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Automatic Essay Scoring:
A Tool for Learning

The direct assessment of academic writing skills is highly
valued by teachers of English asasecond language and college
and university faculty and administrators. Both the Test of
Written English™ (TWE®) and TOEFL® CBT recognize this
and have test takers respond to a brief question or topic by
writing an essay, which two highly trained human raters score.
The new TOEFL under development also will include the
direct assessment of writing.

ESL teachers support theinclusion of direct writing tasksin
assessments, believing that they encourage studentsto practice
writing. Thebest way tolearn towriteistowriteand to receive
feedback about the quality of this writing. However,
opportunities for practice and feedback are limited by the
availability of teachers to provide such feedback. This is
where automated essay scoring can provide support for learning.

A Web-based service, ScoreltNow!™, uses an automated
essay scoring system, e-rater®, to provide test takers an
opportunity to practice writing TOEFL essays and to receive
feedback on the quality of their performance. This product
illustrates how new technologies, after careful research and
development, can support ESL learning.

E-rater, developed at ETS, uses Natural Language
Processing (NLP) tools and regression analyses to model the
scoring systems of human raters. To develop the model, a
sample of essays on a specific topic is scored by human raters.
Next, NLP tools are used to analyze more than 50 syntactic,
discourse, topical, and lexical features of a set of these scored
essays. Then step-wiseregression is used to construct a model
of the NLP featuresthat predict the scores of human ratersfor
a subset of the scored essays. This model then generates e-
rater scores for the remaining essays the human raters have
scored. The accuracy of the e-rater model is evaluated by
comparing the e-rater scores with those of the human raters.
E-rater also detects atypical essays and issues advisory
warnings about such essays.

E-rater isused as asecond rater for essays on the Graduate
Management Admission Test®. While not used operationally
for TOEFL CBT or TWE, a number of researchers have
conducted investigationsusing e-rater to score TOEFL essays,
and these effortshavelead to improvementsin e-rater. Burstein
and Chodorow (1999) used an early version of e-rater to score
asample of TOEFL essaysthat had been previously scored by

human raters. Although Burstein and Chodorow reported very
high agreement between scores assigned to essays by e-rater
and by human raters, they also noted some scoring anomalies
for different language groups. On the average, e-rater assigned
scores that were dlightly higher than human raters for essays
written by native speakers of some languages and those of
dlightly lower than those of human ratersfor speakers of other
languages. Sheehan (in preparation) investigated possible
explanations for these discrepancies. She found that although
scores of both e-rater and human raters were related to essay
length, this relationship was stronger for e-rater than for
human raters. Although this early version of e-rater did not
directly measure essay length, some of thefeaturesusedin the
scoring models were highly correlated with essay length.
Furthermore, Sheehan argues that the discrepanciesin e-rater
and human scores for different language groups could be
explained by group differencesin essay length characteristics.

Subsequently, a new version of e-rater was developed. E-
rater was enhanced through improved syntactic analysis and
the addition of such text (lexical) complexity features as the
number of unique words and the number of longer words. Ina
recent study, Chodorow and Burstein (2002) compared the
performance of this new version with that of both the earlier
version of e-rater and the human raters. For the TOEFL essays
examined in this study, the exact agreement rates were .46
between the earlier version of e-rater and the human rating,
.53 between the new version of e-rater and the human rating,
and .56 between two human raters. This study is a clear
example of research contributing to product improvement.

ScoreltNow! uses this newer version of e-rater, and the
expectation isfor even more improvement in automated essay
scoring inthefuture asnew features of yet unmeasured qualities
of writing are identified and incorporated into the system.
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TOEFL Research and Technical Reports* — Areas of Inquiry

TOEFL
AREA =2 TWE TOEFL
GENERAL | LISTENING |STRUCTURE| READING | SPEAK 2000
Construct Validity 5,6, 10, 12, 16, 5,6, 10, 12, 16, 5,6, 10, 12, 16, 5,6, 10, 12, 16, 4,7,13, 36, 19, 36, 38, MS1, M$4,
17,21, 27, 28, 17, 20, 21, 27, 17,21, 27, 28, 17,21, 27, 28, 46, 48, MS7, 64 MS5, MS6,
32,36, TR1, 28, 32, 33, 34, 32,36, TR1, 32, 35, 36, 44, 47, MS9 MS8, TR14
TR5, TR11 36,51, 56, TR1, TR5, TR11 TR5 53, TR1, TR5, TR11 MS18,MS19,MS20
Face/Content Validity 1,16,17,21 1,2, 16,17,20,21, 71 1,16,17,21,71 1,16,17,21,71 49 15, 19, 39, 54| MS10MS21,MS25
Predictive Validity 10, 16, 41 10, 16, 20, 41, 71 10, 16, 41, 71 10, 16, 41, 71 7,13, 49, 63
Concurrent Validity 3,5,10, 12,16, 69 |3,5,10,12,16,33,69 | 3,5, 10, 12, 16,69 |3,5,10,12,16,35,69| 4, 7, 48, 49, 58 19
Response Validity 38
Score Interpretation 3,5,10,12, 36,41, TR11| 3,5,10,12,36,41, TR11| 3,5,10,12, 36,41, TR11| 3,5,10,12, 36, 41, TR11 36 36, 38 MS3
Underlying Processes 36 33,36 36 36 36 36
Diagnostic Vaue 27 27 27 27 67
Performance Descriptors 41 41 41 41
Reporting/Scaling 27, TR1, TR2 27, TR1, TR2 27, TR1, TR2 27, TR1, TR2 48, 58 38,52, 55 TR13
Difference Variables 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,325 50 MS23
Language Acquisition/Loss 45 45 45 45
Sample Dimensionality 28, TR5 28, TR5 28, TR5 28, TR5
Person Fit 38,52, 55
Decisions/Cut Scores 1,2,16,57 1,2,16,57 1,2,16,57 1,2,16,57 13 57
Test/Item Bias 9,29, 61 9,29 9,29 9, 25,29 61
Sociological/Pedagogical |mpact 14,59 14 14 14,25 MS15
Satisfying Assumptions 30, TR6 30, TR6 30, TR6 30, 47, TR6, TR10
Examinee/User Populations 5,9,11,16,57,59,60 5,9, 11, 16,57 5,9, 11, 16, 57 5,9, 11, 16, 57 57, 59, 60,
MS14, MS15
Format Rationale/Selection 23,24 23,26, 33,34 23,26 23, 26, 35, 47 48 15, 54 MS18,MS19,MS20
Equating TR2, TR4, TR7, TR2, TR4, TR7, TR2, TR4, TR7, TR2, TR4, TR7, 58 37, 38, 42, MS2
TR8 TR8 TR8 TR8 52,55
Item Pretesting/Selection TRG6, TR9, TR16, TR17| TR6, TR9 TR6, TR9 TR6, TR, TR11, TR17 42
Component Length/Weight 47 48 39
Testing Time 30 30 30 30, 47, TR10 39
Scoring/Rating TR3 4,18,48,49,65,TR15 38 MS22, MS24, 70
Practice/Sequence Effects 8, 22, 61, 62 22,24 22 22
Internal Consistency 16, 45, TR12 16, 45, TR3, TR12 16, 45, TR12 16, 45, TR12 40 38, 42 TR12
Alternate Forms 45 45 45 45 42
Test-Retest 45, TR6 45, TR6 45, TR6 45, TR6
Inter-/Intrarater 4,7,18,40,49,TR15| 19, 38, 55
Innovative Formats 2,23,61, 62 2,23, 26, 33, 34, 66 2,23,26 2,23,26,35 MS11, MS12,
61, 62, MSL13,
MS18,MS19,MS20
Machine Test Construction TR9 TR9 TR9 TR9
Computer-Based Testing 31, 61,62 31, TR16 31 31, TR16 68
Item Banking TR9 TR9 TR9 TR9

