same
evideﬁ;ee,- ehe ebeei‘ved verbel scores ef different fereign
eenee of pemit:ing valid- enmp, ieene among them with re5peet
te eurren; leével of functional ability to perform English-
;enguege verbal reasoning tasks such as those reflected in
the edmieeinne—test items and ﬂmee ;ana;ved in eerrying out
eeedemie werk. For foreign candidates with very low verbal
admissions: test scores and .very low TOEFL scores, limited ,
pfefieieney ;Ln Englieh as e-eeeend languege pe: se mey be a

Given an eppnftunity th impreve theiz Englieh prefieient;}:
the r funeti%nei ability to carry out the verbal task:
required on the admissions tests and in their academic
assignments may improve. The amount of time required for
substantive improvement in English language- prefic:iem:y
uﬁdeubteﬂly ETJ.,’].I vary from caﬂdidete t!: candidate.

‘I‘he depreeeed verbal edmieeions—teet performance of foreign
ESL- candidates relative to that of the general candidate
population: may be expleined as being due in large part to
differences between the pepuletiens in level ef Eﬁglieh
perfe;manee of iereign eendidetes is undeubtediy leee :hen
that of me;erity Eﬁglish‘epeekiﬁg candidates. Edueatieﬁal"
ei,;tural differeﬁeee -may also be 1nvolved, of course. -

Reeeereh ie ﬁ«\eeded te establish the ;Level of performance of
fereigﬁ ceﬁdid\stee on Englieh—lenguege verbal admissions
tests ‘under eesentielly unspeeded conditions and to extend
evidenee beering\ on (a) the ‘predictive velidit;y of admissions
teete fef enrel\led foreign students and (b) their level of
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acadgmig_ﬁerfgéﬁéncegrggative to that of majority gtu§§ﬁté
with comparable admissions~test scores. ! : I
The szuiy fiﬁdings provide further evidence of thefvélﬁe{g
of TOEFL for reliably assessing differences in,English

proficiency -for adhissions-test. candidates, whose English

language .background is questidnable and for idéﬁﬁif?i?g,r

subgroups within a given candidate poptilatiof whose-verbal
admissions—test scores are likely to have differing degrees
of usefulness in thé admissions process. .7 -

There would appear to be a potentialiy iﬁbéftant role for

.separate measures of speed and level of performance on verbal:

tests for foreign ESL candidates.

:77 3 B LR ) o N N - [ "‘ : N
Provision of separate reference group score distributions for

f 'appears to be

warrante:' and needed. o : o

r
foreign and citizen admissions test candidates
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. the three ger_-ticms are ptcvided along with a tm;al sz:;tre- T—

The Graduate Record Examinations (GRE} Aprictude Test and the Graduate
nagement Admission Test (GMAT) aie inteuded for use in evaluating the
academic qualifications 'of applicants for admission te graduate depart—
‘ments aud graduate schools of management, respectively. The GRE Aptitude

n

Test, which traditionally has provided measures of developed verbal and-

quantitative reasoning abilities (GRE verbal or GRE-V and GRE gquantitative
oer GRE=Q), was expanded in 1977 to include a measure Df developed analyt-
ical reasoning ability (GRE analytical or GRE-A). ~The GMAT provides

measures of verbal and quantitative reasoning (GMAT=V and GMAT=Q) and a
total scors.

“The candidate populations taking these tests, and the samples used
ndardizaction and Eﬁribfati on {(scaling), are made up predominantly

i ;E; wha Eﬁﬁii; v Common acculturaticon In the sense ol having
= recd, and fermally schooled in the lnited States, with
nglish as hé bas 1: language of discourse. However, these admissions
testing programs also serve foreign nationals who {(a) differ from the
typical test traker, and among themselves. with respect to cultural and
educational background and (b) in many i. .ances, report that they are

o N e
]
po
o
LT
ol
"1

“less proficient in English than in some other language.

0 During a recent E;@Eyeéf period (September 1977-August 197Y), for
example, about 23 percent Qf ‘GMAT E‘Egistfaﬁt‘: who l‘éspﬁ:ﬁd&é to

,,,,,,

greatest ’fi‘téﬁcy indicated that Fhay were “not U.S. :iﬁizené,gf

EhESE foreign candidates, some 48 percenﬁ indicated that they were:

“most fluent™ dn a 1anguage other than Engliseh (werﬁ "English is

the secondary language” ~r ESL Edﬁdidaﬁﬁs) while 52 percent were
"most fluent”™ in English . were Emglish is the primafy language”

_or EPL candidates). Some 10 percent of all- LHAT U.5. citizen

ﬁgﬁd;dakes were SEig!fépﬁfiEd ESL Eﬂﬁdidagés.

o Among GRE reéis:ranﬁs ‘during the"gage pEfiéd, about 13 percent
were self-reportedly net U.S5. citizéns; of these foreign regis-
trants, 52 percent repgr:ed that ‘they did not ,'Qt’:smnm_nit;atg'begzer
in English than in any other language" (were ESL candidates) and
about 47 percent reported the opposite (were gelf-reported EPL

" gandidatesg); of U.S5. elitizen Qandigates,—aitﬁc}st 3 perceat were

ESL candidates.

Graduate schools and departments fréquéﬁtly tequife applicaﬁ s whose
English language prafirigﬂcy is guestionablé ‘to submit scores on the Test
of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), which is designed for use as s
measure of English proficiency for individuals whose "nativé lamguage” is
not English. TOEFL yields measures of listening comprehension (ability to
understand "English as it is sgmlwﬁ in the United Startes), structure and
vritten expression (mastery of stfui;tural dnd grammatical pointe 4in
standard m:itten English), ami feading campr_g'herxsian vocabulary: (word
knowledge’ and understanding of a variety of reading m;erials). SEEEES on

s - ——
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o TOEFL is standardized and calibrated om a pepulation comprised
predominantly of foreign nationals whose native language is not
English and who have plans for undergraduate—~ or graduate-level
study in the United States or Canada.

o According to analyses reported in detail elsewhere (Wilson 1982,
1982a), about one—half of TOEFL candidates tested in the September
1977-August 1979 period reported that they did so to facilitate
plans to enter a graduate—level degree program in the United
States or Canada. R

~ The TOEFL program recommends that scores on TOEFL be used as -an
aid in interpreting scores on standard admissions tests presented by

" applicants whose native language 1is not English and/or in determining

whether such applicants need remedial work in English.

This study drew on data “rum testing files maintained by the GMAT,
GRE, and TOEFL programs at Educational Testing service (ETS) in oraer to
describe and analyze the performance of foreign candidates taking the
two admissions tests in relation to relative proficiency in English as
reflected (a) by self-reported best or primary language (i.e., English vs.
other) and (b) by scores on TOEFL. : : -

The major objectives of the study were:

a. to provide evidence regarding the levels and patterns of
scores on GMAT and the GRE Aptitude Test for foreign candi-=
dates classified by self-reported best .or primary language
(English best [or EPLJ) vs. English not best lor ESL]), and
for citizen ESL candidates-=i.e., those whose self-reported
“best” language is not English

b. to analyze the relationship between scores on the two
admissions tests and scores on TOEFL in samples of candi-
dares identified by cross—file matching as having taken
both one of the admissions tests and TOEFL.

Data, ggmplgsjfgn§75;udy,E:g§eﬁur§s

- Data for the study wére drawn from testing-program files containing
candidate records for the period from September 1977 through August 1979,
as follows: coe o

o First, the recozds of candidates who indicated in response tc
background questions that they were not citizens of the United
‘States (foreign) or that they were U.S. citizens but communi-
cated -better in a language other than English (citizen ESL) were
extracted from the GMAT and GRE files. (For convenience these
files are referred to as GMAT foreign or GRE foreign files even
though they contain records of citizen ESL candidates.)

14



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

=-3=

o Seacnd, u51ng ﬂamefSExfbirth éaté idEﬁtificatinﬁ récéfés iﬁ

LDEE! file an candidates for the same twosyeaz perlcd to create
two subfiles, one for TOEFL/GMAT and the other for TOEFL/GRE
candidates~—files containing admissions—test and TOEFL records for
individuals who teock both tests dutiﬁg the same two-—year period.

~Although the GRE foreign and TOEFL/GRE foreign files included records
for the entire two-year period, only data for candidates taking the GRE
Aptitude TESt during the 1977-78 testing year were retained for further
analysis. However, GMAT data for both testing years were included in
further analyses.

The records retained for the study were those that included scores
on the varlous tests for self=reported-noncitizens of the United-States.
and for U.S. citizens who reported that English was not their primary
language, i.e., citizen ESL:candidates.

Table 1, which prav,a s information regarding sample size, shows that
a 51gnifi§ant proportion of GRE and GMAT candidates who alsa took TOEFL
were classified according to their responses to admissions—test background
questions as EPL candidates. It was mnot anticipated- that the” subpopul a-
tion of admissions *est candidates taking TOEFL (intend=d for “individuals
whose “native languag.” is not English) would include a significant number
of members indicating that they were "most fluent” in English (GMAT) or
that they “"communicate[d] better in English than in any other language”
(GRE). However, prospective graduate students whose "native”™ language
(e.g., that of parents and the larger society during early years) is
not English may well be more fluent in English than they are in the
historically relevant “native language.” 1t is important to keep in mind,

of course, that the EPL/ESL distinction connotes relative praficiency=‘it

"is assumed only that .the_average level of English proficiency far EFL

candidates is higher than that for ESL caﬁdidates.

o For51gn candidates who report that they are bgtter communicators
in English than in another language (EPL candidates) are not
necessarily "natively fluent™ in English (though they may be
expected to exhibit higher scores than their ESL counterparts on a
measure of English proficiericy such as TOEFL and/or on tests of
developed verbal reasoning ability in English as will be seen

later, they do).

i e S /

1Aﬁcarding to iﬁformatien providea- by the GRE pragram, a significant
number of candidates, both citizen and foreign, during the 1978-79

testing year may have confused codes used to indicate a GRE Advanced Test
field with codes used to designate iﬁtended department or field of study.
Since certailn planned analyses of GRE score data involved classification
of candidates by field, it was decided not to include daﬁa for Fhe_
'1978~79 testing year in the analysis.

