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Abstract 

Competent English communication skills are essential to success within international 

business workplaces. To assess employees’ qualifications for international businesses, 

international companies have used the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) 

over the past 30 years in South Korea, which houses the largest TOEIC test taker population 

worldwide.  However, some researchers argue that the TOEIC, designed by Educational Testing 

Service (ETS), may not fully reflect the use of English in international business contexts. In such 

contexts, the focus is interactive communication skills, with cognizance of different English 

accents and business partners’ cultures. Limited empirical studies have investigated the extent to 

which TOEIC scores represent English constructs and how much the TOEIC achieves its 

designated purposes in international business workplaces.  

Drawing on an argument-based validation framework using the stakeholder approach, the 

perceived constructs of English in international business workplaces and the extent to which the 

TOEIC’s designated purposes were achieved were investigated by collecting various validity-

related evidence from multiple stakeholders, i.e., ETS; YBM, the TOEIC administrator; and 

employers and employees in international business workplaces. Multiple methods (i.e., documents 

from ETS and YBM, interviews with six employers and ten employees, and online questionnaires 

with 281 employees in international business companies in Korea) were used to juxtapose the 

findings from each stakeholder group.  

The findings from ETS’s documents framed baseline validity evidence to compare the 

findings from YBM’s documents and interview/questionnaire data that supported and challenged 

the TOEIC’s intended interpretations and uses. The overall findings represent the complexity of 

relationships within English constructs in international business workplaces and between 
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stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores that were affected by contextual factors in 

South Korea, by highlighting the why and how.  

The findings can contribute to re-operationalizing the TOEIC’s constructs and call for 

including contextual factors in validation frameworks and studies. In particular, investigations of 

contextual factors cannot be overlooked to affect beneficial consequences in score use contexts . 

ETS and validation researchers may need to pay more attention to contextual factors and collect 

validity evidence in collaboration with relevant stakeholders.  
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Chapter 1  

Introduction 

Purpose 

In today’s globalized world, the English language is regarded as a necessity to raise the 

international competitiveness of domestic economies (Jeon, 2012) for countries like South Korea 

(hereafter, Korea). Correspondingly, English tests have been used to identify individuals’ 

readiness to work in international business workplaces and to make consequential high-stakes 

decisions, such as hiring and promotions (Choi, 2008). Some examples of English tests used in 

international business workplaces are the Test of English for International Communication 

(TOEIC), the Oral Proficiency Interview-computer (OPIc), the Cambridge English First (FCE), 

Cambridge Advanced English (CAE), the Certificate of Proficiency in English (CPE), and the 

Aptis testing system.  

Among those English tests, the TOEIC, designed by Educational Testing Service (ETS) in 

the United States of America, is one of the most widely used English tests in the world for 

determining an employee’s capability to work in international business workplaces (Im & Cheng, 

2019). At its introduction in 1979, the TOEIC contained only a Listening and Reading component 

(LR). However, the TOEIC’s Speaking and Writing components were added in 2006 due to 

criticism of employees’ lack of English speaking and writing readiness for international 

communication (Hirai, 2009; Powers, 2010b). Now, with the components for the four skills, about 

14,000 companies, including government agencies in over 150 countries, use this test (ETS, 2016a). 

In particular, for over 30 years, TOEIC scores (specifically, TOEIC LR scores) in Korea have 

played an important role in making decisions about employees’ international business English 

language proficiency. Approximately 2.3 million people in Korea take the test annually (Munhwa 
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Broadcasting Corporation, 2016). Moreover, 1,600 major companies are currently using TOEIC 

LR scores for hiring and promotional decisions (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, April).  

Concerns have been raised about the accuracy of such high-stakes decisions based on the 

scores of international language tests such as the TOEIC (Im & Cheng, 2019; Jenkins & Leung, 

2014; H.-J. Kim, 2006). One of the key concerns is the underrepresentation of the actual use of 

English by non-native English speakers in international communication (Jenkins & Leung, 2014; 

Lowenberg, 2002). Scholars (e.g., Canagarajah, 2006; Jenkins, 2006a; Jenkins & Leung, 2014; 

Lowenberg, 2002) have pointed out that international English tests have adopted a traditional, 

conservative approach to the development and administration of English language tests, which 

only include inputs of Standard English used by educated native English speakers (Trudgill & 

Hannah, 1995). Such an approach reflects a limited range of the actual use of English by non-

native English speakers (NNESs) in international communication. Davies, Hamp-Lyons, and 

Kemp (2003) and Lowenberg (2002) clearly indicated that English tests such as the TOEIC were 

imposing native English norms on non-native English speakers and penalizing them for not using 

these norms.  

English has commonly been used as a communicative medium for speakers of different 

first languages in international communication. This communication is now called English as a 

Lingua Franca (ELF; Seidlhofer, 2011). If a language test fails to reflect the actual use of English 

in international business workplaces, it may result in employers making invalid judgments about 

an employee’s English communication, leading to decision-making errors in hiring and promotion 

and, thus, potentially negative consequences for the individual, company, and society (H.-J. Kim, 

2006). However, there has been limited research on how TOEIC scores are interpreted for selection 
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decisions (i.e., hiring and promotional decisions) and the consequences of such decisions in 

international business workplaces.  

The research context of this study is Korea-based international business organizations, 

which widely use TOEIC scores to make selection decisions. In this research context, the purpose 

of this study was to investigate to what extent the intended meanings and uses of TOEIC scores 

and consequences of TOEIC use were achieved in the Korean context by collecting validity 

evidence from different TOEIC stakeholders. This study drew on an operational validation model  

(an argument-based approach) using the stakeholder approach (Crocker, 2003; Hamp-Lyons, 

2000), which was adapted from Chapelle, Enright, and Jamieson’s (2008) interpretive argument 

and Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) assessment and use argument (AUA) . Specifically, the 

operational validation model allowed this dissertation study to address all key facets of validity 

arguments in the TOEIC: the domain description, evaluation, generalization, extrapolation, 

utilization and ramification inferences. The research questions that were addressed in this study 

are as follows: 

RQ 1. What are the intended and localized meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions framed by the test developers (ETS) 

and the local test administrator (YBM) in Korea?  

• RQ 1a. What are ETS’s intended meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection 

decisions, and the consequences of such decisions?  