*Research reports are identified by their series numbers; technical reports are listed by their series numbers preceded by “TR”; monographs are preceded by “MS.”
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New Research Reports

RR — 69. The Performance of Native Speakers of
English and ESL Speakers on the TOEFL-CBT
and GRE General Test

Lawrence J. Stricker

Spring 2003

The purpose of this study wasto replicate previous research on
the construct validity of the paper-and-pencil version of the
TOEFL test and extend it to the TOEFL CBT. Two samples of
GRE test takerswere used: native speakers of English specially
recruited to take the TOEFL CBT, and ESL test takers who
routinely took the TOEFL CBT recently. Native speakers
performed well on TOEFL, relative to ESL test takers and to
the maximum possible scores on the test, and varied less in
their test performance than did ESL test takers;, TOEFL CBT
scores were highly but not perfectly correlated with GRE
General Test scores for both groups of test takers; regressions
of the General Test verbal scoresonthe TOEFL scoresfor ESL
test takers were nonlinear, and the regressions of the other
General Test scores were linear; trends in the variances of the
General Test verbal scoresassociated with TOEFL scoreswere
also nonlinear, and the trends were either unsystematic
or negatively linear for the other General Test scores. All of the
findings are consistent with previous results with the paper-
and-pencil TOEFL, support the construct validity of the TOEFL
CBT, and illuminate its interplay with ability tests for ESL
test takers.

RR — 70. Exploring Variability in Judging Writing
Ability in a Second Language: A Study of Four
Experienced Raters of ESL Compositions

M. Usman Erdosy

Spring 2003

Variability injudgmentsof ESL compositionsisinherentinthe
view that raters are “readers’ with prior experiences. Such a
view, however, obligesresearchersto understand how personal

background and professional experience influence both scoring
procedures and scoring criteria. These issues were explored by
asking four raters to construct scoring criteria while assessing
corporaof 60 TOEFL essays without the aid of a scoring rubric,
andtodiscusstheir proceduresand criteriainfollow-upinterviews.
The study reveded key points in the decision-making process,
where raters’ behavior diverged, and examined the impact of
prior experience on these. Theidentification of such divergences,
and potential explanations for them, were undertaken to lay the
foundations for a principled explanation of rater variability.

RR — 71. Investigating the Validity of TOEFL: A
Feasibility Study Using Content and Criterion-
Related Strategies

Michael Rosenfeld, Philip K. Oltman, and Ken Sheppard
Spring 2003

The purpose of this study was to investigate the feasibility of
two complementary approachesto assessing the validity of the
TOEFL examination. One approach used evidence based on
test content. In the context described in this report, evidence
based on test content refers to the degree to which theitems on
the TOEFL examination are representative of the knowledge
and skills required to demonstrate English proficiency in
undergraduate and graduate programs throughout the United
States and Canada. The content-oriented approach used in this
pilot study involved item-rating procedures that were designed
to evaluate and document the rel ationship between the language
tasks or behaviors previously identified as important for
academic success and the test items used to measure them. The
second approach used acriterion-related validation strategy. In
this aspect of the study, experimental rating scales were
developed for use by faculty to evaluate students' current level
of English language proficiency. These scaleswere designed to
sample the domain of behaviors previously identified as
important.

New Monographs

MS — 24. Scales for Rating Language
Performance: Descriptive Models, Formulation
Styles, and Presentation Formats

Brian North

Spring 2003

This survey examines the description of language proficiency
in assessment scales intended to guide the process of rating
language performance. The aim isto provide devel opers of the
new TOEFL with an overview of an underdocumented field.
First the issue of scale purpose and descriptor content is
discussed. Then the categories of description used in scalesare
classified and criticized. Ways of formulating distinctions
between bands and prerequisitesfor avalid scale are explored.
Finally, acomprehensive survey of different formats concludes
with recommendations for the devel opment of scoring rubrics
for the new TOEFL speaking test.

MS - 25. Representing Language Use in the
University: Analysis of the TOEFL 2000 Spoken
and Written Academic Language Corpus
Douglas Biber, Susan Conrad, Randi Reppen, Pat Byrd, Marie Helt,
Victoria Clark, Viviana Cortes, Eniko Csomay, and Alfredo Urzua
Spring 2003
To date, there have been few large-scale empirical investigations
of academic registers, and virtually no such investigations of
spoken academic registers. Given thislack of basic knowledge, it
has been almost impossible to evaluate the representativeness of
ESL/EFL materials and assessment instruments. Specifically in
the context of the TOEFL 2000 effort, we have lacked the tools
to determine whether the texts used on listening and reading
exams accurately represent the linguistic characteristics of
spoken and written academic registers.

The TOEFL 2000 spoken and written academic language
(T2K-SWALL) corpuswas constructed and analyzed to help fill




this gap. This report describes the design and analysis of the
corpus. Two major stages of analysis were completed: First,
linguistic analyses of the text categories in the T2K-SWAL
corpus were conducted to identify the salient patterns of
language use in each academic register (across registers,

disciplines, and levels). Then, based on those findings,
diagnostic toolswere devel oped toindicate whether thelanguage
used in T2K Listening and Reading Comprehension tasks is
representative of real-life language use.

Additional TOEFL Research Reports

RR - 1. ThePerformanceof Native Speakersof English on the Test of
English as a Foreign Language. Clark. November 1977. Discusses the
results of forms of the TOEFL test administered in 1977 to native speakers
of English just prior to their graduation from a college-preparatory high
school program; reinforces earlier findings that the TOEFL test is not
psychometrically appropriate for native speakers of English.

RR-2. An Evaluation of Alternative Item Formats for Testing En-
glish as a Foreign Language. Pike. June 1979. Describes an extensive
research study conducted from 1972 to 1974 that was designed to explore
possible changesin the format and content of the TOEFL test; contributed
to the restructuring of the test beginning in 1976.

RR - 3. ThePerformanceof Nonnative Speaker sof English on TOEFL
and Verbal Aptitude Tests. Angelis, Swinton, and Cowell. October 1979.
Gives the results of a study in which 400 graduate and undergraduate
applicants took the TOEFL test and either the GRE verba or the SAT
verbal and the Test of Standard Written English; includes comparative data
on performance across tests.

RR-4. An Exploration of Speaking Proficiency M easures
in the TOEFL Context. Clark and Swinton. October 1979.
Describes a three-year study involving the development and
experimental administration of test formats and item types aimed at meas-
uring the English-speaking proficiency of nonnative speakers; results
grouped into a prototype Test of Spoken English.

RR - 5. The Relationship Between Scores on the Graduate M anage-
ment Admission Test and the Test of English as a Foreign Language.
Powers. December 1980. A nalyzes performance of 6,000 nonnative speak-
ers of English on the TOEFL and GMAT tests; provides support of the
basic differencesin the two tests and indicates expected GMAT scores for
examinees with differing levels of English language proficiency.

RR - 6. Factor Analysisof the Test of English asa Foreign Language
for Several Language Groups. Swinton and Powers. December 1980.
Provides evidence that three major factors underlie performance on the
TOEFL test; suggests these factors may be interpreted differently for
several language groups.

RR-7. The Test of Spoken English as a Measure of Communicative
Ability in English-Medium Instructional Settings. Clark and Swinton. De-
cember 1980. Examines the performance of teaching assistants on the Test of
Spoken English in relation to their classroom performance as judged by
students; reports that the TSE test is a valid predictor of oral language
proficiency for nonnative English-speaking graduate teaching assistants.

RR - 8. Effects of Item Disclosure on TOEFL Performance. Hale,
Angelis, and Thibodeau. December 1980. Assesses the effects of test
disclosure by examining the performance on the TOEFL test when asubset
of items has been studied prior to an administration; provides separate
results by language group and by item type.