15
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Size of Samples of Foreign (EPL and ESL) and Citizen-ESL Candidates

and Subsamplas'f king an Admissiéns Test and TDEFL *

%;;E/ - Candidates Es#igg 4;77é;ndidatgf taking admissia;;
Citizenship/ admissions test test and TOEFL
primary : . . . Fercent
7%3ﬂ§uage B § B 7?%EEEEE* H Fercent™® Overlaph*
Gazégaréigu ESL 11,172 4.0 2,451 62.7 . 21.9
GRE-foreign EPL 11,114 £3.8 1,369 ﬁsig 12.3
GRE-Citizen ESL © 3,093 12.2 - 90@ 2.3 2.9
(Total GRE) : . 25,379 (100.0) . 3,910 {100.0) (15.4) .
GMAT-foreign ESL 26,5764  37.8 4,245 75.6 _  16.0
GMAT-foreign EPL 25,0964  35.7 © 1,312 23.4 - 5.2
GHATEtiEi§En ESL - 18 ,696# 26.6 ) - 57@ 1.0 0.3
{Toeal GHMAT) | 70,368# (100.1) ‘ (8.0

Note: GRE and TOEFL/GRE data are for candidates. taking the GRE Aptitude
Test during 1977-78; candidates may have takén TOEFL during the
pefind lQ?? ?9. GﬁAT daEa are far cand idates Eaking GHAT dufing

dufing thé game Eua-year periad. -

* Base for percentage iz number of tandidg:es. by admissions Ees: category.

number of candiﬂates, by admisslons test categorcy,

1s test and TOEFL. For example, 2,451 GRE-foreign
¢« TOEFL, representing 21.9 §EE:EHE of all GRE-foreign

an underestimate of uitimste,gveflap——e g.,; candi- -
to 9/77 eould net be 1dzﬁ€ified gince only a two-

: i
- @ Not included in all analyses. ) I
& A 12.5 percen: fandam 5ample of these candidates i;‘empiﬂyed in the
analysis f

/
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Due to the small size of the citizen ESL subgroups in the TOEFL/GRE
and TOEFL/GMAT samples, data for these subgroups were not included in
all anslyses.

Data: general. For all candidates, scores were available on either

the GRE Aptitude Test or the GMAT; scores on TOEFL were available for
subgroups within the GRE and GMAT foreign samples. The test variables
involved are as ocutlined below.

GMAT verbal (GMAT-V), scaled 0 — 60
GMAT quantitative (GMAT-Q), scaled D - 60
GMAT total (GMAT Total), scaled 200 - 80D

GRE verbal (GRE-V) scaled 200 - 800
GRE quantitative (GRE-Q), scaled 200 - 800
GRE analytical (GRE-A), scaled 200 - 800

TOEFL Listening Comprehension, scaled 20 - 80

TOEFL Structure and Written Expression, scaled 20 — 80
TOEFL Reading Camprahéﬁsian and Vocabulary, scaled 20 = &O
TOEFL Total, scaled 200 - 800 o :

"o Only the GRE aﬂalytical ability measure is relatively new.
Introduced in 1977, this measure is des;gned to tap student
abilities *o recggnize logical fElatiOnshipS, to draw conclusions
from a complex series of statements, to make inferences from
statements expressing relationships among abstract entities such
as nonverbal or nonnumerical symbols, etc.. This measure corre-
lates above .7 with both GRE-V and GKE-Q (Coarad, Trismen,
and Miller, 1977). GRE—A has been found to have validity for
predicting f;fszﬁyear grades in’ graduate school comparable-to that
of GRE=V and GRE—%, in samples that excluded foreign students

- (Wilson, in press).”

A variety of nontest data (e.g., answers Eﬂ a variezy of bagkgfnund
questions) were avdilable in the admissions—test candidate files. - The
nontest data actually employed in the present analysis ‘will be considered
separately for GMAT and GRE samples. The GMAT and TOEFL/GMAT analyses
are described in Section 2; a generally parallel presentation for the GRE

" and TOEFL/GRE analyses follows in Section 3. Major trends in find;ﬁgs

and general conclusions are considered in Sectiom 4.

éﬁéginning with the 1981-82 testing year, a feviSEd,vEfsian of the
analytical ability measure was introduced. :

= v . ;

1%
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Section 2. GMAT Foreign and TOEFL/GHAT Candidates:
Selezted Characteristics and Score Profiles

According to data available on the GMAT general candidate population,
the typical GMAT examinee is almost 2§ years of age (mean = 27.8 years)
and a substantiai majority is male (abnut 74 percent). Less than half of .
Ehe général candidate papulatian during the threeﬂyear PEf;Qd 1975 76

quesﬁ;qns indicated ﬁhat they planned to study full time. and abaut one in
six reported mo "full time employment” when they last took the GMAT
(Schrader, 1979).

Table 2 shows comparable data for foreign ESL and foreign EPL
candidates (and also citizen ESL candidates) in the GMAT and TOEFL/GMAT
samples. In evaluating the data in this table and others, it is important
to keep—in—mind-(a)-that the GMAT-samples-—include-individuals-in the
TDEFL/GHAI sampies and (b) that tﬁe GMAT aﬂalygis is based on a 12 5

o The GMAT foreign and citizen ESL groups averaged slightly over 27
years of age; the TOEFL/GMAT subgroups were younger, by a year or
more on the average, than the average member of the general
candidate population.

o About eight in ten foreign EPL and foreign ESL candidates were
male, as Eampared'tn abcut 74 pezzant nf ail'GHAT cahdiﬁates, anly

were ma;es. -

0 As compared to the general GMAT candidate population, proportion—
ately more GMAT foreign candidates reported plans to study full
time; among citizen ESL candidates, however, only about 44
percent planned full-time study. ' : .

6 Only about one-ténth (10.7 percent) of citizen ESL candidates-
reported no full-time work experience as compared to 22 percent of
foreign EPL, 26 percent of fa;eign ESL, and 16.7 percent of GMAT

candidates generally.

GMAT Performance

‘Measures of central tendency and variability (means and standard
deviations) for distributions of GMAT verbal, quantitative, and total

scores for fareign ESL, foreign EPL, and citigen ESL candidates are sﬁgwn:-

in Table 3. Several featurés af these data are natewarthy.

o On GMAT quantitative, the mean scores of foreign candidates do.
not differ from the mean for the general candidate population;

EPL and ESL foreign candidates have idenﬁical means on GhAT—Q.

18



Table 2

Selecred Characteristics af Foreign EPL, Foreign ESL, and
Citizen-ESL Candidates iﬁ the GHMAT and IDEFL!C-’HAT (Tf@iﬁl‘)

Samples, 1977-79 8
T ) o o - W -
. Age in HMale Fulli=time Ko full=time
Grou . = L=t
up H years study plan work exp
Mean % z %
General GMAT 300, 000+ 27.9 74.3 46.9 16.7
_popularion* i
GMAT foreign-ESL 3,322%% 27.4 80.0 '89.0 26.0
GMAT foreign-EPL 3,137%~ 27.2 79.1 64.9 22.0
GMAT citlzen-ESL 2,337%% 27.3 67.9 44.3 10.7
T/GHMAT foreign-FSL 4,245 26.6 81.9 B9.0 '26.0
T/GMAT foreign-EPL . 1,312 25.3 84.6 88.7 T 29.6
T/GMAT éitizen-ESL 57 26.7 61.4 . 75.0 78.1

*General GMAT population data are from inEEtnal program sources. Age
data are for eandidates tested during 1975-76; other data are for
candidates answvering the background questiong iavelved during three
:es\;ing years, 1975-76 Ehfaugh 1977-78. .

. *&Ns are for a 12.5 pEf:El‘lE tandom s;aj;ple of GMAT foreign.(EPL and ESL}) and
e eicizen ESL Esndidates ai:h rest sgates, 1977=78 and 19754’9 combined .
Note: General GMAT pﬂﬁulatiaﬁ data include multiple responses
. or records for répeaﬁing :andidates.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 3

Means and Standard Deviationz of GMAT Scores for All

Foreign &nd for Citizen-ESL Candidates,

Comparable Groups Taking Both GMAT and TOEFL:

1977

=78 and 1978-79

and for

cugr-v GMAT-Q GMAT-Total
%‘ﬂitg K Mean 5D  Mean SO Hean 5D

All candidates, . a . -
19771980 * 563,849 26 9 27 8 462 105
GMAT foreign-ESL 4 ana™® 5 .
1977-1979 : 3,322 15.9 8.6  27.0 9.3 380.4 100.6
GMAT forelign-EPL, . . 5
1977-1979 ey 3,137 24.2 9.8 27.0 9.2 446.6 116.8
GMAT citizen-ESL, 5 239" a7 2 8 = e 0 B a1

- 1977-1979 2,337, 27.3 a.3 26.0 8.0 466.0 100.4
T/ GHAT farzigﬁ=ESL 4,245 15.7 -7.8 28.9 9.2 389.7 98.6
1977-1979 : - -
T/GMAT foreign-EFL, 1,312 20,2 9.1 27.5 9.9  417.9 114.8
1977-1979 .
T/GMAT citizen-ESL,”. . 57 17.6 8.5 23.4 B.9  374.8 107.0
1977-1979 A , :
#80-81 GMAT Guide ghgi§ge of GMAT 5¢étes"caac; for all candidates)

*%Ng represent a. 12
and ESL—citizen

random sample of all foreign GMAT candidates

G&A‘I candida:es for 1977-78 and 1978-79.

Nu for

T/GMAT samples indicate the total number:-of candidates identified as

_havin

EF ! ind .

g | Eakm both GMAT and TOEFL during' the same

Note: "All ;anéidaté" statistics inﬂluda multiple records of _

fepgaters.
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o Among foreign candidates, those reporting English as the best
- language have markedly hlghef mean GMAT verbal scores than their
ESL counterparts, but their verbal mean is lower (by about 0.2
standard deviations on the average) than that for the normative
candidate population.

o The mean for GMAT citizen ESL candidates on GMAT verbal is
actually slightly higher than the mean for all GMAT candidates;
their quantitative and total score means are about the same as
those of the general GMAT pgpulaﬁiaﬁa

is similar to that fa: the tnzal GMAi fgreign pﬁpulaﬁlaﬂ (1 e.,
EPL candidates higher than ESL on verbal), but the verbal scores
for the TOEFL/GMAT foreign EPL group are lower on the average
than those for foreign EFL candidates genézally.

a The very small group of citizen ESL candidates in the TOEFL/GMAT
sample have lower GMAT-Q but somewhat higher GMAT-V means than do

foreign ESL candidates. However, they are quite different from’

the GMAT citizen BSL population, having substantially lower
verbal, gquantitacive, and total scores.

o On balance, it is clear that differences between all foreign ESL
and all foreign EPL candidates on GMAT total are due solely to
differences in their performance on the verbal section of the
GMAT~-differences that favoer tand;dates who report that they are
most flueﬂ: in English. : . o

Further pgrspgttiVE for assessing the level of perfarmanﬁe of the
foreign and citizen ESL ;andidates is provided below in the form of
percentile ranks in the general candidate pgpulatign "(Educational Testing

~Service, 1980a) EfoEEpDndiﬁg to the respe:tivg GMAT mean scores for the
vafinus graups.;

Percentile ranks of mesﬁ GMAT scores for

Citizenship/ candidates taking candidates who
langu ; ' ) GMAT i . also took TOEFL
v Q  Total. . V Q Total
Foreign ESL . 4 50 °© 20 - 13 59 23
Foreign EPL 38 50 - 4] - 25 52 31
Citizen ESL 51 -. 45 48 17 - 33 20

From the foregoing it is evident ﬁhat U.S. citizen candidates, even

those who indicate they are less fluent in English than in some other,

language, perform better on the verbal ‘section of GMAT than self—feparted
foreign candidates, even.those who report they are “most” fluent in
Englieh. It can also-be ;mfefred that citizen ESL candidates have verbal

scores cnmparsble to those of their citizen EPL counterparts but that

. 11- .  §31;,f
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foreign candidates who report that they are less fluent in English than in
some other language have markedly lower scores on the verbal test than
their counterparts whe indicate that they are most fluent in English.