• RQ 1b: What are YBM’s (as the intermediator) localized meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions, as well as the consequences of such decisions in the Korean 

context and their relationships?  
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RQ 2. What are the perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions 

and the consequences of such decisions by employers and employees in Korea-based international 

business organizations? 

• RQ 2a. How do employers and employees perceive English constructs in international 

business workplaces in their companies?  

• RQ 2b: What are employers’ and employees’ perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions (hiring and promotion) and the consequences of such 

decisions in their companies? 

• RQ 2c: What relationships exist in employers’ and employees’ perceptions of English 

constructs?  

• RQ 2d: What relationships are in employers’ and employees’ perceptions regarding the 

TOEIC? 

 RQ 2e: What are a large group of employees’ experiences with TOEIC test taking? 

 RQ 2f: How do a large group of employees perceive English constructs in international 

business workplaces, the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions 

(hiring and promotion), and the consequences of TOEIC use and the above decisions?  

 RQ 2g: To what extent do a large group of employees’ perceptions of English constructs 

and TOEIC meanings, uses, and consequences relate to each other?  

 RQ 2h: To what extent does a large group of employees’ perceptions explain their 

demographic characteristics and their TOEIC test-taking experiences? 

 RQ 3. How are intended (and localized) and perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores 

for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions in Korea-based international 

business organizations aligned?  
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 RQ 1 concerns the perspectives of the test developers at ETS and the test administrator in 

Korea (i.e., YBM), while RQ 2 focuses on test users’ perspectives (i.e., employers and employees) 

in Korea-based international business companies. RQ 3 concerns the relationships between the 

intended/localized and perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and 

the consequences of such decisions in Korea-based international business companies.  

Rationales of the Study 

Zumbo (2015) introduced concepts of in vitro and in vivo from biology to describe issues 

in testing. Describing that a virus in vitro, which is within a glass, is quite different in vivo, which 

is within the living organisms. Applying these to testing, Zumbo (2015) noted that a test in vitro 

(corresponding to intended meanings and uses of test scores) may be understood and used in 

different ways in vivo (corresponding to actual meanings and uses of test scores) when the test is 

fully administered in a particular context. Based on Zumbo (2015), I explored the extent to which 

the intended score meanings and uses of the TOEIC (i.e., the TOEIC in vitro) were aligned with 

the perceived score meanings and uses of the test (i.e., the TOEIC in vivo). In addition to the 

biological concepts of in vitro and in vivo, I added the concept of in situ (i.e., on site, but not within 

the living organisms) which pertains to investigating something exactly in place. There is a TOEIC 

administrator in Korea, which is YBM, and YBM has been playing a role as an intermediator of 

the TOEIC since its introduction to Korea in 1982. The concept of in situ was adopted to 

investigate the TOEIC administrator’s (i.e., YBM in Korea) localized meanings and uses of 

TOEIC scores in Korea.  

Based on these concepts of in vitro, in situ and in vivo, three stakeholder groups were 

included in this study adopting stakeholder approach: the TOEIC developer (i.e., ETS) and the 

administrator (i.e., YBM) and test users (i.e., employers as decision-makers and employees) who 
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used TOEIC scores for making selection decisions and applying for a job and/or promotion, 

respectively. Along with the stakeholder approach, validity evidence for the TOEIC was collected 

based on the operational validation model for this study (i.e., an argument-based approach), which 

provides more flexible and systematic procedures for test validation.  

There are two reasons for the selected research focus and design: (a) Limited empirical 

validation studies utilize an argument-based approach, with limited studies validating test use, and 

(b) limited validation studies that collected validity evidence from multiple stakeholders.  

Regarding approaches to test validation, limited validation research has employed an 

argument-based approach (Chapelle & Voss, 2014). In addition, limited research has validated the 

use of test scores and consequences of test use. Since the first edition of Educational Measurement 

in 1951, validity and validation theories in language testing have evolved with the 

conceptualization of validity in educational measurement. Among the validation approaches, an 

argument-based approach—specifically, Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument—offers 

methodological usefulness for test validation, especially in language testing. Their approach 

provides holistic, systematic, and more necessary processes for the meanings and uses of test 

scores, consequences of the test use, and operational ease. However, test validation studies using 

the argument-based approach in language testing have recently drawn attention, alongside 

variations of the approach (Bachman, 2005; Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Chapelle et al., 2008; Kane, 

2006, 2013; Mislevy et al., 2003). A few studies have evaluated the consequences of test use (e.g., 

Kadir, 2008; Z. Li, 2015; Sun, 2016). Adopting Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) assessment and use 

argument and Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument, this study will build on empirical 

validation studies and was based on an argument-based approach that validates the meanings and 

uses of test scores concerning the consequences of test use.  
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Besides the validation approach, it is crucial to collect evidence from multiple stakeholders 

for validity and validation studies (Moss, 1994, 1996; Moss, Girard, & Haniford, 2006). As 

contemporary validity theorists such as Kane (2013) and Messick (1989) noted, validity changes 

over time and varies contextually. Depending on score use contexts, the meanings of test scores 

may be understood differently by stakeholders. Thus, test scores may be used in various ways apart 

from their intended uses (Koch & DeLuca, 2012; Macqueen, Pill, & Knoch, 2016; Zumbo, 2015). 

This argument calls for the ongoing, continuing collection of validity evidence (first pointed out 

by Messick, 1989) from multiple stakeholders to support or challenge the intended meanings and 

uses of test scores in particular contexts. The involvement of multiple stakeholders will strengthen 

validity arguments by disclosing sources of evidence that may threaten the validity of score 

meanings and uses (Moss et al., 2006). Accordingly, I explored multiple stakeholders’ (i.e., people 

who are directly involved with test development, who make decisions using test scores, and 

directly affected by test uses or such decisions) intended/localized and perceived meanings, uses 

of TOEIC scores, and consequences of test use. Stakeholders included the TOEIC developer at 

ETS and the TOEIC administrator in Korea (i.e., YBM), as well as employers as decision-makers 

and employees, who used TOEIC scores. Findings from the stakeholder groups provided empirical 

evidence to discuss the relationships between intended/localized and perceived meanings, uses of 

TOEIC scores, and consequences of test use. 