RR-9. Item Performance Across Native Language Groups on the
Test of English as a Foreign Language. Alderman and Holland. August
1981. Examines the performance of different native language groups on
TOEFL items; discusses implications for the interpretation and examina-
tion of item performance by groups.

RR - 10. Language Proficiency asa M oder ator Variablein Testing
Academic Aptitude. Alderman. November 1981. Demonstrates the
role of language proficiency as a moderator variable in assessing
academic aptitude; a moderately strong correlation devel ops between

verbal aptitude testsin the native and second |anguages when TOEFL
scores indicate high second-language proficiency.

RR-11. A Comparative Analysis of TOEFL Examinee
Characteristics, 1977-1979. Wilson. September 1982. Provides
detailed comparative information about the personal characteristics,
academic aspirations, and test scores of TOEFL examinees by
region, native country, and native language.

RR-12. GMAT and GRE Aptitude Test Performancein Relation to
Primary Language and Scores on TOEFL. Wilson. October 1982.
Analyzes the performance of examinees taking the TOEFL test and either
the GRE Aptitude Test or GMAT test; provides further documentation of
the relationship between English language proficiency and aptitude test
scores earned by foreign students.

RR-13. TheTest of Spoken English as a Measure of Communicative
Ability in the Health Professions. Powers and Stansfield. January 1983.
Provides results of using a set of procedures for determining standards of
language proficiency in testing pharmacists, physicians, veterinarians, and
nurses and for validating the use of the TSE test in health-related professions.
RR-14. A Manual for Assessing L anguage Growth in Instructional
Settings. Swinton. February 1983. Describes amethodology for determin-
ing thetrue gainsin proficiency that can be expected for studentswho enter
English language training programs at different TOEFL score levels;
discusses how the relationship between gains and time enrolled in a
program can be used to advise students.

RR - 15. Survey of Academic Writing Tasks Required of Graduate
and Under graduate Foreign Students. Bridgeman and Carlson. Septem-
ber 1983. Describes a survey of faculty in 190 departments at 34 U.S. and
Canadian universitieswith high international student enrollments; respon-
dents indicated a desire to use scores on a direct writing sample to
supplement admissions and placement decisions.

RR - 16. Summariesof StudiesInvolving the Test of English asa
Foreign Language, 1963-1982. Hale, Stansfield, and Duran. February
1984. Includes approximately 80 summaries of empirical research
studies involving the TOEFL test, as well as descriptive papers that
provide a perspective on the history and development of the test.

RR-17. TOEFL From a Communicative Viewpoint on Language
Proficiency: A Working Paper. Duran, Canale, Penfield, Stansfield, and
Liskin-Gasparro. February 1985. Examines the content characteristics of
the TOEFL test from a communicative perspective based on current re-
search in applied linguistics and language proficiency assessment.
RR-18. A Preliminary Study of Raters for the Test of Spoken
English. Bejar. February 1985. Examines the scoring patterns of different
TSE ratersin an effort to develop a method for predicting disagreements;
reports that the raters varied in the severity of their ratings but agreed
substantially on the ordering of examinees.

RR-19. Relationship of Admission Test Scores to Writing Perfor-
manceof Nativeand Nonnative Speaker sof English. Carlson, Bridgeman,
Camp, and Waanders. August 1985. I nvestigates the rel ationship between
essay writing skillsand scoreson the TOEFL test and the GRE General Test
obtained from applicants to U.S. institutions.

RR-20. A Survey of Academic Demands Related to Listening Skills.
Powers. December 1985. Reports findings from a survey of faculty percep-
tions regarding the importance of various listening problems of nonnative
English-speaking students.



RR-21. Toward Communicative Competence Testing: Proceedings of
the Second TOEFL Invitational Conference. Stansfield. May 1986. Includes
invited papers and summaries of the discussions that took place at a conference
devoted to the TOEFL program’stesting of communicative competence.

RR-22. Patternsof Test Taking and Score Changefor ExamineesWho
Repeat the Test of English as a Foreign Language. Wilson. January 1987.
Anayzes patterns of test taking and score change for examinees who repeated
the TOEFL test within 24 to 60 months after they first took the test; showsthat
repeaters registered substantial average net gains in performance, and differ-
ences were noted among national-linguistic groups.

RR-23. Development of Cloze-Elide Tests of English asa Second Lan-
guage. Manning. April 1987. Reports on a study to investigate the vaidity of
cloze-elide tests of English proficiency for students similar to the TOEFL
candidate population; suggeststhat cloze-elidetests are good, indirect measures
of English language proficiency, comparing very favorably with more com-
monly used testing procedures.

RR-24. A Study of the Effects of Item Option Rearrangement on the
Listening Comprehension Section of the Test of English asa Foreign Lan-
guage. Golub-Smith. August 1987. Provides evidence that scrambling a test
question’s answer choices produces differences in both the estimated response
functions and equeting functions.

RR-25. Thelnteraction of Student Major-Field Group and Text Con-
tent in TOEFL Reading Comprehension. Hae. January 1988. Examinesthe
interaction of astudent’smaj or-field group with the text content in determining
performance on TOEFL reading passages.

RR-26. Multiple-Choice Cloze Items and the Test of English asa For-
eign Language. Hae, Stansfield, Rock, Hicks, Butler, and Oller. March 1988.
Investigatesthe degreeto which multiple-choice clozeitemstap reading compre-
hension, as defined by sensitivity to long-range textua constraints, and tap
knowledge of grammar or vocabulary.

RR-27. NativeLanguage, English Proficiency, and the Structure of the
Test of English as a Foreign Language. Oltman, Stricker, and Barrows. July
1988. Assesses the interrelations among TOEFL items for groups of TOEFL
examinees varying in native language and level of English proficiency; con-
cludesthat TOEFL construct validity issupported, thetest’sinterpretation varies
with examinees' English proficiency, easy and difficult items differ in ther
potentia for diagnosis and global screening, and the dimensiondity of the
TOEFL test and of competence in English depend on examinees English
proficiency.

RR-28. Latent Structure Analysis of the Test of English as a Foreign
L anguage. Boldt. November 1988. Uses | RT-based methods for TOEFL equat-
ing; reports a single factor (group) gave a very accurate accounting for the
proportions of joint item success.

RR-29. Context Bias in the Test of English as a Foreign Language.
Angoff. January 1989. Uses a Mantel-Haenszel analysis to test the hypothesis
that TOEFL examineestestedintheir native countriesaredisadvantaged because
of American referencesin thetest; concludesthat the TOEFL test doesnot place
foreign-tested examinees at a disadvantage.

RR-30. Accounting for Random Responding at the End of the Test in
Assessing Speededness on the Test of English as a Foreign Language.
Secolsky. January 1989. Usestwo exploratory gpproachesto determinewhether
the TOEFL test isspeeded according to established criteria; suggeststhat Section
3 pretest administrations may be dightly speeded, but that further confirmationis
needed because of the exploratory nature of the methods.

RR-31. TheTOEFL Computerized Placement Test: Adaptive Conven-
tional M easurement. Hicks. January 1989. Reports on the development of an
experimental TOEFL computerized placement test using conventional scoring
methodsbased on atesting a gorithm that routed examineesthrough item blocks
or testlets and permitted backtracking to review answers and change them.
RR-32. Confirmatory Factor Analysisof theTest of English asaForeign
Language. Hale, Rock, and Jirele. December 1989. Provides evidence that two
major factors underlie performance on the TOEFL test for both low- and high-
proficiency examinees of several language groups; helps explain differencesin
results of earlier factor-analytic research on the TOEFL test.