It is also evident that the small group of citizem ESL Eaﬁdidatés
taking TOEFL in addition to GMAT is not representative of the larger
GMAT citizen ESL populatmm Bﬂwevari insofar as perfarmaﬁce on GMAT is

GHAT Perfarmam:e in Relatian to Performance on 'IDEFL

Over 5,000 GMAT candidates were identified by cross=file matching as
also having TOEFL test records during the study period The TOEFL/GMAT
sample includes both EPL candidates and ESL candidates.” EPL candidates
in the TOEFL/GMAT subgroup have a lower GMAT verbal-mean than that for all
GMAT foreign EPL candidates, but a higher verbal mean than their ESL
counterparts. '

In this section, canslderatinn is given (a) to the characteristic
of the distribution of GMAT -and TOEFL scores for foreign EFL and ESL
candidates and (b) to the relationships between TOEFL and GMAT scores
in these subgroups, with specisl emphasis on the relationship between
TOEFL total and GELAI vgrba,l. :

Charactgristi:s of score distributiens. Table 4 shows the means and

standard deviations of scores on TOEFL and GMAT for deaignated groups.

Also provided are percentile (centile) ranks of the respective means
showing the standing of the typical TOEFL/GMAT foreign candidate (a) on
TOEFL, relative to the score distributien for all prgspective graduate—
-level applicants taking TOEFL between September 1978 and August 1980, and
(b) on GMAT, relative to.the score distribution for all candidates taking
GMAT batween October 1977 and July 1980. Several features of the data in

Table 4 are noteworthy. . |- .

3As noted at the outset, TOEFL's candidate population is made up almost
exlusively of individuals whose reported "native language" is not
English. However, it is apparent that for g:aduateesehaal bound candi=
dates averaging somewhat over 25 years of age,- the current "language of
g:eatgst fluency" may well be different from the histﬁri:ally relevant

"native language” (e.g., that of the parental family and/a; the: larger
society during an individual's early years). ) :
Qin the analysgs invalving TDEFL/GMAT candidates, data for caﬂdldates
over 45 years of age and/or for whom the date of the undergraduate degree
and the date of most recent testing differed by more than 15 years were.
excluded. This was done to avoid the possibility of unusual outlier
;effegts in samples of fa:eign candidates. Certain analyses, replicated
in the unfestricted samples, suggest that this prar:autiun was not

necessary.
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Table 4

L]

Means and Standard Deviations of Scores on TOEFL and GMAT

and Centile Ranks of Mean Scores for TOEFL/GMAT-foreign .

Candidates
Foreign EFL Foreign ESL EPL & ESL *r
Test (N=1197)  __ (H=391B) _ (N=5i15) TPL ESL EPL &

Mean 5.0, mﬁﬂ’ §.D. Mean §.0. ESL
GMAT Verhal 20.2 9.0 - 15.7 7.7 16.8 8.4 25 13 18
GMAT Quantitative 27.5 9.8 29.0 9.2 28.6 9.4 52 60 " 60
GMAT Total ' 41B.0 113.3 389.8B 97.5 396.4 103.4 31 23 26
TOEFL Total 589.4 61.3 541.8 71.7 552.9 66.4 B9 71 77
TOEFL Listening 58.2 6.9 54.8 6.9 55.6 . B3 71 7
TOEFL Weiting _  58.7 7.0 53.0 7.2 5403 7.1 a8 &8
TOEFL Reading 59.9 . 6.4 54.8 7.1  56.0 6.8 88 67 74

Note: In analyses invelving the TOEFL/GMAT sample, candidates over 46 years
- of age and/or for whom the date of testing differed by more than 15

years from the date of the undergraduate degree were excluded. Thus,

Ns in this table and others involving this sample are less than those
reparteé in earlier tshles. .

*The percentile ranks for EHAT-EEB:ES are relative to norms for all GMAT
candidates tested between 10/77 and 7/80; those for TOEFL scores are for
all graduate-level TOEFL cand{dates tested betwveen 9/78 and 8/80. For

GMAT, normative zample means are 26, 27, and 462 for V, Q and Total,
respectively; standard deviations are 9, 8B, and 105. For TOEFL, EfaﬂBSEE!
level means are 51.1, 49.4, 51,0, and 505 for Listening Comprehensien,
‘Structure -and Gfittgn Expression, Reading Comprchension, and Tetal,
respectively and standard deviations are 6.8, 7.6, 7.5 and 65.
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o The typical GMAT/TOEFL candidate was well above average in per—
formance on TOEFL; the TOEFL total mean of 553 is at the 77th
centile in_the dlstributian of scores for TOEFL graduate—level
candidates.

© As expected, the typical EPL candidate performed better on TOEFL

(with TOEFL total at the 89th centile) than the typical ESL
Gaﬂdidate (at the 71st. centile).

o EPL and ESL groups are separated somewhat more shafply by their
TOEFL scores than by their GMAT verbal scores——e.g., in analyses
not reported in detail, the point biserial correlation coefficient
(computed as a measure of the degree of separation of the distri-
butions of scores for EFL and ESL groups, respectively) for TOEFL
total vs. EPL/ESL (1,0) was found to be .30, while the comparable
coefficient for CGMAT verbal ve. the EPL/ESL E:;Eerlnn was .23.

o The typical 1OEFL/GMAI foreign candidate (though average or better
on GMAT-Q) is well below the general candidate average on GMAT
verbal-—-1i.e., the GMAT-V mean of 16.8 is at approximately the
18th centile among all GMAT candidates. EPL candidates have
somewhat higher average verbal scores (25th centile) than do ESL
candidates (13th centile).

Heagures of 'Eﬁtral tendéncy and variability alane are nét suffi=
candidates on the verbal measures ;ﬁﬂéf c@nsidafation here, as may be
seen in Figures 1 and 2. These figures show the relative frequency of
scores {i €. Ehe percentage cf Eandidatéﬁ) iﬁ various in;ervals of

:ﬂgmp:ehgnsian aﬁd :Qtal (Figuzg Z) for fcr21gn ESL and £g:eign EEL

candidates. In Figure l, relative frequency polygons representing the
distribution of scores of all GMAT candidates on GMAT-V and GMAT-Q are
superimposed on the distributions for ESL candidates; in Figure 2, a_

‘similar comparison is shown for the TOEFL total distributions of al}l

graduate-level TOEFL Qaﬁdidates:and of TOEFL/GMAT foreign ESL zandidazes.'
0 In Figure 1 it is evi dent that the dist:ibutign of GMAT verbal
scores for ESL candidates is centered near the low end of the

verbal score scale and tends to be positively skewed--i.e.,

zharazterised by heavy concentrations of scores in two or tthE of

e ez F

T
5The mean of 553 on TOEFL for these IDEFL/GMA'I candidates is almost .

EThE dis’ﬁfiﬁutiﬂﬂ:fﬂi‘ all GMAT candidates is based on candidates testgd

during the 1975-76 testing year (available from unpublished material
provided: by the GMAT program); the TOEFL graduate-level distribution is
dEriVEd from tables Publlshed in the TOEFL Test and Score Manual (1981)

- S
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Generzlly speak=<ing. these properties are characteri f distribue=
tions of scims on ==ny standardized test that is of well above average
difficulsy fwa giv—ren group. The distributions of TOEFL reading and

total Scorwifor thes se candidates, however, exhibit different properties.

o Figue 2 shs ows that the distributions for both ESL and EPL
candllites te nd to be concentrated heavi'y above the center of the
scondistril burion and that they exhit.: negative skewness=—i.e.,
verylgh co- ncentration in one or two higher intervals with a
gradul spre- ad of scores across several lower score intervals—-a
tendmy thas = is particularly pronounced in the distributiocns for
forelp EFL c= andlidates.

These mpertie=s are characteristic of score distributions on any

standardizellest tHEThar is of less than average difficulty for a given

group, and liFL clesarly 1is of less than average difficulty for those
TOEFL candigtes whees also take GMAT.  The fact that the scores . of GMAT/

TOEFL candiites ares EGHEEﬂtfaEEd heavily in the lower range of the C%iA'I
verbal scalimd in the upper range cof the TOEFL scale is significant
because sucltrcumsessrtances generally are conducive to diminished effi-
ciency of wmuuremer—at within the particular high- and/or low—scoring
groups undu censls deration. Because GH {AT/TOEFL candidates perform
exceprionaljwell - on TOEFL and very poorly on GMAT verbal, neither
t2st i86 mawxlly res=liable for this particular population. Thus, their
relationship are” to some extent attenuated by pure “measurement”
canside:at;ona ag we==1)l ps by distortions attributable to thé less than
“norma. ive” Il of moroficiency in English. :

5::{'!?3 Iterrela stionships for EPL and ESL zandidates. Using data
for essentlilly the  same “TOEFL/GMAT sample as that considered here, -
Powers (198 examir=ed the correlation between TOEFL and GHAT scores in
analyses thiidid nc—ot take into asccount differences in reported English
langusge stilis. -Ti==:e correlations reported by Powers are shown in Table
5. Table Biws resssmults obtained in the present study when correlations
between thelio sere=s of test variables were computed separately for EFPL

?The extentc if conce==ntration of the scores of GMAT foreign candidates at
the lowest mge of xrhe yerbal scale is indicated by the fact that, among
candidates itsted &3uring 1975-76, almost one~half (48.5 percent) of all
candidatesith GMAST verbal scores of 12 or below were noncitizens who,
during thattestivgss yesar, accounted for only 15.6 percent of the. total
candidate pulatieon, and that fm:eign candidates with scores of 12 or

below repreited same 28 pefcéﬁf of ail fﬁreign candidates tested during-

that vear.

27



-

and ES3L candidates—--groups that differ inwverage leve 1 of daveloped
proficiency in English, as reflected in 1TlfL, anéd in a==erage level of
developed verbal reasoning abilitv., ss refledd in GMAT ver—bal.