Operational Definition of Terms 

Some key terms that recur throughout this dissertation are explained in the current section: 

language proficiency, evaluation, criterion, test construct, meaning of test scores, selection 

decisions, high stakes, consequences, perceptions and values, and stakeholders.  
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Language proficiency has been used in the field of language testing “to refer in general to 

knowledge, competence, or ability in the use of a language” (Bachman, 2010, p. 16). Because this 

study is a validation study in language testing, I will use the term language proficiency consistently. 

Sometimes, I may use the term language ability when it is not relevant to language testing, but is 

synonymous with the term language proficiency.  

In this study, an evaluation (or evaluate in a verb form) refers to validation (or validate, in 

a verb form) in language testing. Validation is defined as the justification of the meanings and uses 

of test scores (Chapelle & Voss, 2014). However, Chapelle and Voss (2014) noted this kind of 

justification is “a one-sided evaluation” (p. 1079) to support the intended meanings and uses of 

test scores, but validation should be conceptualized to include falsification that provides no 

evidence to rebut the intended meanings and uses of test scores.  

In language testing, a criterion refers to actual performance in real-life settings or actual 

language use in language testing by which the test takers’ (e.g., students and job seekers’) language 

proficiency is evaluated and often represented in standards or rating scales. A criterion is first 

defined via needs analysis or job analysis (Cronbach, 1971, 1980; Guion, 1998), and then a 

criterion measure is developed. Subsequently, correlations between scores of a newly developed 

test and the criterion measure are used as evidence to prove the test measures the same constructs 

in the criterion measure. However, the criterion generally in language testing reflects the language 

use of native speakers.  

Test construct refers to the knowledge, skills, and abilities that are operationalized to 

measure in a test. The constructs are defined based on the criterion (i.e., actual performance) and/or 

theoretical foundation that seeks to explain and predict future performance in real-life settings. 

However, test constructs may narrowly cover the criterion, which is defined as construct 
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underrepresentation (e.g., lack of interaction on a listening test), or there may be unrelated factors 

to test constructs, which is defined as construct irrelevant variance (e.g., test-wiseness strategies) 

(Messick, 1989).  

The meanings of test scores refer to what test scores indicate regarding the test taker’s 

language proficiency. Meanings of test scores have been interchangeably used with interpretations 

of test scores. The interpretation of test scores involves assigning meaning to the scores. There are 

two types of meanings (or interpretations) of test scores: the test developer’s intended meanings 

(or interpretations) and other stakeholders’ perceived meanings (or interpretations) of test scores. 

In this study, the meanings of test scores will refer to stakeholders’ (e.g., in this study, the test 

developer for the intended meanings of TOEIC scores and employers and employees in 

international business workplaces for the perceived meanings of TOEIC scores) perceptions of test 

constructs themselves in the TOEIC.  

Selection decisions (i.e., hiring and promotional decisions) are choices in employment 

testing concerning which individuals will enter the organization and advance within the 

organization, respectively (American Educational Research Association, American Psychological 

Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education, 2014). As illustrated in the 

following section, the context of the study, the five approved uses explicitly recommended for 

TOEIC scores are hiring, placing, promoting applicants, measuring English proficiency, and 

evaluating progress in English (ETS, 2015a, 2016a). Out of these uses, hiring and promotional 

decisions were used as selection decisions and focused on because they had high stakes for 

employees.  

A high-stakes test, often a large-scale test, is used to provide results that affect important 

decisions and result in direct consequences for test stakeholders, including test takers, test users, 
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and other related stakeholders (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). For example, high-stakes language 

test scores are used for admission, immigration, and graduation. I investigated the TOEIC, a high-

stakes language test in Korea, because the decisions directly or indirectly led to consequences for 

a great many stakeholders.  

A consequence is a general concept used in educational assessment and language testing 

fields to refer to the outcomes of testing, especially the impact and washback, as commonly used 

in applied linguistics (Cheng, 2014). In this paper, the term outcomes is used in association with 

test developers’ goals such as “intended outcomes” (Kane, 2013, p. 49). Impact refers to the effects 

of tests on education and society on the macro level, while washback refers to the effects of testing 

on teaching and learning on the micro level (McNamara, 2000; Schissel, 2018). In this study, both 

washback and impact were investigated.  

Perceptions and values should be defined as these concepts are too complex to differentiate . 

This study investigated TOEIC stakeholders’ perceptions of the meanings, uses, and consequences 

of the TOEIC. Perceptions refer to the way in which something is understood. TOEIC stakeholders’ 

perceptions may refer to how they understand the meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC. 

Values in this study are what TOEIC stakeholders believe is important in the Korean context. For 

example, Im and McNamara (2017) found that the effort/diligence that admission officers viewed 

based on TOEIC LR scores was a highly valued attribute in the Korean context and that high 

accessibility to the TOEIC LR and its low fee were also considered important in terms of 

equitability.  

“Stakeholders are identified as those who make decisions and those who are affected by 

those decisions” (Rea-Dickins, 1997, p. 304) in addition to language testers and test administrators 

in language testing. This definition of stakeholders called for paying more attention to broadening 
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the scope of stakeholders to include those, who are directly or indirectly involved in testing such 

as teachers, parents, learners, and government, into validation. In this dissertation study, three 

stakeholder groups were identified: the TOEIC developer, the TOEIC administrator in Korea and 

test users (i.e., employers and employees who were working for international businesses and who 

used TOEIC scores to make decisions and to use for job or promotion applications, respectively).  

The definitions of other terms are provided when they are discussed throughout this 

dissertation study. 

Context of the Study 

 This section sets the scene for this dissertation research and consists of three subsections. 

The first subsection supplies pertinent information about the role of the TOEIC in Korea. The 

second subsection describes the components of the TOEIC, and then the third subsection depicts 

the use of English by discussing the conceptualizations of English language proficiency in 

international business contexts. These three subsections provide the relevant information for the 

rationales described in the previous section concerning the importance of investigating the research 

context and methods to be used in this research.  