RR-33. A Study of theEffectsof Variation of Short-term Memory L oad,
Reading ResponseL ength, and Processing Hierarchy on TOEFL Listening
Comprehension Item Performance. Henning. February 1991. Examines
TOEFL listening comprehension item functioning under averiety of controlled
stimulus and response conditions; results support a reduction in length of
multiple-choice response options for listening comprehension items.

RR-34. NoteTakingand Listening Comprehension ontheTest of English
asaForeign Language. Hale and Courtney. February 1991. Examines effects of
note taking in the TOEFL listening comprehension subsection containing short
monologues or “minitalks’; concludes note taking produces little benefit in the
context of the TOEFL minitalks as they are currently structured.

RR-35. A Study of the Effects of Contextualization and Familiar-
ization on Responses to the TOEFL Vocabulary Test Items. Henning.
February 1991. Investigates comparative functioning of eight multiple-choice
vocabulary item formats;, comparative estimates of item difficulty, item
discriminability, criterion-related validity, and subtest reliability support the use
of vocabulary embeddedinreading passagesandtheuseof vocabul ary stemswith
inference-generating information.

RR-36. A Preliminary Study of the Nature of Communicative
Competence. Henning and Cascallar. February 1992. Provides
information on the comparative contributions of some theory-based
communicative competence variables to domains of linguistic, discourse,
sociolinguistic, and strategic competencies and investigates these competency
domainsfor their relation to components of language proficiency asassessed by
the TOEFL, TWE, and TSE tests.

RR-37. Anlnvestigation of theAppropriatenessof theTOEFL Test asa
Matching Variable to Equate TWE Topics. DeMauro. May 1992. Explores
the feesihility of using linear and equipercentile equating methods to equate
forms of the TWE test using the TOEFL test as an anchor; results suggest the
TOEFL and TWE testsdo not measure the same skillsand examinee groups are
often dissmilar in kills.

RR —-38. Scalar Analysis of the Test of Written English. Henning.
August 1992. Investigates the psychometric characteristics of the TWE
rating scale using Rasch model scalar analysis; resultssuggest theintervals
between the TWE scale steps are uniform and the size of the intervalsis
appropriately larger than the error associated with assignment of indi-
vidual ratings.

RR - 39. Effectsof the Amount of TimeAllowed on the Test of Written
English. Hale. June 1992. Examines student performance on the TWE test
under two time limits— 30 and 45 minutes; results indicated mean scores
were higher by 1/4 to 1/3 point under the 45-minute condition, but addi-
tional time had little effect on the relative standing of students on the test.

RR -40. Reliability of the Test of Spoken English Revisited. Boldt.
November 1992. Examines effects of scale, section, examinee, and rater as
well astheinteractions of these factors on the TSE test; offers suggestions
for improving reliability.

RR -41. Distributionsof ACTFL Ratingsby TOEFL Score Ranges.
Boldt, Larsen-Freeman, Reed, and Courtney. November 1992. Examines
cross-tabulations of students’ TOEFL section scores with listening, read-
ing, and writing proficiency rated according to ACTFL Proficiency Guide-
lines descriptors; provides distributions of ACTFL ratings for levels of
TOEFL section scoresthat may be helpful ininterpreting TOEFL scoresin
terms of language performance.

RR - 42. Topicand Topic Type Compar ability on the Test of Written
English. Golub-Smith, Reese, and Steinhaus. March 1993. Analyzes scores
obtained on eight prompts (differing in both subject matter and level of
explicitness with which the essay task was presented) spiraled worldwide
at the October 1989 TWE administration; results suggest that athough
differencesamong promptswere small, further investigation of differences
observed at some score levels is warranted.

RR -43. Uses of the Secondary Level English Proficiency (SLEP)
Test: A Survey of Current Practice. Wilson. March 1993. Provides
information regarding testing practices and purposes, characteristics of
examinees, test users perceptions of the principa strengths and limita-
tions of the test and test manual, and the extent and nature of local studies
concerned with validating the SLEP test.



RR-44. The Prediction of TOEFL Reading Comprehension Item
Difficulty for Expository Prose Passages for Three Item Types: Main
Idea, Inference, and Supporting | dea Items. Freedle and Kostin. May
1993. Explores predictors of reading comprehension item difficulty and
compares influence of item difficulty at five different verbal ability levels;
concludes that a significant amount of item difficulty variance can be
accounted for by a relatively small number of variables for the three
reading item types studied.

RR -45. Test-Retest Analyses of the Test of English as a Foreign
L anguage. Henning. June 1993. Provides comparative global and compo-
nent estimates of TOEFL test-retest, alternate forms, and internal consis-
tency reliability aswell asinformation about differential change in subtest
difficulty on repeated application over asmall interval of time; study was
limited by small sample size.

RR - 46. Multimethod Construct Validation of the Test of Spoken
English. Boldt and Oltman. December 1993. Uses factor analysis and
multidimensional scaling to explore the rel ationships among TSE subsec-
tions and rating dimensions; results show the roles of test section and
proficiency scalesin determining TSE score variation.

RR-47. An Investigation of Proposed Revisions to Section 3 of the
TOEFL Test. Schedl, Thomas, and Way. March 1995. Examines speededness
of aprototype revised TOEFL in which discrete vocabulary items have been
replaced by additional reading comprehension questions; results support use
of five reading passages with atotal of 50 questions and suggest that no less
than 55 minutes testing time be allowed.

RR -48. Analysis of Proposed Revisions of the Test of Spoken En-
glish. Henning, Schedl, and Suomi. March 1995. Compares a prototype
revised TSE with the original version of the test with respect to interrater
reliability, frequency of rater discrepancy, component task adequacy, scor-
ing efficacy, and other aspects of validity; results underscore the psycho-
metric quality of the revised TSE.

RR -49. A Study of the Characteristicsof the SPEAK Test. Sarwark,
Smith, MacCallum, and Cascallar. March 1995. Investigates issues of
reliability and validity associated with the original locally administered
and scored SPEAK test, the “off-the-shelf” version of the original TSE;
results indicate that this version of the SPEAK test is reasonably reliable
for local screening and is an appropriate measure of English-speaking
proficiency in U.S. instructional settings.

RR-50. A Comparison of Performance of Graduate and
Undergraduate School Applicants on the Test of Written
English. Zwick and Thayer. May 1995. Compares undergraduate and
graduate students that were matched on TOEFL total score; the matched
undergraduate students had higher scores on the TWE test, a different
result than comparisons based on unmatched groups.

RR-51. An Analysis of Factors Affecting the Difficulty of Dialog
Items in TOEFL Listening Comprehension. Nissan, DeVincenzi, and
Tang. February 1996. | dentifiesfivefeatures of TOEFL dialogueitemsthat
were significantly related to item difficulty.

RR - 52. Reader Calibration and Its Potential Role in Equating for
the Test of Written English. Myford, Marr, and Linacre. May 1996. Uses
FACETS, a Rasch-based procedure, to calibrate TWE readers; provides
information on reader characteristics and their influence on ratings, and
whether readers can be treated as interchangeable.

RR -53. AnAnalysisof theDimensionality of TOEFL Reading Com-
prehension Items. Schedl, Gordon, Carey, and Tang. March 1996. Inves-
tigates the dimensionality of the TOEFL reading test; confirmatory analy-
sesdid not support aseparate “reasoning” factor among the reading items,
but exploratory analysesindicated the possibility of asecond factor related
to passage content or position.

RR-54. A Study of Writing Tasks Assigned in Academic
Degree Programs. Hale, Taylor, Bridgeman, Carson, Kroll, and Kantor.
June 1996. Devel ops a classification scheme for undergraduate and gradu-
ate writing tasks across a sample of disciplines and institutions; different
types of writing assignments were characterized, and differences among
disciplines in writing demands were examined.