¢ Table 5 shows that, in the undifferetiated sample _, the strongest
relationship (r = .71) obtains betwea(MAT verbal ==nd TOEFL total
{a composire of measures of English lmguage listen=Zng and reading
comprehension and knowledge of essenthl points of =E=nglish grammar
and usage}; GMAT quantitative snd Tl variables =sre nor closely
related (e.g., for TOEFL total ws. WAT-Q, r = .3=). Due to the
fact that GMAT rotal includes a “nwerbal” comp——mnent, the GMAT
total relationship with TOEFL ctota(r = .66} is lcwer than the
TOEFL/GMAT verbal relationship. S
From Table &, it is evident that TCEFL/MAT verbal ecsrrelations are
consistently higher in the EPL sample than feither the cc—mbined EPL/ESL
sample {Tnble 3) or the ESL sample.
¢ Lre reascnab g such resule = is that the

5k
ainéd,,én GHAT‘jgfbal arepore reliable= indicators of

if
i
Ll
‘L e

differ-nces in verbal ability (less ‘wntaminated™ by differences——
in English proficiency, per se) forWMAT candidatees in the range
of éaevelgped E lish pfafiaienty reprasen;a;, by the TDEEL

Exhibiziﬁg, on the averag a lowerlevel of éeg;elcged English

proficiency (i.e., ESL candidates) It should e recalled in
this conneccion thart the distributim of verbal scores for ESL
candidates had a proportionately .hewler concentr=tion of scores
near the low end of the scale thanild the distrE bution for EPL
candidates. . ~

Although not shown in the tables, thetelationship=s between GMAT -
verbal and GMAT quantitative scores and biveen: TOEFL =T otal and GMAT
. quantitative scores are relevant.

o 1In samples of GMAT candidité& g@nenlly, the corre=lation between
GMAT verba} and GMAT quantitative iireported to b=e in the .55 -
.57 range.~ In the EPL sample, thewrbal=quantit—ative correla-
tion was .60 and in the ESL samplelt was '.50; L_n the combined
sample, the verbal-quantitative comlation was e=ssentially the
same as that reported for the genenl candidate p=opulation; the
correlation of TOEFL total with GMAM (approximat—ely .4 in EPL,‘
ESL, and combined samples) was somilat lower tl=man the verbal-|
quantitative correlations., - The fat that: verba_l-quaﬁtitative‘
correlations in these foreign sampluiere like tlmmose in general
GHAT c¢andidate samples indicates thal despite the <~wvery depressed
levels of GMAT verbal scores of forxiin candidates==, their verbal
scores stili have suffdcient psychoutric viabilit—y to -exhibit a

8Unpublished internal data.

e
e -
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Table 5
Simple Correlatien Between GMAT and TOEFL Scores:

TOEFL/GMAT-forelign Sasple (EPL & ESL)

Structure
and
Written

Comprehensien
zmd

. Listening
Vocsgbulary

___Comprehension

“Reading

fotal

GMAT=Verbal .58 .66 - .69
’ -39

.64

GHAT=Quantitazive -
GHAT-Total .52

YAl
39
166

N =

5,781

sble &

Simple Correlation between GMAT and TOEFL Scores:

EPL and ESL Subgroups, TOEFL/GHAT

~ Structure = FReading

Comprehension
and

_Voecsbulary

GHMAT seorr
Written
Expression

‘Listening
Comprehension

_ Tl

.73
T
-
T 43

.65

.63

.70
.61
.35
.42

.61
.60

GHMAT=Verbal (é?l-)
- (EsL)

GHAT=Quantitative

{EFL)
(ESL) . .

GMAT=Tot

R T T
PO R I

al '(EPL)
(ESL)

W16
68

W1
L

b8
b4

e}

- M
Lo

=1
]
w
-

re 1197 and 3918, EPL and ESL, respectivel) '



"no=mal"” relationship with scores earned on the GMAT quantitative
sect—don. . .

"J0EFL total and GMAT verbal: A detailed amna lysis.g traphic
portrayals of the ’I EFL total/GMAT verbal relationship in EPLand ESL
subgoups =mre is provided 'in Figures 3 and 4. Figure 3 isa cross-
tabulstion of scores on the two measures in the EPL sample; Figure 4 is a
compirable cross—tabulation for the ESL sample. In each figure a line
has been dx==awn that connects th?,median GMAT-V scores fof candidates in
the wrious TOEFL score 1ntgrvals. - ‘

\u U

t The somewhat-closer- assaﬁiatiﬁﬁ—bez—aeeﬂQEFL and _GMAI-Y_in _the
EFL than in the ESL sample is evident in the data. It is alsc:
cle=r (a) that the relationship between the two sets of measures
is ot linear throughout the entire range of scores and (b) that
tenciencies toward nonlinearity are somewhat more pronunced in
the ESL® sample (in which 38 percent of candidates scored below
13 «©u GMAT verbal) than in the EPL sample (in whichonly 22
per —ent of the sample was concentrated in the- lawest GMAT-V
scoI—e irn;ervals).

Lsyst =matic assessment of the relatianships portrayed in these

scatterploi=s is provided in Table 7, which shows the mean level of the
observed (EMAT verbal scores for candidates in salected TOEIL score
intemvals. Alsoc shown in the table are two sets of predicted GHAT means —
estilmted _using TOEFL total as the predictor variable., ‘One set of

EStithEE x s based on a :egressian equaticm derived under thE assumpt;inn

basad on ara equatlgn that tEkES iﬂED a-:cmmt the abfarved cu;:vilineaflty.
which provE des a “quadratic fit"” for the data. In beth, instances,
equatins we=re developed using data for the combined EPL and ESL samples.
The actual GMAT verbal means were detemined directly from the data shown
in Flpres = and 4. W

f
— — i

IPordeta® led analyses of the nature of the felatiunship,between ‘each
ofthe TCIEFL section scores and GMAT scores- in the total GMA'i/'I‘GEFL
_ sample, se=e Powers (1980). . ! )

loThe comprater program emplnyed used TOEFL total inte;vals defiﬂed as
follows: €.8., 200.0001 = 225.0000, 225.0001 = 275. DUDD. Inprinting
out, the decimals were dropped. Thus, one score point shauld be added
tothe 1L ower limit of each interval to indicate. the actuil range
included — For Example, 425=475 1n2ludes scores of 426=475 {nclusive.
:

_‘uln the ;uf‘uilinear Equatian, the actual TOEFL total score/ am:l the sqaaré
‘ofthe sc=ore. ‘are entered as predictors. This pra;adu:e Exﬂggerates
the contr % bution of scores in the higher range relative to scores in the
lower rang=e. The curvilinéat estimates are as prQrEEd by Powers (1980,
‘Tatle 4) .. based on quadratic equations using data fuf all 'IOE.FL/G}:LAT .
forelgn c=andidates, EPL and ESL cgmbined. : ' : -

Q
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Table 7

Level of Observed GMAT-Verbal Scores in Eelaﬁiaﬁ to Level
= .!

- Expected from TOEFL Total Score: EFL and ESL ubgraups
i} .k Ghserveé GHMAT-V mean fnf candi-
TOEFL Hid- Estimated
interval point _ MTE-,V* _— ,da:ég in TOEFL J‘ﬂ;ﬂval .
Linea Curvi- ) - . - .
B 777777 _ linear EPL N ESL, . ‘:Qﬂiﬁ—!Ed
&26-675 &850 25.6 28.5 28.1 (;l&)ii 27.0 ( 334) 27.6 ( 750)
576=615 600 21.1 20.8 19.7 (409) 20.7 ¢ 925) 20.4 (1335)
526=575 550 16.5 14.9 14.7 (186) 15.2  (1190) 15.1 €1376)).
é?5-52§_ 500 12.1 . 10.8 . 10.3  (104). CLoA1.20 (.960). 11,1 C1004)-.
426-475 450 7.6 8.5 7.6 (61) B.B ( 387) B.6 { 448)
A756=425 400 3.0 n.a. 5.8 (19) 9.0 ( 133 8.6 ( 172)

**Number in parentheses is the number of candidates in the respective TOEFL Tetal
intervals. : ’ . E

W
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ally speaking, estimates based on the quadratic equation
are claser to the observed means in both the EPL and th ESL
groups than are the estimates assuming linearity.

o
Ly
m
‘:‘M

o Trends in the fit between estimated and observed means are quite
similar for both EPL and ESL groups when estimates are based on
TOEFL scores above the 426=475 interval; in . the lower intervals,
the linear estimates fit the observed GMAT-V means of EPL candi-
dates more closely than those of ESL candidates.

The general similarity of trends in the two samples suggests thaz
for puzposes of predicting GMAT verbal from TOEFL total, separate treat-
ment of EPL and ESL subgroups probably is not necessary. -

o If Ehe mean TOEFL tatal scores fr:f EEL snd ESL groups (ag Ehmﬁi_
equatiﬁm (repmrted in the note to Table 7) it will be fmmd that
the estimated and observed GMAT verbal means are essentially
identical. Consistent with this, in other analyses .not shown
in the table, when English-language vs. non—English language
dominance was us used as a nﬁminal predigtor variable (EPL = 1, ESL =

0) in combination with TOEFL total to predi«;t ‘GMAT verbal, the

resulting multiple correlation coefficient did not differ from

thzt for TDEEL total alone.

Summary c:f GMAT and TOEF L/GHA Findings

The GMAT and TDEFL/GMAT analyses that have been reviewed indicate
the following.

- } Insofar as performance on GMAT quantitative is concerned, (IMA'I‘
— foreign and TOEFL/GMAT candidates cannot be distinguished from the
general GMAT candidate pgpulatiaﬂ. Moreover, on GMAT-Q, groups
differing in average level of English language proficiemcy——i.e.,

ESL foreign, EPL foreign, and "GMAT -candidates generally” (the

last representing the range of English—language proficiency
characteristic of management—school bound, English—speaking U.S.
zitizens)“ﬂ:erfﬂfm equally wel;l. on the average, and their overall

o However, with respect to GMAT verbal, for all igreign ﬂandiﬂateg
taking GMAT and within the subgroup also taking TOEFL, the average
performance of both ESL and EPL candidates 1is lawer than that of
the GMAT candidate population generally; the average performance

- of ESL candidates, reportedly less fluent in English than in

- " another language, is markedly lower; however, as TOEFL scores

approach 600, the mean GMAT verbal score of TOEFL/GMAT candidates
_apprasches that nf the GH.AT gene;a; papulatian.

o ;Differences iﬂ the average GHAI—V SEﬁrES f:;: EPL and ESL caﬁdi—-f
dates in the TOEFL/GMAT sample -aré consistent with difﬁetem:es in

34
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their average performance on TOEFL totral; and scores on this

measure are substantially correlated with GMAT verbal (r = .71 in
the total sample, r = .76 in the EPL sample, r = .68 in the ESL
sample).

o The higher TOEFL/GMAT correlations in the EPL sample may be due
to the possibility that, because of their greater aversage level of

English proficiency, the EPL candidates' performance on GMAT was
mg;gitETiably assessed rthan that of their ESL counterparts, who

had lower average English 1gnguage facility.

culzy (GHAI‘V) and ths ather af below average difficulty (IDEELJ
for the sample under consideration, is complicated by purely

psychometric considerations unrelated to the “"skills” the tests

are designed to measure. GMAT candidates who also take TOEFL are

typically at or above the 75th centile among graduate-level TOEFL
candidates (EPL candidates typically scored near the 90th centile)
but below the 25th centile on GMAT verbal. Theoretically, for
.—highly selected groups of TOEFL candidates (like those taking
GMAT), the correlation between scores on a somewhat more difficult
versinn of TOEFL and a somewhat less difficult version of GMAT
verbal should provide better estimates of the level of relation-
ship between the skills being measured than those rEprtEi here.

On balance, the findings that have been reviewed Euggést strongly:

. that zhe lgwer 1evel of English languagé pf@fitiEﬁcy is a majaf faztar

Especially ESL ﬂandidates, on GHAT vﬂrbal felacive tn the level fgr
GMAT candidates generally. Despite the depressed levels of verbal scores
for foreign candidates, however, it is evident that these scores have
significant psychometric viability--e.g., they correlate substantially
with TOEFL scores, and verbal—-quantitative correlations are tnnsistent

with those observed in the general GMAT candidate population.