Role of the TOEIC in Korea. “The TOEIC […] has become one of the most powerful and 

influential tools for hiring employees in Korea and Japan” (Booth, 2012, p. 1). As the quote above 

illustrates, the TOEIC LR, the dominant English language proficiency test in these countries, was 

developed by ETS in 1979 to evaluate employees’ and prospective employees’ English skills in 

international business contexts in response to a request from the Japanese Ministry of International 

Trade and Industry (ETS, 2013). A revised version of the TOEIC LR was released in 2006. In the 

same year, TOEIC SW tests were introduced to address test users’ concerns that some employees 

lacked English speaking and writing skills, despite their high scores on the TOEIC LR (Chapman 
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& Newfields, 2008; ETS, 2010; Powers & Powers, 2015). The popularity of TOEIC tests has been 

evident for over 30 years and has grown dramatically. The TOEIC LR is now used by English 

language learning programs and government agencies in over 150 countries, as well as by roughly 

14,000 companies globally (ETS, 2016b, para. 4).  In particular, the TOEIC has played an 

important role in English education in Korea since its introduction to Korea in 1982 and in making 

decisions about employees’ international business English proficiency. This phenomenon was 

provoked by the Korean society’s emphasis on English education to be competitive in a globalized 

world.  

For example, after World War II, Korea became one of the countries that experienced rapid 

economic success, becoming the 11th largest economy in the world based on gross domestic 

product (GDP) in 2016 (Santacreu, 2018, March 20). The factors in Korea’s swift economic 

growth were industrialization from the early 1960s to 1980s and democratization in the late 1980s. 

The latter led to an escape from governmental control and an opening of the Korean market to the 

globe in the 1990s (Seth, 2017). To be competitive in the global market, English skills are one of 

the most important qualities for human resources. Accordingly, companies and government 

agencies and enterprises started to use the TOEIC for selection decisions (i.e., hiring and 

promotional decisions) because the test was perceived as an accurate way to measure one’s English 

language proficiency and as a useful tool to make selection decisions.  

However, there also have been criticisms of the TOEIC LR regarding employees’ lack of 

English communication skills despite their high scores on the TOEIC LR (Chapman & Newfields, 

2008; ETS, 2010; Powers & Powers, 2015), as described earlier. These criticisms led to the advent 

of the TOEIC Speaking and Writing tests. With the use of TOEIC LR scores, growing attention 

has focused on the TOEIC Speaking and Writing tests. Although the TOEIC SW tests are much 
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less popular than the TOEIC LR, the number of TOEIC Speaking test takers in Korea has soared 

dramatically, from 15,000 in 2007 to 260,000 in 2012 (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, April). In 

November 2015, ETS announced further revisions to the TOEIC LR format, although the test 

retained the same score scale, level of difficulty, total number of items, and length. The most 

updated version of the TOEIC LR was released to Korea and Japan in May 2016 and rolled out 

across the world in 2017.  

Currently, the TOEIC components reflect the four skills: listening, reading, speaking, and 

writing. The listening and reading components are administered on one test, while speaking and 

writing tests are individually administered. Thus, test takers have various options to take the 

TOEIC. For example, they can only take the TOEIC LR or a combination of the test with the 

TOEIC Speaking or only the TOEIC Speaking or the TOEIC Writing (J. Liu & Costanzo, 2013). 

With these kinds of test-taking options, TOEIC score use for selection decisions varies in Korea. 

Some Korean companies give the option to submit TOEIC LR scores or TOEIC Speaking and/or 

TOEIC Writing scores for the job applicant. Furthermore, some companies require the applicant 

to submit TOEIC scores as mandatory, while others only refer to the scores for hiring and/or 

promotional decisions. Some set a cut-off score for the TOEIC, while others do not. Some 

companies accept either TOEIC scores or test scores of the ACTFL Oral Proficiency Interview-

computer (OPIc), which is a speaking test, developed by the American Council on the Teaching 

of Foreign Languages (ACTFL). Nevertheless, the TOEIC is the most popular test in Korean 

contexts, which house the largest portion of the TOEIC test taker population (MBC, 2016; i.e., 

approximately 2.3 million people in South Korea). In addition, 1,600 major companies are 

currently using TOEIC scores in hiring and promotion decisions (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, 

April).  
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Review of the TOEIC. The latest version (released in 2016) with previous versions of the 

TOEIC LR and the form of the TOEIC SW released in 2006 are reviewed in this section. The 

primary purpose of the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) is to measure 

the everyday English skills of individuals who speak a first language other than English in 

workplace and everyday life contexts (ETS, 2015a, 2016a; Powers & Powers, 2015). The TOEIC 

also has six secondary purposes: (1) to verify one’s current level of English proficiency; (2) to 

qualify for a new position and/or promotion in a company; (3) to enhance one’s professional 

credentials; (4) to monitor one’s progress in English; (5) to set learning goals; and (6) to involve 

employers in advancing English abilities (ETS, 2015a, 2016a). Embedded in these purposes are 

five approved uses explicitly recommended for TOEIC scores: hiring, placing, and promoting 

applicants, measuring English proficiency, and evaluating progress in English (ETS, 2015a, 

2016a).   

The TOEIC LR is a paper/pencil test, while TOEIC SW tests are computer-based. The 

TOEIC LR takes two hours in total (45 minutes for Listening and 75 minutes for Reading). The 

TOEIC SW lasts approximately 20 minutes for Speaking and one hour for Writing. TOEIC tests, 

available throughout the world, are designed by Educational Testing Service in the United States 

of America and administered by ETS Preferred Network Associates (e.g., YBM in Korea) around 

the world. Its cost varies across countries and institutions, but in Korea, test takers pay 

approximately 40 US dollars to take the TOEIC LR and 70 US dollars for the TOEIC Speaking 

and Writing, respectively. 

Scores for the TOEIC LR test are each reported on a scale of 5–495, while scores for the 

SW are each reported on a scale of 0–200. English proficiency level descriptors that correspond to 

ranges of the scaled scores for all TOEIC tests are provided (see https://www.ets.org/TOEIC/). As 
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the TOEIC LR is a norm-referenced test (i.e., comparing the test taker’s performance to other test 

takers’ performance), the test score report for this section provides a percentile rank that helps test  

takers identify their standing against the past three-year pool of test takers. The report card also 

provides each test taker’s percentage of correct answers corresponding to the intended test 

constructs and the average percentage of other test takers’ correct responses at the same test sitting. 

All TOEIC LR and SW results are available in paper form; electronic/online reports are available 

in some countries, depending on the ETS Preferred Network (EPN) Associate. 

Table 1.1 summarizes the composition of the TOEIC LR across the classic, revised, and 

updated versions of the TOEIC LR. Each Listening and Reading section includes 100 multiple 

choice questions for a total score of 495 points across the three versions. The Listening component 

is designed to measure listening for understanding details and making inferences about the gist, 

purpose, and basic context. The Reading component includes items targeting grammar, vocabulary, 

understanding of specific information, and connecting and synthesizing information. 