RR -55. Adjustment for Reader Rating Behavior intheTest of Written
English. Longford. August 1996. Evaluates the potential impact of one
method for adjustment of TWE scoresdueto rater differences; themethod can
reduce error in TWE scores and could be used to combine information across
rating exercises to further increase measurement precision.

RR -56. The Prediction of TOEFL Listening Comprehension Item
Difficulty for Minitalk Passages: | mplications for Construct Validity.
Freedle and Kostin. August 1996. Relevant features of item passages
significantly influenced listening comprehension item difficulty, indicat-
ing that listeners were responding to the meanings of the passages.
RR-57. Survey of Standards for Foreign Student Applicants. Boldt
and Courtney. August 1997. The survey found that minimum TOEFL scores
wereusually set by referenceto policiesof other institutions. Commonly used
minimum scores were tabulated. Minimums were usually used to route
student into further English training, and not to reject applicants.

RR - 58. Using Just Noticeable Differencesto Interpret Test of Spo-
ken English Scores. Stricker. August 1997. The study assessed the differ-
ence in scores needed before observers discern a difference in English
proficiency of international teaching assistants. The Just Noticeable Dif-
ferences estimates appeared to be useful for interpreting the practical
significance of TSE scores.

RR -59. Computer Familiarity Among TOEFL Examinees.
Kirsch, Jamieson, Taylor, and Eignor. March 1998. This report profiles
approximately 90,000 TOEFL examinees in terms of their access to and
experience with computers. Overall, some 16% of the TOEFL population
was judged to have low computer familiarity, another 34% to have moder-
atefamiliarity, and approximately 50% to have high familiarity. The report
also examines computer familiarity in terms of a number of examinee
background characteristics.

RR - 60. Development of a Scale for Assessing the Level of Com-
puter Familiarity of TOEFL Examinees. Eignor, Taylor, Kirsch, and
Jamieson. March 1998. This paper describesin greater detail the develop-
ment of the computer familiarity scale that was used to profile TOEFL
examinees in terms of their computer familiarity (see TOEFL Research
Report 62). It also details the procedures used to assess the underlying
factor structure of the complete questionnaire.

RR - 61. The Relationship Between Computer Familiarity and Per-
formance on Computer-based TOEFL Test Tasks. Taylor, Jamieson,
Eignor, and Kirsch. March 1998. This paper reports on the effects of
computer familiarity for a group of low- and high-computer familiar
TOEFL examinees performance on a set of 60 computer-based TOEFL
tasks. This report concludes that, after administration of a computer
tutorial, and controlling for language ability, no evidence of adverse effects
on TOEFL CBT performance were found due to lack of prior computer
experience.

RR -62. Designing and Evaluating a Computer-Based TOEFL
Tutorial. Jamieson, Taylor, Kirsch, and Eignor. March 1999. This report
describes the development of a computer-based TOEFL tutorial and the
experiences of the 1,169 individuals who participated in a computer
familiarity study. Theseanalysestook into account both computer familiarity
and English ability, which proved to be important in explaining some
differencesin timeto complete the tutorials and perception of thetutorials’
usefulness. As a result of the study, some changes were made before
operational implementation of the computerized TOEFL test to reduce the
time needed to complete the tutorials.

RR -63. Validating the Revised Test of Spoken English Against a
Criterion of Communicative Success. Powers, Schedl, Wilson-L eung, and
Butler. March 1999. A communi cative competence orientation was taken to
study the validity of test score inferences derived from the Test of Spoken
English. Student eval uations were captured by devising and administering a
secondary listening test (SLT) to assess students’ understanding of Test of
Spoken English examinees' speech, as represented by their taped responses
to tasks on the TSE test. The objective was to determine the degree to which
official TSE scores are predictive of listeners' ability to understand the
messages conveyed by TSE examinees.



RR - 64. Computer Analysisof the TOEFL Test of Written English.
Frase, Faletti, Ginther, and Grant. May 1999. A database of Test of Written
English essays from several language groups was prepared and subjected
to anumber of computer analyses. Essays from English-speaking examin-
ees were included to provide a baseline for comparison with the essays
produced by examinees with English as a second language (ESL). Analy-
ses revealed that topic differences influenced some of the essay variables,
but the various|anguage groups were not differentially affected. Language
groups appeared to differ in the extent of directness, expressiveness, and
academic stance of their writing styles. A number of computer-scored
essay variables were related to official TWE scores assigned by human
raters. In particular, number of words and the average length of words
taken together are quite predictive of the TWE essay scoresof ESL writers.

RR - 65. Monitoring Sources of Variability Within the Test of Spo-
ken English Assessment System. Myford and Wolfe. June 2000. The
purposes of this study were to examine four sources of variability within the
Test of Spoken English assessment system, to quantify ranges of variability
for each source, to determine the extent to which these sources affect
examinee performance, and to highlight aspects of the assessment system
that might suggest a need for change. Data obtained from the February and
April 1997 TSE scoring sessions were analyzed using Facets.

RR - 66. Effects of the Presence and Absence of Visuals on Subjects’
Performanceon TOEFL CBT Listening Comprehension Stimuli. Ginther.
August 2001. Now that TOEFL is computer-based, listening items are being
created that include both audio and visual information. This study was
conducted in order to begin to understand the effects of different types of
visual presentations. The design examined the effects of language profi-
ciency (high or low), still photos (present or absent), and type of stimuli
(dialogues/short conversations, academic discussions, minitalkswith context
visuals, minitalks with content visuals) on performance on standard mul-
tiple-choice listening items. Three two-way interactions were significant:
proficiency by type of stimuli, type of stimuli by time, and type of stimuli by
visual condition. The weakest of these interactions, type of stimuli by visual
condition, was the most interesting and indicated that the presence of visuals
resultsin facilitation of performance when the visuals bear information that
complements the audio portion of the stimulus. The majority of the subjects
indicated a strong preference for the presence of visuals.

RR-67. Automatic Assessment of Vocabulary Usage Without
Negative Evidence. Claudia L eacock and Martin Chodorow. Novem-
ber 2001. As part of the TOEFL program’s effort to develop perfor-
mance-based measures of communicative competence, we imple-

mented and eval uated an automated statistical method for assessing an
examinee's use of vocabulary words in constructed responses. Our
error-detection system, ALEK (Assessing Lexical Knowledge), infers
negative evidence from the low frequency or absence of constructions
in 30 million words of well-formed, copy-edited text from North
American newspapers. ALEK detects two types of errors: those that
violate basic principles of English syntax (e.g., agreement errorsasin
*a desks) and those that show a lack of information about a specific
word (e.g., treating @ mass noun as a count noun as in *a pollution).
The system eval uated word usage in essay-length responsesto TOEFL
prompts. ALEK was devel oped using 3 words and was eval uated on an
additional 20 words that appeared frequently in TOEFL essaysand in
a university word list. The system performed with about 80% preci-
sion and 20% recall. False positives (correct usagesthat ALEK identi-
fied as errors) and misses (usage errors that were not recognized by
ALEK) are analyzed, and methods for improving system performance
are outlined.

RR -68. Influence of Irrelevant Speech on Standardized Test
Performance. Donald E. Powers, Wendy Albertson, Thomas Florek,
John Malak, Kathy Johnson, Bill Nemceff, Mark Porzuc, Donna
Silvester, Minhwei Wang, Richard Weston, Edward Winner, and
Aleksander Zelazny. Winter 2002. The aim of this study was to (1)
estimate theimpact of distraction on test performance and (2) evaluate
waysto reduce it. The distraction of interest was from fellow examin-
ees taking a speaking test. Study participants were volunteers
(N = 171) who had previously taken the Graduate Management Ad-
mission Test (GMAT), the Graduate Record Examinations (GRE)
Genera Test, or the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL).
They were invited to retake a different form of the same test under
either distracting conditions or standard, distraction-free conditions.
To reduce distraction, some participants used either headsets or head-
sets plus masking noise. Attempts to reduce distraction to an accept-
ablelevel werelargely unsuccessful. Theimpact on actual test perfor-
mance, however, was slight in the GMAT sample and negligible
in both the GRE and TOEFL samples. The conclusion was that
intermingling examinees with others who are taking a speaking test
remains a concern, primarily because of strong negative perceptions
by test takers. More effective means need to be devised to reduce or
control distraction.