Section 3. GRE Foreign and TOEFL/GRE Candidates:

The analyses in this section are based on foreign candidates taking
the GRE Aptitude Test during the 1977-78 testing year and a subgroup of
these candidates who also took TOEFL during the period from September 1977
through August 1979. Table 8 provides information regarding selected
demographic and academic characteristics of the samples under considera—
tion. Data from the general GRE candidate population for the 1978-7
testing year (Wild, 1980) are provided for purposes of comparison.
All data are from the GRE files. Since the number of TOEFL/GRE citizen

"ESL candidates was limited, data for citizen ESL candidates were not—
included in the TCEFL/GRE analyses.

o Judging from the data in Table 8, the GRE foreign candidate
¢ . population as compared to the general GRE population was slightly .
‘ " older on the average and characterized by higher percentages
of males, doctorate-degree seekers, candidates with some previous
graduate study, and candidates planning to major in physical or,
biclogical sciences. In the TOEFL/GRE subgroups, vary high
proporticns of males were oriented toward physical and bioscience
departments. As in the general candidate population, females were
underrepresented among foreign candidates planning study in the
biological and physical sciences and overrepresented among those
oriented to humanities and social sciences. :

GRE Performance

. Measures of central tendency and variability (means and standard-
deviations) of scores on the GRE Aptitude Test for GRE foreign EPL and
ESL candidates, GRE citizen ESL candidates, and EFL and ESL subgroups
taking TOEFL are shown in Table 9. Also shown are data for the GRE

" general candidate population. In evaluating these data it is important

- to keep in mind that the severadl groups differ, as is shown in Table 8,
with respect to sex composition and relative concentration in graduate
fields of study that differ in verbal and quantitative emphasis.

o Foreign ESL candidates (who indicated that they communicated

_ _better 'in 'a language other than English) generally, and that
. subgroup of GRE foreign ESL candidates who also took TOEFL,
clearly had depressed GRE verbal means (more than 1.0 standard

- deviation below the general population mean). .

IZS;r;ctly comparable data were not available for the general candidate
" population tested during 1977-78. For the purpose of comparison with
foreign .and citizen ESL groups, the 1978-79 "all candidates” data are
deemed to ‘be appropriate, ambiguities regarding coding for intended
major field notwithstanding (see note, page 3). . VI ST
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Selected Characteristics of

Forelgn ESL, and Citizen-ESL)

GRE jeveral candidate
populstien
(1978-79)

EPE (tacluding To
Charsctarintie Foraign
EFL® ESL
Mean age 6.2 18.3
Hean year of RASAS 75.1  Ta.9
Hale (I) [ 3 74
Dadergraduats schonl
ublic (1) . 74 72
Mo previous grofuscs
study (1) & L)
Doctorate=degrae goal ’
Falas -1 48
Fenalas' 4B 335
Intesded f1s14 (Palam)
Busanitias (X) ) [ 3
Social Sctences (XD n 13
Bicacisocas (I) T 14 11
Fhyslcal Scisnces (I) 32 A¥
Othar (T) L $

Inteoded field (Femalan)
Bumaoities (X) T Y 25
. Social Zctlsnces (1) 43 b1
Biosciescan (I) n ) i
7 1s
11 3

Fhysical Seiences (I)
Obar (1)

5.
75034
47 -

&5

11,114 11,172

Manbar of canan

BOTE: Dats for tha GRE géneral candfdate Pej i
vere Bot sveilable

data for the 1977-78 yea

"EFL Indicat
candidaten’ replies to CRE background

selevant CRE Background questfon, Dmts for = small ounber of eftfs

Smaple ara ot Tepertmd. )

#This mean Bas Beas rafuced by ona year to
1877=78 saaplas,

€8 English fs primsry Isaguage and ESL indicates E

10w for tda yoar's diffarsnce b
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Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations of GRE Apritude Test Scores

for Subgroupe Taking TOEFL

R T GRE- “GRE-  GRE- -

Group ) _ Verbal _ _Quanticative _Analytical

, Mean 5.0, Mean 5.D. Mean S.D.

GRE, generals 831,650 479 129 518 135 496 120

Foreign EPL 11,114 435 141 543 144 438 139

Forelga ESL 11,172 342 95 574 145 - 383 114

Citizen ESL - 3,093 430 127 460 140 422 133
TOEFL/GRE

Foreign-EPL 1,369 386 123 603 133 406 119

Foretgn ESL 2,451 345 95 606 136 400 114

Combined 3,820 360 108 ‘605 135 402 116

*From 1980-81 Guide to the Use of Graduate Record Examinations (ETS)-—examinees
tested between 10/77 and 6/80.
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o Foreign EPL candidates (who indicated that they communicated
better in English than in any other language) generally were
somewhat below average on the verbzl and the analytical measures.

o Those GRE foreign EPL candidates who also took TOEFL (about
one=sixth of all f@feign EE ca ndidatas) had gubstaﬁtially 1awer
generally. At the same Eime, TDEFL/GRE EPL candidatas pEffﬂImEﬂ
somewhat better on the verbal measure than did their TOEFL/GRE
ESL counterparts. (Selection into the TOEFL candidate pool
for the foreign EPL GRE candidate is assaciatéd with lower

-~~~ performance on the ‘verbal measure.) . =

o Foreign candidates, without regard to intended field of study,
had higher quantitative means than the general candidate popula-
tion, but substantially lower means oh the analytical ability
measure; 1t is noteworthy that the foreign ESL candidates
generally, and both ESL and EPL candidates in the TOEFL/GRE -
subgroup, performed exceptionally well on the quantitative test.

Additional perspective fcr assessing the level of performance of the
foreign and citizen ESL candidates is provided below in the form of
percentile ranks in the general candidate population (Educational Testing
Service, 1980b) corresponding to the respective means. '

Percentile ranks cf mean GRE scores for

Citizenship/ ' : candidates taking candidates who
2 ___GRE also took TOEFL
Ty Q A V. Q@ A
Foreign EPL . 31 56 31 23 3
Foreign ESL . 15 64 ‘14 e .. 7
36 33 20 © MeAs 'n_a. n.&.

Citizen ESL

From the fc{egaiﬁg de 15 evident that fareign ESL candidates
generally, despite.exhibiting a high level of developed ability to perform
tasks of the type represented by items in the quantitative test, do not
-perform well on-either the verbal test or the analytical test (whgse items
make a relatively heavy demand on Eﬁglish=laﬁguagg verbal ski;lg).

Performance by intended field of study. . As noted abgve, foreign
candidates-— 'especially foreign ESL ﬂandidates==have higher GKRE-Q means
than do GRE candidates generally. However, they more frequently intend to
study in. engineering, mathematics, and physical science fields (see Table
8),. and candidates in these fields tend .to have, ‘higher than average
quantitative scOores. Figure 5 shows profiles of means on:the vetrbal,
-quantitative, and analytical measures for GRE ‘foredgn arnd TOEFL/ GRE

foreign EPL and ESL- candidates classified aﬁcarding to ten h;gxd

5o
", 4
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intended—field categories. In assessing the differences in profiles
or various groups, it is important tc keep in mind that TOEFL/GRE candi-
jates constitute a subgroup of GRE foreign candidates,

M’n “r- b

El

The contrast in the level of pgtfermanée_ﬂf foreign candidates on
the quantitative measure as opposed to the verbal and analytical measures
is strikingly demonstrated in the: figure.

¢ On the quantitative test, the profiles of means by intended area

of study for foreign EPL and ESL candidates conform very closely
in lével and patEEfﬂ to Ehe profile for'all GRE candi&ates, no
with 1“Ept;’lft;ed diffe:énces in EEPDIEEQ English*language prlmacy'
when control is intr.duced for intended field.

© On both the verbal and the analytical tests, the pattern of means
of foreign candidates by intended area is gemerally similar to
the pattern of field means in the general candidate population,
but the profiles differ rather markedly in level.

© On both the verbal and the analytical measures, foreign EPL
candidates are seen to exhibit generally higher performance
across all fieslds than foreign ESL candidates generally.

S o RBelative to their-ESL—eeunterparts; foreign-EPL candidates who

also took TOEFL performed somewhat better on the verbal than on
the znalytical test. Note that the verbal profile for TCEFL/GRE
EPL candidates 1s clearly separated in level from the profiles of
GRE ESL and TOEFL/GRE ESL candidates, whereas the analytical
profiles are not clearly distinguishable.

Ci;izen ES5L candidates, whose profiles sve not shown (see Appendix A
for means by field), had higher verbal and analytical means in all
intended fields than did foreign ESL candidates and lower quantitative

.means for all i1ields than did either foreign EPL or fafeign ESL
-Eandidatés. : .

On balanae, the GRE perfarmsﬁce data that have been reviewed indlcate
that foreign candidates who report communicatirg better in English than
in another language (EPL candidates) perform better on both the verbal
and the analytical measures than do fereign candidates whae report the
gammunicate better in _some ather language (ESL candidazesj. Thé data alsa

-

lBAppendix A EhDHS the fields included in Eath category shown in the
figure. Also included in Appendix A are tabular summsrieg for each of
the gfﬁups under Eansideratign (i.e., GRE fcreign EFL, fareign ESL and

shﬁwing for each inteﬁded area of study and for each test (a) the number
of candidates and (b) the mean and standard deviation of scores.

£
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~——the—three—TOEF

groups differing, by inference, in average level of developed English

language proficiency when control is introduced for intended field of
=] trud 72 = )

ﬁgg732§féfﬁaﬁﬁériﬁiﬁéiatigﬂ to Performance on TOEFL

Almost 4,000 GRE candidates also took TOEFL during the study perioed;
the sample ingiudés both EPL and ESL candidates. Foreign EPL candidates
taking the GRE'who are selected into TOEFL candidacy (because they need to
demanstrate their prc:i::iency in English as well as the:.r perf@fmance on

Hhﬁ do ﬁat taka ;DEFL but sgmawhat higth verba; means than tﬁeir ESLi
c«:unterpsr"s in the TOEFL/GRE sample. .