Table 1.1  

A Comparison of the Classic, Revised, and Updated TOEIC Listening and Reading Tests 

 Classic TOEIC LR  

(until 2005) 

Revised TOEIC LR  

(2006–May 2016) 

Updated TOEIC LR  

(May 2016 to present) 

Part Content K Content k Content k 

Listening section   

Part 1 Photographs 20 Photographs 10 Photographs 6 

Part 2 Question-response 30 Question-response 30 Question-response 25 

Part 3 Short conversations 30 Short conversations 30 Short conversations 39 

Part 4 Short talks 20 Short talks 30 Short talks 30 

Reading section   

Part 5 Incomplete sentences 40 Incomplete sentences 40 Incomplete sentences 30 

Part 6 Error recognition 20 Text comprehension 12 Text completion 16 

Part 7 Reading 

comprehension 

 Reading comprehension  Reading 

comprehension 

 

 Single passage 40 Single passage 28 Single passage 29 

   Double passage 20 Multiple passage 25 

Note. k = number of questions. 
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As shown in Table 1.1 above, no significant changes have been made in test formats for 

nearly the past 40 years. However, while only standard American accents were included in the 

classic TOEIC LR, different English accent varieties—American, British, Canadian, Australian, 

or New Zealand—were included in the revised TOEIC LR and still appear in the updated version, 

specifically in Part 3 conversations. Furthermore, in the updated version, colloquial forms such as 

gonna for going to or wanna for want to, and fragments of full sentences such as down the hall or 

could you? appear in some conversations in the Listening section (ETS, 2015c, November 5).  

In the Reading section, error recognition questions for which test takers were asked to 

select the grammatically wrong option in multiple underlined words or phrases in the classic 

TOEIC LR were replaced with text completion questions for which test takers were asked to select 

the right option to fill in the blank in given passages in the revised TOEIC LR. Additionally, the 

number of passages has been increased from double-related passages in the revised TOEIC LR to 

a combination of two set-based double passages and three set-based triple passages in the updated 

TOEIC LR. The updated TOEIC LR also includes text messages and online chat dialogues, as 

these types of communication are now commonly used in global workplaces (ETS, 2015b). 

TOEIC SW tests are criterion-referenced tests (i.e., the test taker’s performance on a test 

is rated based on a predefined set of criteria). Unlike the TOEIC LR, the TOEIC Speaking and 

Writing’s test format has not been changed since its introduction in 2006. TOEIC Speaking has 

six types of tasks and consists of 11 items sequenced with an increasing level of complexity and 

difficulty (see Table 1.2 below). The Speaking test is designed to assess three hierarchical claims 

about the test takers’ speaking abilities: to produce language intelligible to native and proficient 

non-native speakers of English, to produce language appropriate for routine interactions, and to 

create connected discourse appropriate for the workplace (ETS, 2013, 2016a; Hines, 2010). 
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Because tasks are graded for difficulty, questions 1 to 9 are less demanding than questions 10 and 

11. Different rating scales are applied respectively, that is, a scale of 0 to 3 for questions 1 to 9 and 

0 to 5 for questions 10 and 11 for the first four tasks (questions 1–9; Liao & Wei, 2010).  

Table 1.2  

Description of Each Task in the TOEIC Speaking Test (ETS, 2013, 2016a) 

Task Question Evaluation criteria 

Read a text aloud 1–2 ▪ Pronunciation 

▪ Intonation and stress 

Describe a picture 3 All of the above, plus: 

▪ Grammar 

▪ Vocabulary and cohesion 

Respond to questions 4–6 All of the above, plus: 

▪ Relevance of content and  

▪ Completeness of content 

Respond to questions using the 

information provided 

7–9 All of the above 

Propose a solution 10 All of the above 

Express an opinion 11 All of the above 

 

The TOEIC Writing test has three types of tasks with eight question items (see Table 1.3 

below). These tasks are organized into three hierarchical claims, requiring the test taker to produce 

sentences comprising simple and complex sentences; to generate a multi-sentence-length text; and 

to produce a multi-paragraph-length text supported by reasons, evidence, and explanations (ETS, 

2013, 2016a; Hines, 2010). As with the TOEIC Speaking test, the three tasks are rated on different 

scales: 0 to 3 for the first task type (questions 1–5); 0 to 4 for the second task type (questions 6–

7); and 0 to 5 for the last task type (Question 8; ETS, 2016a).  
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Table 1.3  

Description of Each Task on the TOEIC Writing Test (ETS, 2013, 2016a) 

Task Question Evaluation criteria 

Write a sentence based on a picture 1–5 ▪ Grammar 

▪ Relevance of the sentences to the pictures 

Respond to a written request 6–7 ▪ Quality and variety of sentences 

▪ Vocabulary 

▪ Organization 

Write an opinion essay 8 ▪ Whether the opinion is supported by reasons 

and/or examples 

▪ Grammar 

▪ Vocabulary 

▪ Organization 

 

In South Korea, the four components of the TOEIC are used by Korean companies for 

hiring and promotion. Among the five approved uses of the TOEIC recommended by Educational 

Testing Service, the use of TOEIC for hiring and promotional decisions is the focus of this study 

because of the high stakes associated with the two uses.  

Context of English in international business workplaces. Along with the high-stakes 

nature of the TOEIC in Korea, the other contextual factor essential to this study for investigating 

the meanings, uses, and consequences of TOEIC scores is the actual use of English in international 

communication. The meanings of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of 

such decisions need to be understood regarding the context of international business workplaces 

where English is used and the test is implemented.  In international business workplaces, English 

has been the dominant language for international businesses over the past few decades (Charles, 

2007; Du-Babcock & Babcock, 2007; Ehrenreich, 2010; Gerritsen & Nickerson, 2009; Louhiala -

Salminen & Charles, 2006; Nickerson, 2005; Piekkari, 2009; Rogerson-Revell, 2007, 2008; Welch, 

Welch, & Piekkari, 2005). Within this global context, English has been conceptualized in broadly 
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four phases—Standard English (SE), World Englishes (WE), English as an International Language 

(EIL), and English as a Lingua Franca (ELF)—in two traditions, leading to the advent of Business 

English as a Lingua Franca (BELF).  