TOEFL Technical Reports

TR - 1. Developing Homogeneous Scales by M ultidimensional Scal-
ing. Oltman and Stricker. February 1991. Exploresfeasibility and value of
using cluster scores; reports that corresponding scores for the clusters and
test sections do not differ in their internal-consistency reliabilities and
intercorrelations for the total sample, but diverge inconsistently for high-
scoring and |ow-scoring examinees.

TR-2. An Investigation of the Use of Simplified IRT Models for
Scaling and Equating the TOEFL Test. Way and Reese. February 1991.
Explores the use of two alternative IRT estimation models for scaling and
equating the TOEFL test; results support the use of the three-parameter
model.

TR - 3. Development of Proceduresfor Resolving Irregularitiesin the
Administration of the Listening Comprehension Section of the TOEFL
Test. Way and McKinley. February 1991. Evaluates two procedures, an
analysis of covariance and a Bayesian procedure, for determining whether
examinees in a given test center are affected by atesting irregularity on the
listening comprehension section of the TOEFL test; recommends the use of
both approaches in resolving testing irregularities.

TR-4. Cross-Validation of a Proportional Item Response Curve
Model. Boldt. April 1991. Investigates whether a proportional item re-
sponse curve (PIRC) model could serve as a basis for simpler equating
methods than are currently used by the TOEFL program; PIRC, a three-
parameter logistic model, and a modified Rasch model prediction are
approximately equally accurate, and the estimation sample size seems to
make little difference.

TR -5. The Feasibility of Modeling Secondary TOEFL Ability Di-
mensions Using Multidimensional IRT Models. McKinley and Way.
February 1992. Exploresthe feasibility of an | RT-based method of model-
ing examinee performance on secondary ability dimensions of the TOEFL
test; resultsindicate multidimensional IRT and confirmatory multidimen-
sional IRT models provide corroborative evidence in interpreting the
structure of the test.

TR-6. An Exploratory Study of Characteristics Related to | RT
Item Parameter Invariance with the Test of English as a Foreign
L anguage. Way, Carey, and Golub-Smith. September 1992. Explores
item features of TOEFL test itemsthat may contribute to alack of | RT
item parameter invariance; results suggest several possible factorsthat



may contribute to a lack of IRT item parameter invariance, and
researchers offer suggestions to improve the IRT item parameter
invariance of TOEFL test items.

TR-7. The Effect of Small Calibration Sample Sizes on TOEFL
IRT-Based Equating. Tang, Way, and Carey. December 1993. Compares
performance of LOGIST and BILOG on TOEFL |RT-based scaling and
equating, using both real and simulated dataand two calibration structures;
results suggest retaining pretest sample sizes of 1,000 for LOGIST if
possible.

TR-8. Simulated Equating Using Several Item Response Curves.
Boldt. January 1994. Examines several item response models as bases for
TOEFL equating, using simulation trials to equate the test to itself; for
variations of sample size and anchor test difficulty, reports on discrepan-
cies between scores identified as comparable.

TR-9. Investigation of IRT-Based Assembly of the TOEFL Test.
Chyn, Tang, and Way. March 1995. Investigates the feasibility of the
Automated Item Selection (AlS) procedure for the TOEFL test, using
statistical specifications based on item response theory (IRT); results
suggest that AlS-assembled TOEFL tests have greater statistical consis-
tency than tests assembled by traditional means and can successfully meet
the IRT-based specifications.

TR -10. Estimating the Effects of Test Length and Test Time on
Parameter Estimation Using the HYBRID Model. Yamamoto. March
1995. Examines speededness of a prototype TOEFL reading comprehen-
sion section with a model that determines when each examinee switches
from an ability-based response strategy to a strategy of responding ran-
domly; results show that proportionately more examinees were affected
by test speededness when given a 50-minute time limit than when given a
55- or 60-minute time limit, with little difference between 55- and 60-
minute limits.

TR-11. Using a Neural Net to Predict Item Difficulty. Boldt and
Freedle. November 1996. A neural net approach was used to add nonlinear
prediction to linear methods of predicting item difficulty. Several variables
added by the neural net improved prediction. However, substantial capi-
talization on chance can occur in this type of study, which can weaken
substantive inferences.

TR-12. How Reliable Is the TOEFL Test? Wainer and Lukehele.
August 1997. When various test sections were analyzed individualy, the
reliability of reading comprehension testlets was overestimated due to
local dependence. Much lesslocal dependence was found among listening
comprehension testlets. It was concluded that the test was unidimensional
enough for the use of univariate IRT to be efficacious.

TR -13. Concurrent Calibration of Dichotomously and Polytomously
Scored TOEFL Items Using IRT Models. Tang and Eignor. August
1997. Reading and writing, and listening and speaking items were com-
bined to approximate one level of integration that might be adopted in the
future. The item combinations could be successfully calibrated using a
3PL model combined with either a generalized partial credit model or a
graded response model.

TR - 14. Graphical Models and Computerized Adaptive Testing. Al-
mond and Mislevy. March 1998. This paper synthesizesideas from graphi-
cal modeling and educational testing, pointing out how variables can enter
the modeling process in validity studies, task construction, test assembly,
response characterization, and in the student model. These ideas are
illustrated in the contexts of the Graduate Record Examinations and
language proficiency testing.

TR - 15. Strengthening the Ties that Bind: Improving the Linking
Network in Sparsely Connected Rating Designs. Myford and Wolfe.
August 2000. The purpose of this study wasto eval uate the effectiveness of
astrategy for linking raters when large numbers of ratersareinvolvedin a
scoring session and the overlap among raters is minimal. In sparsely
connected rating designs, the number of examineesany given pair of raters
has scored in common is very limited. Connections between raters may be
weak and tentative at best. The linking strategy we employed involved
having all ratersin aTest of Spoken English scoring session rate asmall set
of six benchmark audiotapes, in addition to those examinee tapes that each
rater scored as part of his or her norma workload. Using output from
Facets analyses of the rating data, we looked at the effects of embedding
blocks of ratings from various smaller sets of these benchmark tapes on
key indicators of rating quality. We found that all of our benchmark sets
were effective for establishing at |east the minimal connectivity needed in
the rating design to allow placement of all raters and all examinees on a
single scale.

TR - 16. UsingaNew Statistical Model for Testletsto Score TOEFL.
Wainer and Wang. May 2001. Standard item response theory modelsfit to
examination responses ignore the fact that sets of items (testlets) often are
matched with a single common stimulus (e.g., a reading comprehension
passage). In this setting, al items given to an examinee are unlikely to be
conditionally independent (given examinee proficiency). Models that as-
sume conditional independence will overestimate the precision with which
examinee proficiency is measured. Overstatement of precision may lead to
inaccurate inferences as well as prematurely ending an examination in
which the stopping rule is based on the estimated standard error of
examinee proficiency (e.g., an adaptivetest). The standard three-parameter
IRT model was modified to include an additional random effect for items
nested within the same testlet. This parameter, -y, characterizes the amount
of local dependence in atestlet.