In this section, consideration is given to (a) the characteristics of
distributions of TOEFL and GRE Aptitude scores for TOEFL/GRE foreign
ESL and EPL candidates and (b) the relationships between TOEFL and GRE
Aptitude test scores in these subgroups.

hi

i m
e

Characte;isti;s of score distributions. Table 10 shows the means -
and standard deviations of scores of TOEFL/GRE EPL and ESL candidates on
I—sections (listening comprehension, structure and written
expression, and reading comprehension and vocabulary) and TOEFL total, and
centile ranks of the means relative to the population of graduate—level
candidates who took TOEFL between OUctober 1977 and August 1980; GRE data
are also provided in the table (percentiles indicate relative standing in

the general candidate pnpulation for the perigd October lQ??‘June 1980).

o The Eypical GRE/IDEEL examinee was well above average in perform-

ance on TOEFL; the TOEFL total mean of 559 for the combined .
ESL-EPL sample is at approximately the 80th centile for TOEFE

candidates planning to enter graduate—=level degree programs.

o As ex?eczed, the typ;cal PL candidate performaed better on TOEFL

(mean at 84th centile) than did the typical ESL candidate (mean at
76th centile). : ‘ :

-

.o EPL ‘and ESL subgroups are .separated to about the same extént by
TOEFL total as by GRE verbal; thé point biserial coefficient

(computed as a measure of the degree of separation of EPL and

z

lé”‘I‘he 559 TOEFL total mean for these IGEFL/GRE aandidates 15 somewhat
higher than the mean (534) for some 36,000 TOEFL candidates tested
during 1977-1979 who indicated that they were taking TOEFL because
they planned to enter graduate department as degree—seeking students.
Means by broad area of intended department were 536, 533, 526, and 536
fnr humanities, social sciences, biosciences and physical scilences,
espectively (see Wilson, 19823). .
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Takle 10

GRE

Standard Deviatlons &7 TDEFL and S
Centile Ranks of Hean Scores for TOEFL/GRE Candidates

Foreign EPL TForeign ESL Combined Centile ranks

Test N = 1366 N = 442 N = 3808- of meang®
5. D. Mean S5.D. EFL ESL Combined
GRE-V " 3B6-123 345 95 360 108 23 16 18
GRE-Q 603 133 606 136 605 135 72 72 712
GRE-A 406 119 400 114 402 116 2% 23 23
TOEFL ,

" Total 573 64 552 61 559 63 84 76 80
Listening 56 7 55 7 55 7 76 72 12
" deiting 57 7 sa 7 55 7 83 72 76

"'Reading 59 7 s6 7 57 7 8 74 78

|
]
!

#Cencile ranks of GRE means are relative to norms for general candidate
population for the peried 10/77 - 6/80; for TOEFL means centiles are ~
relative to graduate-level candidates tested betveen 9/78 and B/80.
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ESL subgroups) for TOEFL total vs. EPL/ESL (coded 1,0) is .l6,
while that for GRE verbal vs. EPL/ESL is .l18. However, they are

esgentially undifférentiated by perfaﬁaﬁce on GRE quantitativa
and GRE analytical.

E‘igures 6 and 7 point up characteristics of the distributions of
TOEFL/GRE candidates' scores on the three GKE Aptitude measures and
TOEFL total. - , i - -

o Figure 6 shows that the distribution of GRE verbal scores for the
TOEFL/GRE sample (EPL and ESL combined) is concentrated near the
low end of the GRE scale ‘and is positively skewed-—i.e., within
the verbal distribution, the proportion of relatively low scores
is much higheér than the proportion of relatively high scores; this
ig true to only a slightly lesser extent for the analytical
dist:ibutian.i Gn the other hand, the quantitative &istfibutia‘ﬁ is

nega tively skewed .

o The TOEFL total distributions for EPL and ESL subgroups in Figure
’ 7 show characteristics opposite to those of the GRE verbal and
analyﬁical score disfributiaﬂs in Figu’re 6. Reflééting tha

E —Te spEtﬂ?i:vE}r—gr e—a t—tii é&?&t—h—and—s{t) t.—l'l—:en t. i:]:és—r el&t ive—-ta—al 1—
graduate-level candidates, these distributions are tcncentrsted

larg 2ly above the mid-range of the TOEFL scale and tend to be

negatively skewed.

Within a group for which given tests are either substantially above-
or below average 1in ﬂiffiﬁﬁlty, efficiency of measurement (i.e., the
reliability of observed differences between group members) tends to be
attenuated. Accordingly, neither TOEFL nor GRE verbal nor GRE analytical
is maximally "efficient” in TOEFL/GRE foreign samples, a factor that
should be taken into account in assessing the level and nature of rela=
tionships between TOEFL and GRE Aptitude scores in the sample of fgreign
‘candidates taking both tests (see Figures 1 and 2 and felated discussinn
of similar findings in the TOEFL/GMAT sample). -

TDEFL/GRE score interrelatiot‘xships. Tables 11 and 12 summarize
results of general analyses of the relationship of TOEFL scores to GRE
Aptitude scores. Table 11 shows simple correlations of the respective
TDEFL sgcﬁian and tatal scares with GRE vafiables, Iable 12 shows Iesults

:;——c{mt rihutinn_gLLthespe:mLiﬂEﬂjem:ia_st;ntes,,\:aipredictian gf the -
GRE variables and (b) differences in relationships under assumptiﬁﬂs of
linearity and curvilinearity. Results are shown separately for the EE‘L
ESL, and combined EPL/ESL samples. -

o In Table 1l it may be seen that relationships between TOEFL
' scores and GRE verbal are sygtematigally highgr than IQEEL/GRE
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Table 11

Simple Correlation between Scores on TOEFL and Scores on the

GRE Aptirude Test for EFL, ¥5L, and Combined Samples

GRE=Verhal _ GRE-Quantitative GRE-Analytieal

EFL  ¥5L Comb EFL ESL Comb EPL  ESL Coumb %\x\\

Tozal .74 -66 .70 .21 .21 .21 . 64 .61 .62

Listening .60 .48 .52 © 14 .08 ,1D 53 477 L4m
HYricing .69 . .56 .63 .20 .22 .21 .58 .52 .53

Reading .72 .67 .70 .23 .25 .24 .61 .58 .59

-
Table 12
" Relative Contribution of TOEFL Part Scores to Prediction of GRE Apritude Scores
in Samples Differing in Reported English-language Communication Skill

- ‘ - _ Multiple = TOEFL TOEFL
Sample/Dependant " bets weights® Correlation: Total Quadratie Reading

oCA
‘Variabls i 1istening “VWriting Reading (4:)] () (R) ()

Fefeigﬁ ESL

N = 2,442 . :
GRE-V 10 13 52 - 687 658 6
GRE-Q -14- 09 19 259 215 242 2
GRE-A 16 15 38 611 - 608 5

 Foreign ¥PL

H= 1365
GRE=V - 17 25 1) 750 . 745 788 - 717
GERE~Q =04 05 22 . 233 212 16 23
GRE-A 18 - 18 . 34 640 639 - 658 609

Yorelgn ESL + EPL

H= 3,808 :

GRE=V
GRE-Q

e GREA e e "

Kote: Data ire for foreign candidates taking TOEFL during 1977-79 who took GRE during 1977=78.

*These are standard partisl regression weights. Decimals have been omitted for the wgigh;s and
correlation coefficients in the table,

4%
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variables are systematically higher in the EPL than in the ESL

sample. i

In the combined sample, coefficients for TOEFL total and reading

comprehension vs. GRE verbal are equal (r = .70); in the ESL
- sample the coefficient for reading is slightly higher (.67 as

compared to .66), and in the EPL sample the reverse is true

(.74 and .72 for total and reading, respectively, vs. verbal).

[»]

o TOEFL scores are only weakly associated with GRE quantitative
scores, and the level of the relationship is essentially constant
across EPL and ESL groups-.

Table 12 shows, for each sample, (a) the multiple correlation
resulting from treating the three TOEFL section scores as a battery of
predictors (rather than using TOEFL total) and the relative weighting
of the respective TOEFL scores in aﬁalyses assumi@gﬁlinearity of the

relationship between Aptitude scores and TOEFL scores, and (b) results

obtained under an assumption of curvilinearity (i.e., when TOEFL total and
TDEEL total squared were treated as predictors).

o In the ccmbined samplés (foreign ESL and EFL), for example, it
may be seen that when GRE-V is the dépandéﬁc variable, the
multiple correlation of the three TOEFL section scores is .718

" (as compared to the simple correlationm of +7/01-between_TOEFL.

total and GRE verbal); the largest standard regression weight
was for reading (.48 as compared to .20 for writing and .1l for
listening). When TOEFL squared is introduced, the TOEFL total/GRE
verbal relatienship (quadratic R) increases to .749, from R = .715
under the assumption of linearity, indicating some departure from
linearity of the relationship. :

o The data in Tablé 12, generally, suggest that there is little
to be gained from treating TOEFL section scores as independent
variables, rather than using TOEFL total, for the purpose of
estimating the relationship between TOEFL scn:es and GRE Aptitude
scores; however, they do point -up the dominant role of reading
comprehension among the section scores. The results also indicate
that some ‘improvement in estimation of GRE performance from TOEFL
‘performance should be obtained ‘using equatiaﬁs that include the

squared TOEFL score element. ‘ .

Data on the relationships. amang the fespzztive GRE Aptitude measures
in samples that differ in average level of p:afi:iency in Eﬁgllsh are

““shown belﬂw. ST L s e s

———— i

/

Sample ' ; Relatinnship o _

, V,Q.  V,A  Q,A o
National (ETS, 1981) . .51 72 .69
TOEFL/GRE EPL . 31 75 <56
TOEFL/GRE ESL . .24 .68 .56
Combined i ' .26 .70 .56



o The correlation of GRE verbal with GRE quantitative (Vv,Q) is
substantially lower in the TOEFL/GRE foreign sample than in
a national sample of GRE candidates, as is the GRE-Q/GRE-A
correlation (Q, A).‘\Ihé verbal/analytical (V,A) correlation,
however, -is relativelg stable across samples dlffezing in Eﬁgl;sh
language proficiency. ‘\

TOEFL total and GRE vgrbail, a more detailed Examiﬂatiun. . Figure 8

is a cross—tabular presentation’of the ‘relationship between TOEFL total
and GRE.verbal scores in the TOEFDL/GRE foreign sample. In Figure 8, the
dashed line connects points repragenting the mean GRE verbal scnré for
candidates in various intervals on TQEFL; the solid line connects points
representing the median scores for Lhe respective TOEFL intervals. Note
that the intervals containing the maans\c: the respective reference groups
have been marked by "#***" and those containing the sample means ¢n the two
tests by “**;“ Several featuras of the data are noteworthy. ’

o As shown in Figures 7 and 8, the’ (marginal) distribution gf ‘GRE
verbal is pasitively skewed, with a marked concentration of scores
below the sample mean (the "*%* inrerval), while that for TOEFL
total tends to be negatively skewed (note concentration above the
550-570 interval with a scattering of lGWEf scores).

o It may be determin ed from Figure 8 {a) that only about 14 percent
of the foreign ca ﬁ’da,es ‘have GRE verbal scores in or above the

GRﬁ IEfEfénﬁE gta p mean 1nterval énd (b) that 85 percent Df Ehese

inﬁerval=*;ndicatiﬁg, af cegrse, that for TDEFL/GRL gandidatés
TQEFL is of cansidafably less than average difficulty while
-GRE verbal is of ccnsidefably gfeata; than average difficulty.

The cgrviliDEar nafuré of the relationship between the two tests is
evident from the trend lines connecting the means and medians of GRE
verbal scores for individuals in the various TOEFL intervals. Note that
the trend line of GRE-V means is consistently above that for the medians,
indicating that the positive skeuwness observed in the marginal distribu-
tion tends to characterize GRE dist:ibutiﬂns in the respective TOEFL
intefvalsi'

o The distfibutians of GRE scores for zandidateg in the higher TDEFL
intervals have considerable symmetry, whereas GRE ﬂistzibuzions
for individuals in the lower intervals of TOEFL tend -to “"pile up”
in the lowest intervals of the GRE scale. These trends reflect
the fact that the GRE verbal perfa:mange of foreign candidates
with higher TOEFL.scores (e.g., 600 or above) 1s comparable to

“that of GRE candidates generally, whereas‘far*fﬁréign—taﬁﬂidates——
with lower scores on TOEFL, level of GRE verbal performance is
depressed and the range is arbitrafily restricted because the GRE .
verbal scale does not permit downward assessment of differences
among vVery iaw=ségring candidates.
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o By inspection of the trend line (and the mean values:.of GRE verbal
for candidates in selected TOEFL intervals), it is evident that
mean. GRE verbal scores tend to inerease across EQQEESEiVE inter-
vals on TOEFL, except for TOEFL intervals in the 31(3 430 range;

the observed mean GRE verbal scores for successive intervals in

this range are almost identical, approximately 240.