Standard English (SE) is defined as the variety of English that educated English speakers 

use for writing and speaking (Trudgill & Hannah, 1995) in British–Australian–North American 

(BANA) communities (Pakir, 2009). English is conceived as a stable, standardized language leased 

out on a global scale and controlled by native English speakers (Widdowson, 2003). This implies 

the adoption of and conformity to SE. Hence, the English produced by non-native English speakers 

(NNESs) has been described as learners’ English or interlanguage, and their English has been 

defined as English as a Second Language (ESL) or English as a Foreign Language (EFL) (H. Kim, 

2012). The goal of NNESs is to communicate with NESs and to assimilate into NESs’ communities 

(Sato, 2014). 

However, an alternative view of English was recognized by researchers of WE. The 

pluricentricity of English is emphasized, accepting that language spreads and adapts itself to new 

environments (Mollin, 2006). Specifically, postcolonial Englishes such as Nigerian, Indian, and 

Singaporean Englishes are recognized as English varieties of WE. WE is defined as “non-native 

models of English [that] are linguistically identifiable geographically definable” (Kachru, 1992, 

pp. 357–358). Therefore, studies on WE have linguistically focused on types of English varieties. 

Kachru (1988) categorized the use of English into three different groups of English users (Kachru, 

1992): Inner Circle (English as a native language, e.g., British, Australian, and North American 

countries); Outer Circle (English as an official language or second language, e.g., Nigeria, India, 

and Singapore); and Expanding Circle (English as a foreign language, e.g., China, Japan, Korea, 

and Brazil). This model is considered useful and influential due to its depiction of the spread of 
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English. However, several limitations of the WE have been acknowledged (Jenkins, 2009). 

Kachru’s (1988) model recognizes the English used by the Expanding Circle groups as EFL users. 

This implies that EFL speakers may need to acquire native speaker-based communicative 

competence (e.g., Canale & Swain, 1980). Jenkins (2002) argues conceptually that Expanding 

Circle users are not foreign speakers of English, but rather international speakers. Hence, the target 

community should not be the Inner Circle of native English speakers. Furthermore, WE may lead 

to potential confusion, as the term World Englishes can be interpreted in the following ways: (a) 

as an umbrella label to include any kind of English variety (Bolton, 2004) and (b) as a term to refer 

to the varieties of English used and codified in the Outer Circle group countries (Bolton, 2004), as 

well as an approach to the study of English worldwide, specifically within applied linguistics 

(Jenkins, 2006b). As WE mainly focuses on English varieties, especially in the Outer Circle, 

Canagarajah (2013) pointed out that the term WE fails to consider how English users in each circle 

communicate with each other. Therefore, the term World Englishes may pose a limitation in how 

it conceptualizes the use of English in international communication. 

Going beyond WE, English was labeled an international language (EIL; Canagarajah, 

2013). EIL treats English varieties in the same circle as having equal statuses, for example, East 

Asian or South Asian English in the Expanding Circle and Inuit, Quebec, and Athabascan English 

within Canadian English in the Inner Circle (McArthur, 1987). Canagarajah (2013) noted that EIL 

simply added English varieties to WE and has the same issues in WE concerning the contact 

between English users in the three circles.  

English as a lingua franca (Jenkins, 2006b; Seidlhofer, 2011) has been adopted to address 

the limitations in WE to go beyond the local to global contexts of English use, although both WE 

and ELF commonly recognize the existence of English varieties and the use of English beyond 
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native English speakers (Saraceni, 2008). English as a Lingua Franca is defined as the use of 

English in international communication. The term has been defined by many researchers in quite 

different ways concerning the inclusion of native English speakers in ELF users. Some (e.g., Firth, 

1996; House, 2003) limited ELF to the use of English only by non-native English speakers, while 

others (e.g., Jenkins, 2006b, 2007, 2009; Meierkord & Knapp, 2002; Seidlhofer, 2011) include all 

English users in ELF. Seidlhofer (2011) defined English as a Lingua Franca as “any use of English 

among speakers of different first languages for whom English is the communicative medium of 

choice, and often the only option” (p. 7). Considering the research context of this study as Korea-

based international business companies, I adopt Seidlhofer’s (2011) definition to include any 

English users of different first languages for whom English is the communicative medium.  

More specifically, ELF has been researched and conceptualized in two traditions according 

to Canagarajah (2013): (a) codifying linguistic features of English varieties in international 

communication (hereafter, tradition A) (Jenkins, 2006b, Seidlhofer, 2011) and (b) focusing on 

pragmatics1 in the use of English (hereafter, tradition B; Firth, 1996, House, 2003; Meierkord, 

2004). Scholars in tradition A have attempted to codify the regular features of ELF concerning 

phonology (Jenkins, 2000), phraseology (Prodromou, 2003, 2008), and lexicogrammar (Cogo & 

Dewey, 2012; Ranta, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2004, 2011). Some projects that codified ELF were 

conducted based on data from the spoken ELF corpora: VOICE, the Vienna–Oxford International 

Corpus of English (Seidlhofer, 2001), and ELFA, the Helsinki-based corpus of English as a Lingua 

Franca in Academic Settings (Mauranen & Ranta, 2008). However, this practice of codifying ELF 

                                                             

1 Pragmatics refers to how a speaker adjusts language use by recognizing the contextual variables underlying the 

context (Brown & Levinson, 1987), including their use of linguistic resources to achieve the ir communicative goals 

(Leech, 1983; Searle, 1969).  



 

22 

 

was conducted by investigating English communication among non-native English speakers. It has 

been also criticized for creating another English norm used by non-native English speakers (Swan, 

2012).  

The ELF research in tradition B (e.g., Bjørge, 2010; Firth, 1996; House, 1999, 2002, 2003; 

Meierkord, 2000, 2002, 2004; Wagner & Firth, 1997) focused on pragmatics (i.e., speakers’ 

management of language use considering contextual factors, using linguistic resources to achieve 

communicative goals), rather than focusing on linguistic varieties in English. Firth (1996) named 

ELF’s tradition B, though, Lingua Franca English (LFE), with more emphasis on the function 

(use) of English for communication, rather than targeting varieties of English itself. This 

characteristic of tradition B is manifested in Gramkow Andersen (1993). Gramkow Andersen 

(1993) stated there are no common linguistic features in ELF, but rather, variabilities in the 

speaker’s English proficiency. Accordingly, speakers seem “to negotiate and govern their own 

variety of lingua franca use concerning proficiency level, use of code-mixing, degree of 

pidginization, etc” (Gramkow Andersen, 1993, p. 108).  