TR—-17. A Study of the Use of Collateral Statistical Information in
Attemptingto Reduce TOEFL IRT Item Parameter Estimation Sample
Sizes. Tang and Eignor. June 2001. The development and maintenance
of item pools to support computer-based testing (CBT) programs have
placed much greater demands on the item pretesting process than was
the case with paper-and-pencil testing, and the TOEFL CBT is no excep-
tion. Of particular interest are procedures that might allow reduction in
pretest sample sizes needed for IRT calibration purposes so that more
items could be pretested given the fixed overal examinee volume that
might be expected.

Additional TOEFL Monographs

MS-1. A Review of the Academic Needs of Native English-Speaking
College Students in the United States. Ginther and Grant. September
1996. Surveys literature concerning the academic needs of native English-
speaking college students in the United States from several perspectives;
concludes with questions about the identification of the appropriate testing
domain, the appropriate level of specifications of test tasks, the fairness of
testing academic tasks, and authentic language use in testing.

MS-2. Polytomous Item Response Theory (IRT) Models and Their
Applicationsin Large-Scale Testing Programs: Review of Literature.
Tang. September 1996. Reviews two commonly used polytomous IRT
models: the generalized partial credit model and the graded response

model. Also reviews programs and procedures for calibrating dichoto-
mously and polytomously scored items and the application of models in
large-scale testing programs.

MS-3. A Review of Psychometric and Consequential Issues
Related to Performance Assessment. Carey. September 1996. Summa-
rizes the psychometric and consequential issues involved in the use of
performance assessments that are of relevance to TOEFL 2000; results
from performance assessments show that there is a high degree of task-
specific variance, that the magnitude of rater variance can be minimized,
and that they can be context bound and of limited generalizability.



MS-4. Assessing Second L anguageAcademic Reading from a Com-
municative Competence Perspective: Relevance for TOEFL 2000.
Hudson. September 1996. Examines issues involved in the assessment of
academic reading from a communicative proficiency perspective; con-
cludes with implicationsfor academic reading assessment, paying particu-
lar attention to the four validity components of construct validity, value
implications, relevance/utility, and social consequences.

MS-5. TOEFL 2000 —Writing: Composition, Community, and As-
sessment. Hamp-Lyonsand Kroll. March 1997. Exploresthe salient issues
of an approach of assessing writing in the context of the TOEFL test andin
light of what is currently known/believed about the acquisition and assess-
ment of writing; describes various approaches to writing assessment that
might be used and considers how these might be applied to academic
writing in the TOEFL 2000 context.

MS-6. A Review of Research Into Needs in English for Academic
Purposes of Relevanceto the North American Higher Education Con-
text. Waters. November 1996. Examines research into needs in EAP of
relevance to the North American higher education context;
concludes that there is no existing body of research that could form an
adequate basis for the development of a test of EAP and proposes a
program of further research.

MS-7. The Revised Test of Spoken English: Discourse Analysis of
Native Speaker and Nonnative Speaker Data. Lazaraton and \Wagner.
December 1996. Describesaqualitative discourse analysis of native speaker
and nonnative speaker responses to the revised TSE test; results indicated
that the match between intended task functions (as per the content specifi-
cations) and the actual functions employed by native speakers was quite
close.

MS-8. Testing SpeakingAbility in Academic Contexts: Theoretical
Considerations. Douglas. April 1997. This paper provides a theoretical
background for the large-scal e assessment of speaking ability for under-
graduate/graduate university admissions of international students. It ar-
gues that speech production and comprehension are systematically
integrated, language knowledge is multicomponential, and strategic abil-
ity is central to the interpretation of context in the test assessment of
speaking ability.

MS-9. Theoretical Underpinnings of the Test of Spoken English
Revision Project. Douglas and Smith. May 1997. This paper lays out a
theoretical foundation for the revision of the Test of Spoken English. It
discusses communicative competence, sociolinguistic and discourse fac-
torsthat influence spoken language performance, test method characteris-
ticsthat influence performance, as well astypes of evidence necessary for
establishing reliability and validity of the revised test.

MS-10. Communicative L anguage Proficiency: Definition and I mpli-
cationsfor TOEFL 2000. Chapelle, Grabe, and Berns. May 1997. Discus-
sion of TOEFL 2000 in the TOEFL Committee of Examiners meetings
resulted in aframework representing componentsbelieved to berelevant in
defining language use in an academic context. This paper describes the
framework and servesasarecord of past discussionsthat can inform future
work on the TOEFL 2000 project.

MS-11. Technologies for Language Testing. Frase, Gong, Hansen,
Kaplan, Katz, and Singley. July 1998. This paper reviews current and
emerging technologies relevant to language assessment. It addresses the
cognitive and social technologies that are needed to support efficient
technology based language assessment, reviews hardware, software, and
item development technologies, and discusses implications for new test
development.

MS-12. Computer and Communications Technologiesin Collegesand
Universitiesin the Year 2000. Hansen and Willut. March 1998. Thisreport
describes the current environment in colleges and universities with respect
to computer and communications technologies and examines a number of
factors that are necessitating change in that environment. It attempts to
anticipate how changes in computer and communications technologies in

North American colleges and universities by the year 2000 might change
the way in which students do their work.

MS-13. A Review of Computer-Based Speech Technology for TOEFL
2000. Burstein, Kaplan, Rohen-Wolff, Zuckerman, and Lu. September
1999. Computer-based speech technology, the capability of a computer
system to accept and process spoken language, is considered a potentially
super-enabling technology for computer users. Once a computer can
adequately “understand” spoken language, the accessibility of computers
increases by many orders of magnitude. As part of our ongoing effort to
examine enabling and important technologies, we undertook with this
study to review the state of the art in computer-based speech technology in
the context of the Test of English as a Foreign Language testing program.
Our goal in this study was to assess the readiness of various computer-
based speech technologies for this testing program. This paper focuses on
desktop applications for speech recognition and speech synthesis.

MS-14. Looking Back, Looking Forward: Trends in Intensive En-
glish Program Enrollments. Powell. April 2001. In order to create cred-
ible forecasts for enrollment trends in intensive English language pro-
grams (IEPs) in the United States, analyses of past influences on IEP
enrollments were undertaken. Reviews of available censuses of interna-
tional studentswere carried out and related to the circumstances external to
English programs that seemed to affect the movement of students into
IEPs. The implications of similar circumstances in the future for IEP
enrollments and for future |EP-related use of the TOEFL test were then
posed. World economics, political developments, and educational policy
and social change were viewed as the major categories of influences on
IEP student flows. The major findings of the study suggest that IEP
administrators should pay close attention to events occurring far outside
the walls of the English program in order to anticipate future enrollments
and to position their programs to respond to changes in the intensive
English market. A final section discusses “test reverberation,” or the
attitudinal impact that changes in the TOEFL format will have on IEP
students, instructors, and administrators.

MS—-15. Washback in L anguage Testing. Bailey. June 1999. This mono-
graph summarizes recent research on language testing washback. It begins
by compiling several definitions of washback and related constructs. It
then poses a model of language testing washback and examines the
available research related to this model. The monograph concludes with
recommendations for appropriate research methods to be used in future
investigations of washback.

MS-16. TOEFL 2000 Framework: A Working Paper. Jamieson, Jones,
Kirsch, Mosenthal, and Taylor. April 2000. This paper lays out a prelimi-
nary working framework for the development of the TOEFL 2000 test.
The goal of this first working framework is to guide the development of
more specific frameworks and research agendas for the assessment of
reading, writing, listening, and speaking, as both independent and inte-
grated modalities.

The monograph is organized into five major parts. The first part
presents a general introduction to the goals and key components of the
project. The second part presentsthe historical background and work of the
project leading to the development of thisframework. Thethird and fourth
sections present our conceptualization of a working framework that in-
cludes identifying the test domain, organizing the test domain, identifying
task characteristics, identifying and operationalizing the variables, validat-
ing the variables, and building an interpretive scheme. The paper con-
cludes with a discussion of the plans for proceeding with the work of the
project.