. ..The lack of relationghip between TOEFL scores and GRE verbal
scores for individuals in the lower ranges of TOEFL may reasonably
be attributed to the essential unreliability of GRE verbal scores

fﬁf faréign candidates with Euch 1ﬁw IDEFL (and GRE vexbal)
5o

acce;erating rate, with the high%st rate af intzrease nbsérved
fo\IOEFL intervals above 570.

If it J'\.s noted that GRE verbal scores of 242 are at appfnxi ately
the third céntile in the national GRE population (i.e., the populs I;ir;sn
reference gguup for purposes of score reporting}, the fact that Et;' res
above this point begin to covary positively with TOEFL scores sugg%ts'
that, despite the very depressed nature of the GRE verbal score distribu-
tion for TGEFL!GRE foreign candidates, even very low GRE verbal scores

" appear to. have potential utility as measures of differences in developed
verbal reabcning ability, within the papulation of TOEFL/GRE fgteié_

—candidates f(aﬂd-,—b} —dinfere ﬂ{&E}ﬂ:ﬂ"ﬂTE'_l_EI"gE‘E_ERE_fQTEi gﬁéﬂiﬂﬁtﬁ -
p@pu;atian). .

o The pattern of findings reparted here with respect to the Ilevel
and nature of observed TOEFL/GRE verbal relationships in a
sample of :egulat TOEFL/GRE candidates is generally-similar to
that reported by Angelis, Swinton, and Cowell (1979) for: a
sample of foreign TOEFL candidates who volunteered to take the

GRE verbal test. (See Appendix B.3 for cross—tabulatiomns.)

However, there are some differences in findings. These appear
Lo bE a fufu:tinrx c:f the fac.t that the sample gf velunteers

o/ 27;';/66 as campared to 360!107 in Ehe prEEEﬁE samplé), as well as

/ on TOEFL (523/69 as opposed to 559/62). For example, an estimated
39 percent of the sample of 186 volunteers scored below 242 on
GRE verbal. This is the mean GRE verbal score of candidates in
the. present TOEFL/GRE sample corresponding to.TOEFL scores below :
431, the empirically identified point at which GRE verbal scores .
begin to covary systematically with TOEFL tm;ali\ In the volunteer
sample, systematic cmfariatiéﬁjezwee:;iGLFL_tatal and GRE_verbal
was not apparent in TOEFL ranges below approximately 470, as-
compared to about 430 in the -present sample. These différemzes

— =" "point up the critical importance of identifying the Ijaramet;ers

(for TOEFL and GRE tests) that delineate the joint distributions
of scores for foreign mationals who 7:‘331;151!;}* are_ "selected

into” joint mEm‘bEfship in the pools txf caﬁdidates takiﬂg TQEFL
snd GRE. .

8 + : ) . R
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Summary of GRE and TOEFL/GRE Findings

ThE GRE and TOEFL/GRE analyses that have been reviewed indicate the

o ‘Faraign candidates who are selected into the GRE and TOEFL/GRE
candidate pools perform as well or better on the GRE quantitative
test than do GRE candidates generally; however, these same candi-
dates earn quite low average scores on:both GRE verbal "and GRE
analytical. Among foreign candidates, those who are fepaftedly
less fluent in English than in snother language (ESL candidates)
have lower verbal and analytical scores than do those repﬁftiﬁg
English as the language of greatest fluency (EPL candidates)

o The foregoing patterns hold when comparisons are controlled
for intended field of graduate study. On the GRE quantitative
test, profiles of means  for foreign EPL, foreign ESL, and the
all-candidate population, By field, are Essentially identical with
respect to both level and pattern. Profiles of GRE-V means for
EPL and ESL groups tend to parallel the all-candidate profile but
at depressed levels; EFL praflles are generally at a higher level
than ESL profiles.

"o GRE fareign EPL candidates who alsc take TOEFL have lower verbal
___.ﬁllliuuizaﬂalxli;al:mgans, but substantially higher quantitative
means, than do GRE foreign EPL candidates generally. TOEFL/GRE

EPL candidates have a higher verbal mean than do théir ESL
counterparts, but the gquantirative and analytlcal means of EFL and

ESL subgroups within the TOEFL/GRE sample are-essentially the

. same. EPL and ESL subgroups are separated to about the same
extent by performance on TOEFL as by pezfarman:e on GRE verbal

(point biserial coefficients of .l6 and .18, respgczively);

6 GRE citizen ESL candidates have GRE ve al Ecores faughly compar=
able in level to those of GRE fnreigﬂ EPL candidates ganerally,
but their means on GRE quaﬁzitative and anslytical are lower than
those of both GRE igreign candildates and thg general GRE candidate
papulatian. . \ : .

o TOEFL total correlates substantially with GRE vgrbal (r = .70 in
the combined EPL and ESL sample) and with the analytical measure
(r = .62); TOEFL/verbal correlations are higher in the EPL sample
(r .74) than in the ESL sample (r = 66),\35 are TOEFL/analyt=
ical correlations, but to a lesser extent (.61 vs. .64 for ESL
and EPL). Higher TQEFL/verbal correlation in|{the EPL than in the’

. ESL sample may be attributed, “hypothetically, to more reliable
assessment of differences in GRE verbal (andﬁanalytical) for the
EPL than for the ESL sample,vfc: which GRE=V 1is an extremely
difficult test. ) : )

i/

e lnferenﬁes about the degree -of relatinnship betﬁeen the skills

measured by TQEFL and those measured by GRE verbal (af analytical)

br A
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are limited by the fact that the GRE wver.. ' {=and analyt;:al}
measures are of much gréater thaﬁ avefagé é*;fi;ulle faf Eha

reference—gtaup mean and belaw the GRE all—aandidahe fEfEIEnE&

g£roup mean. . =

o Detailed analysis of the relationship between TOEFL total and GRE

N verbal scores in the TOEFL/GRE foreign sample indicates that GRE

-~ verbal scores .tend to increase with increases in TGEEL scores

. except in the range of TOEFL scores below approximately 430. For

' TOEFL7/GRE Foreign candidates below that TOEFL score, mean scores

on GRE verbal were essentially stable (at approximately 240) ovesr
succegsive, lower TOEFL intervals.

On balance, the findings strongly suggest that limited Englis

‘language facility, per se, is a factor (perhaps the major factor) ggntrih—

uting to the depressed =zcore-levels of foreign candidates on GRE verbal
and GRE analytical tests. Analyses involving the GRE verbal test,
however, suggest that, despite the depressed performance levels of foreign
candidates, thelr GRE verbal scores may have significant psychemetric

.viabi;ityi except in the lowest ranges of the TOEFL/GRE scales, verbal

scores tend to increase systematically with scores on TOEFL.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LB

Section 4. (verview and Evaluation of Findings

This study was unéeftékéﬂ {a) to assess the ?1'foEEﬁCE of GHAT

b : zissions stg in relation to
5. ther} and (b) to analyze
se tests and paffétﬁanéé on TUEFL
he GRE and TOQEFL.

]
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Analyses that were essentially parallel in nature were conducted fo
each admissions-test sample. First, attention was focused on diifere
in the levels and patterns of admissions test scores obtained by EPL and
ESL candidates—-subgroups assumed to differ in average level of “developed
proficiency in English.” Then, within eacl admissions—test foreign
candidate sample, detailed analyses were conducted in subsamples identi~
fied as alsoc having 1CEFL records during the 1977-1979 study period. 1In
these subsamples, analyses were conducted to assess the- extent and nature
of the relationships between scores on the respective admissions tests and
scores on TOEFL in EPFL and ESL subgroups. Detailed consideration was
given to the characteristics of the distributions and joint distributions
of scores on TOEFL and the twe admissions tests.

The findings have been examined in detaill in the preceding sections.
General trends in findings were quite similar across the respective
admissions—~test samples. Major common themes and related conclusions or
obssrvations are summarized below.

¢ Eegardless of differences—-cultural, educational, linguistie,
and other—=that may exist between f@r&lgn candidates and the
"majority” candidate populations of the admissions tests,
the average (mean) performance of foreign candidates on ‘the
gquantitative sections of GRE or GHMAT equals or exceeds that of the
respective admissions—test populations. This holds not only for
foreign EPL and ESL samples generally, but also for subgroups
selected into TOEFL candidacy. '

o In éhafp contrast, the means of fgreigﬂ candidates, both EPL _and

ESL, on the verbal Eecéians of GRE and GMAT (and also on the
analytical GRE measure) fall substantially below the means of the

respective admissions-~test populations and, by inference, well
belﬁu the average lEVEl Df verbal perfctmange expected on the

to thst Df the general csnéidate papula;ians). HD&EVEr gmaﬁg the
foreign admissions—test candidates generally (and to a lesser
exteut in the subgroups also taking TOEFL), the mean verbal
admissions—test perfarmanc§ of EPL candidates Exceeds that of ESL

candidates.

o Within both the GMAT and GRE foreign candidate populations, the
subgroups also taking TOEFL are highly selected members of the
TOEFL candidate population with respect to level of developed
English language proficiency as measured by TOEFL performance

. (mean TOEFL total of 553 and 559 for GMAT and GRE samples,
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respectively). EPL TOEFL candidates outperform their TOEFL ESL
caun;erparta on TOEFL (ab wnll as on the verbal sections af the
Eléﬂ) a:iiééﬁL tszal means were 89 anﬁ 84 for EEL and 71 and 35
for ESL candidates in the TOEFL/GMAT and TOEFL/GRE samples,
respectively.

o TOEFL total scores are substantially correlated with GMAT and GRE
verbal scores {and to a slightly lesser extent with GRE analytical
scores), but are only weakly correlated with the quantitative
sections of rthe admissions tests. Generally speaking, TOEFL/
quantitative-test correlations are weaker than verbal/quantitative

admissions—test correlations.

o Observed TOEFL/verbal admissions—test correlations were systemat—
ically higher in EPL than in ESL subgroups. Overall correlational
results were remarkably similar across admissions-test samples.
In the GRE sample, TOEFL total/GRE verbal coefficients were
.74, .70, and .66 for EPL, combined EPL/ESL, and ESL analyses,
respectively; comparable TOEFL total/GMAT verbal analyses yielded
coefficients of .76, .71, and .656. Correlations computed under
the assumption of curvilinearity were slightly higher than
the féfegaingi

o The higher TOEFL/verbal correlations in EPL than in ESL subgroups
mav be attributed, hypotheticalliy, to the likelihood that, because
of the greater average level of English proficiency in the EPL
samples, the verbal admissions tests are psychometrically more
appropriate for these samples than for their ESL counterpartls,

for whom the verbal admissions tests aré particularly difficult.

o Inferences from the level of the observed correlations fggafding
Ehé dégree or nature af félatiaﬂship between the skills measured

limitE by “the fact that bath GRE=V and" GMAL—V are— ﬁ';
than average difficulty for TOEFL/admissions—test gandidates
while TOEFL is of considerably less than average difficulty for
these candidates. Reliability of observed scores is attenuated %g
groups scoring at the extremes on standardized tests generally.