This study adopts tradition B of ELF. Tradition A (i.e., codifying English varieties) may 

present the same issues with WE and EIL that Canagarajah (2013) noticed regarding a lack of 

consideration for the contact between English users in the three circles. As per my understanding, 

it may not be possible to codify English varieties because various English users may display 

different features in their English due to factors such as their English proficiency, first language, 

personality, and others. Tradition B of ELF, which focuses on pragmatics, may be able to address 

the limitations in tradition A of ELF. Hence, it may be more important to assess how English users 

with different English varieties from separate circles, even the same circle, use English for 

successful communication (i.e., pragmatics) despite English’s distinctive features.  
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The focus of this study is the context of international business workplaces. Tradition B of 

ELF is evident in studies on Business English as a Lingua Franca (BELF). English used in 

international business workplaces has been defined as Business English as a Lingua Franca 

(Louhiala-Salminen, Charles, & Kankaanranta, 2005) or English as a Business Lingua Franca 

(Kankaanranta & Louhiala-Salminen, 2013). BELF builds on tradition B of ELF (Louhiala-

Salminen & Charles, 2006). Specifically, BELF is related to international business contexts . 

Consequently, BELF can be distinguished from ELF’s tradition B respecting English 

communication related to business along with contextual factors such as employees’ professional 

roles, knowledge shared with clients, varying expectations, and time constraints (Louhiala-

Salminen, 2002; Poncini, 2002, 2007). Projects between 2000 and 2002 and between 2006 and 

2009 in European contexts (i.e., Finland-, Germany-, and Switzerland-based multinational 

companies) have been conducted to map how English is used in the contexts’ international 

business workplaces, using interviews and online surveys (Kankaanranta & Louhiala-Salminen, 

2013). Based on the findings from those projects, Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011) 

proposed the Global Communicative Competence of a business professional (p. 258), a model 

required in international business workplaces, as shown in Figure 1.1, below.  

The global communicative competence of a business professional is at the core and consists 

of three layers of multicultural competence, competence in BELF, and business knowhow. 

Multicultural competence requires “listening skills, accommodation skills (Giles, Coupland, & 

Coupland, 1991), and an understanding of different accents and varieties of the language” 

(Louhiala-Salminen & Kankaanranta, 2011, p. 259) to manage “communicative situations with 

representatives of different national, organizational, and professional cultures” (Kankaanranta & 
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Louhiala-Salminen, 2013, p. 28). Competence in BELF refers to the ability to use the core English 

in international business situations. 

 

Figure 1.1. Model of global communicative competence 

Competence in BELF includes the use of specialized English shared by speakers and the 

use of communication strategies such as asking questions, and repeating and paraphrasing 

utterances focusing on clarity, brevity, directness, and politeness (Kankaanranta & Louhiala-

Salminen, 2013). Business knowhow refers to business-specific knowledge, including business 

strategies on how to operate businesses. BELF goes beyond the traditional conceptualization of 

English language proficiency in a language test, that is, mainly linguistic features such as grammar, 

vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency (Elder, McNamara, H. Kim, Pill, & Sato, 2017), to include 

non-linguistic factors such as professional knowledge (i.e., experience) and interaction (i.e., co-

operation) in ELF communication. However, there are still reservations about the 

conceptualization of BELF. For example, the label multicultural competence may be limited to the 

awareness of cultural differences only related to the use of English. Furthermore, business 

knowhow has not been clearly and specifically defined. That is, it is unclear what kind of business 

knowhow is required for successful communication. This requires a more thorough investigation 
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of the characteristics of international business workplaces. Despite these limitations, as a starting 

point, BELF may significantly contribute to test design and validation regarding how to 

operationalize test constructs and what to validate for an international business English test.  

Some researchers (e.g., Jenkins & Leung, 2014) have indicated that the TOEIC, used in 

international business workplaces for selection decisions, may not strongly include the use of 

English in international business workplaces. Jenkins and Leung (2014) argued that the TOEIC is 

an international test “in the sense of being used (marketed and administered) internationally rather 

than in the sense of reflecting international use (the diverse ways in which English is used 

internationally)” (p. 3). However, these were conceptually discussed without providing evidence 

to support their arguments. In fact, TOEIC Speaking may not use a native speaker normative model 

for evaluation. Rather, English language proficiency is assessed respecting intelligibility by native 

or proficient non-native speakers, as illustrated for three hierarchical claims in the TOEIC 

Speaking. There is a dire need to address this research gap, considering the high-stakes nature of 

TOEIC scores in international business workplaces. Thus, I explored test stakeholders’ (involved 

in test development and test use) meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and 

the consequences of such decisions in international business workplaces.  

Overview of This Dissertation 

 This dissertation is composed of eight chapters, including this Chapter 1. In this chapter, I 

articulated the purposes of this dissertation and specific research questions, followed by rationales 

of the study and the research context, which includes research problems relating to the TOEIC and 

constructs of English in international business workplaces.  

 In Chapter 2, I reviewed traditional and contemporary validation models and empirical 

validation studies that employed an argument-based approach. This literature review was 
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performed to identify a validation framework that guided this dissertation study and research 

methods. Specifically, I used the operational validation model for this study by adapting Chapelle 

et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument and Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) assessment use argument. 

In addition, by reviewing the validation studies, I highlighted the research gap in the previous 

empirical studies that utilized an argument-based approach, to identify the research method for 

this study.  

 In Chapter 3, I described a multi-method concurrent validation research design using a 

stakeholder approach, based on the reviews of validation models and empirical validation studies. 

The research design includes the use of multiple methods, such as document analysis, interviews 

and questionnaires, and the further recruitment of multiple participants, such as employers and 

employees. Details of the method, such as participants, instruments, data collection and data 

analysis, are provided sequentially.  