MS-17. TOEFL 2000 Reading Framework: A Working Paper. Enright,
Grabe, Koda, Mosenthal, Mulcahy-Ernt, and Schedl. April 2000. The TOEFL
2000 framework paper (TOEFL Monograph 16) identifies a test domain and
lays out a process for the design of a new TOEFL test based on communica
tivelanguage abilities. Thismonograph on the assessment of reading compre-
hension addressesthe proposed TOEFL 2000 framework described in Jamieson
et al. and defines how it can be realized and implemented in atest of reading
comprehension. The reading framework described in this document was



devel oped by the authors— internal ET S staff and external reading experts—
who have worked together over the past two years.

This monograph documents how three broad perspectives were con-
sidered in defining the construct of reading comprehension for assessment
purposes: a processing perspective, a task perspective, and a reader pur-
pose perspective. Thereader-purpose perspectiveisrecommended to guide
the new test design for a number of reasons. One perceived advantage of
thisapproachisthat it isreadily interpretable. It will be easier for test-score
users, teachers, and examinees to understand how the construct is being
defined. At the same time, the reader-purpose perspective is seen to be
compatible with both the processing perspective and the task perspective.

Four purposes for reading in the academic context are identified:
reading to find information, reading for basic comprehension, reading to
learn, and reading to integrate information across multiple texts. These
four reading purposes are seen to form anatural hierarchy that can serveas
a basis for describing a continuum of reading proficiency. The first two
purposes are addressed in the current TOEFL reading test format. Thethird
and fourth purposes — reading to learn and reading to integrate informa-
tion across multiple texts — would expand the construct being measured.
Some tasks that might be used to assess reading for different purposes are
described.

Finally, technological issues specific to the delivery of the reading test
are described and a detailed research agenda related to the reading con-
struct described in this document is provided.

MS-18. TOEFL 2000 Writing Framework: A Working Paper.
Cumming, Kantor, Powers, Santos, and Taylor. April 2000. This paper
buildson TOEFL 2000 Framework: AWorking Paper (TOEFL Monograph
16) by setting out a preliminary working framework for the development
of the writing assessment component of the TOEFL 2000 test.

The monograph is organized into four major parts. The first presents a
conception of writing proficiency and focuses in particular on academic
writing — the domain of the TOEFL 2000 test. The second part presentsan
initial writing framework for the test; it reviews the test domain, proposes
an organizational scheme, and identifies the task variables of interest. The
third section lays out an initial research agendafor establishing the validity
of interpretations and the appropriateness of action that would result from
the introduction of writing measures growing out of this framework and
approach to test design. The paper concludes with a discussion of the
important ways in which the TOEFL 2000 approach to testing writing is
intended to improve on its predecessors.

MS—-19. TOEFL 2000 Listening Framework: A Working Paper. Bejar,
Douglas, Jamieson, Nissan, and Turner. September 2000. This monograph
isaninitial attempt to definelistening asit will be measured in the TOEFL
2000 test, within the framework delineated in TOEFL 2000 Framework: A
Working Paper (TOEFL Monograph 16).

This monograph consists of six sections. After abrief introduction, an
overview of academic listening is presented that outlines theory and
research in the areas of listening in general and academic listening in
particular. The third section describes theory and research on the variables
that characterize academic listening and that might drive the difficulty of a
listening task.

The fourth section addresses technological issues for the listening
section of the TOEFL 2000 test. A research agendais presented in the fifth
section of the monograph, and the final section describes the features that
distinguish the TOEFL 2000 test from its predecessors.

MS-20. TOEFL 2000 Speaking Framework: A Working Paper. But-
ler, Eignor, Jones, McNamara, and Suomi. June 2000. This paper was
prepared based on an initial overall framework paper developed for the
TOEFL 2000 project by Jamieson, Jones, Kirsch, Mosenthal, and Taylor
(TOEFL Monograph 16). The paper applies concepts advanced in the
overall paper to the modality of speaking. In doing so, this document
presents an initial framework for research and devel opment activities for
the speaking component of the TOEFL 2000 test. The paper should be
viewed asawork in progress, asresearch activities presently under way for
TOEFL 2000 will undoubtedly bring about refinements to the contents of
this document.
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The paper ismade up of six parts. Part 1 provides an introduction to the
overall document. In Part 2, oral discourseis discussed from asociological
perspective as well as in terms of speech act theory. Part 3 discusses the
details of the speaking framework for the TOEFL 2000 test. | dentification
of the test domain and relevant task characteristics and variables is dis-
cussed, along with some of the factors suspected to influence the difficulty
of speaking tasks. Part 4, some of the technical issuesinvolved in eliciting
and capturing speech samples are discussed. Part 5 contains a list of
relevant research activitiesthat should be pursued asthe project progresses.
The final part considers ways in which the new TOEFL 2000 speaking
component will improve upon the current version of the TOEFL test and
the Test of Spoken English.

MS-21. The Reading, Writing, Speaking, and Listening Tasks
Important for Academic Successat theUnder graduateand Gradu-
ate L evels. Michael Rosenfeld, Susan Leung, and Philip K. Oltman.
November 2001. The primary purposes of this project wereto (1) aid
intranslating or operationalizing the theoretical frameworksthat were
developed in reading, writing, speaking, and listening by the TOEFL
framework teams into task statements that undergraduate and
graduate students would need to perform in order to complete their
academic programs; (2) have these statements reviewed and eval uated
by undergraduate and graduate faculty experienced in teaching nonna-
tive speakers of English, as well as by undergraduate and graduate
students who were nonnative speakers of English through the use of
survey instruments; (3) provide analyses of these resultsto aid in the
design of test specifications and assessment measures for the new
TOEFL; and (4) document these results to assist in supporting the
validity of the new TOEFL.

MS-22. Scoring TOEFL Essaysand TOEFL 2000 PrototypeWrit-
ing Tasks: An Investigation Into Raters Decision Making, and
Development of a Preliminary Analytic Framework. Alister
Cumming, Robert Kantor, and Donald E. Powers. December 2001.
This project established aframework to describe the decision-making
processes that experienced writing assessors use to evaluate ESL
written compositions. The framework will assist in the development
and field testing of a scoring scheme for the writing component of a
new TOEFL. Phase 1 developed empiricaly (&) an initial framework
to describe the decision-making behaviors of 10 experienced ESL/
EFL instructors/assessors of differing backgrounds who produced
concurrent verbal reports while each rating 60 TOEFL essays, and (b)
aquestionnaireto profilerelevant variablesin theraters’ backgrounds.
Phase 2 refined the framework, gathering additional data from seven
highly experienced English-mother-tongue composition assessorswhile
they rated 40 TOEFL essays and from seven of the same experienced
ESL/EFL instructors/assessors while they rated 30 ESL compositions
for five prototype tasks that involve writing in response to reading or
listening material.

MS-23. The Effects of Notetaking, L ecture Length, and Topic on
the Listening Component of TOEFL 2000. Patricia L. Carrell,
Patricia A. Dunkel, and Pamela Mollaun. Winter 2002. The present
study examined the effects of notetaking, lecture length, and topic, as
well as two aptitude variables, on listening comprehension with ESL
students representative of the TOEFL population. A total of 234
ESL students at five participating universities in the United States
took a computer-based listening comprehension test, a short-term
memory test, the listening comprehension section of adisclosed Insti-
tutional TOEFL, a debriefing questionnaire, and a biodata question-
naire. Results revealed positive effects for notetaking and lecture
length, aswell assignificant interactions between notetaking and topic
and between notetaking and lecture length. No differences in the
pattern of results occurred when listening comprehension proficiency
and short-term memory were taken into consideration along with the
three main factors.
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