I51n an analysis of TOEFL/GRE verbal relationships in a sample of TOEFL
candidates who volunteered to take GRE verbal, Angelis, Swinton, and -
Cowell (1979) computed reliability coefficients for the verbal test and
.its components. The coefficient reported for GRE verbal was .78, as
compared tn a reported coefficient of .94 for a group of GRE candidates
who were “"native speakers” of English. The reliability of the reading
comprehension subsection of GRE verbal in the TOEFL/GRE sample was
reported as .47, campared to .84 reported for a general reference group.
The GRE verbal measure was ungsualiy difficult for this group of TOEFL

~candidates.
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0 lInterpretation of observed relationships between TOEFL and
verbal admissions tests 1s complicated by basic psychcmetric
considerations unrelated to the skills mesasured by the tests.

._Theoretically, easier "levels” of verbal admissions tests and
TSomewhat more difficult "levels” of TOEFL should provide more
reliable assessments, hence better bases for evaluating observed
relationships between TOEFL and standard verbal admissions tests.

o Detailed analyses of the relationship between TOEFL total and the
two verbal admissions tests suggest that, despite the "depressed”
and positively skewed nature of the verbal score distributions for
TOEFL/admissions—test candidates, the verbal admissioms—test
scores tend to have significant psychometric viability in the
sense that they tend to increase systematically with scores on
TOEFL, except in the lowest sector of the joint TOEFL/verbal test
score distribution. From this juncture of very low TOEFL and very
low admissions scores; the relationship between TOEFL total and
the verbal scores becomes increasingly robust in the upper TOEFL
score range——in which the mean verbal scores of candidates begin
to equal or exceed the mean for the general admissions—test

candidate populations.

The pattern of findings warrants several general conclusions, which
ffered tentatively in the form of working hypotheses for future

V]
L]
i
o

1. With respect to the verbal sections of standard admissions tests,
except for scores in the lowest centiles, the observed verbal
scores of foreign candidates have a useful degree of “interpret=
ability"” in the sense of permitting valid inferences regarding
within-group differences in relative level of developed "verbal
reasoning ability”==i.e., the verbal performance of one foreign

candidate may-meaningfully be compared with the observed- verbal --

performance of another but not with that of majority (English-
speaking) candidates. : ;

o This hypothesis is strengthened by evidence from scattered
studies of the predictive validity of scores on verbal tests
(such as GRE verbal, GMAT verbal, and the Law School Admission
Test). Results of these studies indicate that, within samples
of foreign students, differences in verbal scores are signifi-
cantly related to differences in actual academic performance

as measured by grade-point average (e.g., Harvey & Lannholm, .

1961; Harvey & Pitcher, 1963; Sharon, 1971; Schrader &
Pitcher, 1976; Wilson, 1979; several unpublished GMAT validity
e studies). : N .

o Additional support for this hypothesis is provided, albeit

indirectly, in findings of a study by Alderman (1981). 1In a
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sample composed primarily of college-bound high scheol ESL
students in Puerto Rico, Alderman found that the relationship
Letween Cnllege Baard S;hnlgsiic Aptitude Test verbal (SAT;V)

(PAA V)——canstrugted Specifically ta parallel the verbal
content of the SAT-V measure in the Spanish language—-—
increased substantially as scores on TOEFL increased. In
the present context it is most relevant to note (a) that
Alderman's sample had a mean TOEFL total of about 435 (almost
two standard deviations below the mean of the TOEFL/GRE and
TOEFL/GHAT candidate populdations), (b) that the PAA-V/SA1T-V
relationship was strongest at TOEFL score levels in the range
abave SDD (well belﬁw the TDEFL means fﬁf the ﬁandidate
(e) that in the Egtal Euerca Ri:aﬂ sample, whi:h again was
characterized by a comparatively low average TOEFL total
score, the PAA-V/SAT-V relationship was still moderately .
strong, r = .67. It is reasonable to infer that, in samples
of admissions test candidates averaging above 550 on TOEFL,
obtained scores -on verbal measures in English are likely to
have a useful degree of "interpretability.”

Although foreign ESL candidates earn much lower average scores on
verbal admissions tests than do their U.S. citizen counterparts,

it does ﬁDt follow that diffefaﬁcés in aVEfagE perfarmance on

d2vela ed Englishﬁlanguage verbal or aﬁalytical reasnning ability
or that, after foreign ESL students are admitted to graduate
pfagfams,'cheif average level of academic performance will be
like that of U.S5. citizen students with comparably low verbal (or.
analytical) scores.

o A major factor associated with less than "native familiarity”
with the English language is likely to be diminished speed
of performance of tasks involving verbal processing (e.g., -
lower reading speed). Available evidence, although limited,
indicates that foreign candidates have lower completion rates

than U.S. citizen candidates on both GRE verbal (Angelis,
Swinton, & Cowell, 1979) and GMAT wverbal (Sinnott, 1980)--
i.e., that these tests have a greater degree of spegdedness

" for foreign than for U.S. citizen candidates.

o These findings are EDnEistent with research on speed of
processing and language demiﬁaﬂce, reviewed by Dornic (1980),
that focused primarily on "...decoding (comprehension) and
Eﬂéﬁdiﬂg (production) of §Egken ;anguagé“ (emphasis sdded);

ance attainable by fareign ESL candida;es on verbal admissiaﬁs
tests under ‘essentially unspeeded conditions. Given the

logical and theoretical significance of speed of verbal
pra;essing in a nondominant language, there wnuld also appear
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to be a potentially important thE in English-language testing
s

for separate measure £ §E eed and level of comprehension.

It is reasonable to hypothesize that, under normal conditims
of academic life, foreign ESL students, on the average, msyjbe
able to compensate for their relatively low speed of verhl-
task completion by spending more time—on—task than theirUS.
citizen :lassmszés. If so, their g&neral level of acadmic
performance would tend to bE higher than that éxpéctéd based
on their performance on a "speeded” standardized testof
verbal ability.

Since many quantitative test items are embedded in an English-
language matrix, it is possible that these measures may iso
be somewhat more "speeded” for foreign than for U.S. citlen
candidates. Generally speaking, research. is needel to
ascertain the relative speededness of quantitacive ability
measures for foreign and citizen candidates, notwithstaniing
the fact that the quantitative performance of foreignand
citizen candidates is, on the average, ut the same leel.

In any event, questions regarding the comparative prediciive
value of standard admissions tests for foreign and U.S,
citizen students require empirical answers. 1t is importamt
to extend the comparatively limited body of validity stidy
evidence currently available by conducting studies designel to
assess the comparative performance of foreign and U.S. citien
students who have similar scores on verbal and other stanlird
admissions tests. '

With respect to TOEFL, the findiﬂgs of this study contrihte
further evidence of the tést's value (a) for reliably assessing
differences in dEVElQ:%ﬂ proficiency in English for admissioms-
test candidates whose F—‘égf .sh language background is questionidle
and (b) for the purpc .. of identifying subgroups within suha.
candidate population whose verbal admissions—test scoresire
likely to have differing degrees of interpretability and usefu-~
ness in the admissions pracess. .

o

Iﬁstitutianal-lavél studies of the relationship between scores
on TOEFL and scores on standard admissions tests shouldbe
conducted since the characteristics of the joint distributim
of TOEFL/admissions—test scores for foreign applicant popils-
tions may vary considerably across institutions. For examle,
each institution should determine, for its own populationof
foreign applicants, the TOEFL score level above which scoes
on TOEFL and scores on verbal admissions tests begin to vay
together, systematically, by developing scatterplots suchas
those shown in this study for TOEFL-admissions test candidates
generally.
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Appendix A

Groups of Disciplines Used in "Major Area” GRE Analysis

GRE Aptitude Test statistics, by sex and 1nﬁendéd graduate field:
TOEFL/GRE EPL candigates, 1977-78

GRE Aptitude Test statistics,
TOEFL/GRE ESL candidates, 1977=

by sex and intended graduate field:
-78

GRE Aptitude Test statistics for citizem ESL GKRE candidates,
1977-78: By sex and intended graduate area of study

CRE Aptitudg Test.statistics for forzign EPL candidates, 1977-7§:
By sex and intended graduate area of study

GRE Aptitude Test sta ESL candidates, 1977-78:

tist
By sex and 1ntendeﬂ grad

cs for fore
[ 4 of

i
uate area
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Scatterplots of GRE verbal and TOEFL total scores afAfcfeign EP

and ESL subgroups, respectively

Scatterplot of GRET analytical and TOEFL total scores for combined
EPL and ESL samplcs

Scatﬁerpl@t of GRE verbal and TOEFL total scores in a sample of
TOEFL candidates volunteering to take GRE verbal
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TOEFL Research Reports currently available. ..

Beport 1.
Report 2.

Report 3.

Report 4.

Rapan 9.

Report 10.

Report 11.

Raport 12

The Pertormance of Native Speakers of English on the Test of Engiish as a Foreign
Lznguage. John L. D. Clark. November 1977,

An Evaluation of Alternative Item Formats for Testing English as a Foreign Language. Lewis
W. Pike. June 18979, .

The Perlormance of Non-Native Speakers of English cn TOEFL and Verbal Aptitude Tesrs.
Paul J. Angelis, Spencer 5. Swinton, and William H. Cowell. October 1979.

An Exploration of Speaking Proficiency Measures in the TOEFL Context. Jonn L. D. Clark
and Spencer 5. Swinton. October 1979.

The Relationship between Scores on the Graduate M
wer

agement Admission Test and the Test
of English as a Foreign Language. Donald E. Pow ece

ember 1980.

Factor Analysis of the Test of English as a Foreign Language for Several Language Gro
Donald E. Powers and Spencer S. Swinton. December 1980.

The Test of Spoken English as a Measure of Communicative Ability in English-Medium
Instructional Settings. John L. D. Clark and Spéncer S. Swinton. December 1980.
Lawrence A Tmbadeau DEEEI‘I’\DET 1980

item Performance Across Native Language Groups on the Test of English as a Foreign
Language. Donald L. Alderman and Paul W, Holland. August 1981.

Language Proficiency as a Maderator Variable in Testing Academiec Aptitude. Donald L.
Alderman. November 1981. '

A Camparstme Analysis of TOEFL Examinee Eharac:tenshcs 1977-1979. Kenneth M. Wilson.
September 1982,

GMAT and GRE Aptitude Test Performance in Relation ta anary Léﬁgl.;sgé and Seores on
TDEFL Kenneth M. Wilson. Octaber 1982.

If you wish additional information-about TOEFL research or
would like to be placed on the mailing list to automatically
receive order forms for newly published reports, write to:

TOEFL Program Office ,
= Educational Testing Service
Princeton, NJ 08541
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