 In Chapters 4 to 6, the findings from document analyses, interviews, and questionnaires 

are reported. Chapter 4 illustrates the findings from documents collected from the test developer 

(i.e., ETS) and the local test administrator in Korea (i.e., YBM). Subsequently, Chapter 5 reports 

the findings from interviews with six employers and ten employees working for international 

businesses in Korea. Chapter 6 reports the results of statistical analyses such as descriptive 

statistics, exploratory factor analyses, and regression analyses of the questionnaire data from 281 

employees in Korea. These chapters present the findings to answer each of the research questions 

addressed in Chapter 1.  

 In Chapter 7, based on the operational validation model for this study, the findings from 

chapters 4 to 6 are discussed in terms of the extent to which the intended meanings, uses, and 

consequences are achieved.  
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In Chapter 8, the contributions of this study to the language testing field and implications 

for individual TOEIC stakeholders are further discussed. Furthermore, the limitations of this study 

are acknowledged, and recommendations for future studies are addressed, followed by concluding 

remarks.   
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Chapter 2  

Literature Review on Validation Approaches and Practices 

This study focuses on evaluating the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection 

decisions and the consequences of such decisions in international business workplaces. While the 

TOEIC is used for hiring and promoting employees in international business workplaces, concerns 

have been raised about the appropriateness of the high-stakes decisions based on TOEIC scores in 

international workplaces (Im & Cheng, 2019; Jenkins & Leung, 2014; H.-J. Kim, 2006). These 

concerns call for an evaluation of test constructs in the TOEIC concerning the actual use of English 

in international workplaces and, thus, an evaluation of how the test scores reflect English skills 

and the consequences for international workplaces. Chapelle and Voss (2014) remarked that 

testing organizations should conduct more rigorous validation practices and determine the types 

of validation research needed so test users (e.g., university admissions officers, instructors, and 

employers) will have confidence in how the use of scores will achieve the intended outcome(s) of 

a test. Accordingly, test validation is required for inquiries into the meanings of test scores, their 

uses, and their consequences (Kane, 2006, 2013; Shulha & Wilson, 2009). To validate the 

meanings of TOEIC scores in international workplaces for making such selection decisions and 

the consequences resulting from those decisions, one should ask what kind of validation processes 

have been enacted—or should be.  

An important consideration for examining test validity is that it does not pertain to a 

property of a test itself, but the defensibility of intended score meanings and uses (Messick, 1989). 

As noted by Kane (1992), test scores have meanings, and they might be interpreted differently. 

For example, the TOEIC scores might be interpreted as an indicator of business English skills, 

general English skills in everyday life, either, or both. Test scores might be used based on those 
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score interpretations in particular contexts. Therefore, for score meanings and uses of a test to be 

defensible in such contexts, validity has been conceptualized for how well evidence and theoretical 

rationales support intended score meanings for the purpose of a test (AERA, APA, & NCME, 

2014). Validation is the process in which assorted types of evidence are collected for validity 

(AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014; Bachman, 2005, 2010; Messick, 1989).  

Chapelle and Voss (2014) clearly articulated the evolution of language test validity and 

validation that prominent scholars have developed over the past few decades (e.g., Bachman, 2005; 

Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Carroll, 1980; Kane, 1992, 2001, 2002, 2004, 2006, 2013; Kane, 

Crooks, & Cohen, 1999; Messick, 1989). The stages are (a) one question and three validities, (b) 

evidence gathering, (c) test usefulness, and (d) argument-based. Besides Chapelle and Voss’s 

(2014) categorization of validities and validation practices, the socio-cognitive validation model 

(Weir, 2005) is reviewed, because this model has been applied to many comprehensive validation 

projects for: The large-scale, high-stakes Cambridge examination (e.g., Geranpayeh & Taylor, 

2013; Khalifa & Weir, 2009; Shaw & Weir, 2007; Taylor, 2012), the Aptis testing system 

(O’Sullivan, 2012), the General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) in Taiwan (Wu, 2011), and the 

Test of English for Academic Purposes (TEAP) in Japan (Nakatsuhara, 2014; Taylor, 2014; Weir, 

2014).  

This chapter reviews concepts of validities and validation approaches in the above-

mentioned stages as well as the socio-cognitive model to find a validation approach that provides 

the clearest, most necessary, most comprehensive processes and the corresponding evidence for 

TOEIC concerning the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and their 

consequences in international workplaces. 
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One Question and Three Validities 

  A traditional approach to designing a test that accurately measures the abilities of test takers 

is for the test designer to answer this fundamental question: “Does the test measure what it claims 

to measure?” (Lado, 1961, p. 321). This one-question approach must be supported by three types 

of validity evidence (content, criterion-referenced, and construct). The concepts of validities are 

well articulated in the first and second editions of Educational Measurement (Cureton, 1951; 

Cronbach, 1971) and other related publications (American Psychological Association, American 

Educational Research Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education [APA, 

AERA, & NCME], 1966; Carroll, 1980; Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). All of these are cornerstone 

documents that guide validity studies.  

Content validity refers to how relevant and representative the test items are to the tasks in 

the target domain of interest. Typically, content validity is systematically evaluated by experts in 

the domain (Carroll, 1980). Criterion-referenced validity pertains to how test scores are correlated 

to scores of other (existing) measures hypothesized to measure the performance in the target 

domain (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014; Cureton, 1951; Fulcher, 2015). Correlations between test 

scores and criterion measures are provided as evidence for predicting the test taker’s performance 

in real-life settings. Construct validity refers to how well test scores conform to the theoretical test 

constructs (American Psychological Association, 1954; Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). Evidence 

gained through statistical analyses is collected for construct validation (Chapelle & Voss, 2014), 

the effect of which is to make test scores the object of validation (Fulcher, 2015). Construct validity 

has been regarded as a fundamental consideration in test design (Loevinger, 1957), because 

operationalizing test constructs is the main concern in construct validity and “content and criterion 

validities are all essentially ad hoc” (Loevinger, 1957, p. 636). Construct validation was used as a 
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general framework for validation (Anastasi, 1986; Embretson, 1983; Guion, 1977; Kane, 2006; 

Messick, 1988, 1989) and subsumed content and criterion validation.  

Despite the prevalence of validation practices based on traditional validities, researchers 

commented that it may lead to insufficient validity evidence for the meanings of test scores 

(Fulcher, 2015; Messick, 1989; Shepard, 1993). The validities do not include collecting evidence 

for the use of test scores and consequences for high-stakes testing, which are more evident in 

language testing (Fulcher, 2015). Regarding content validity, it is difficult to judge how 

representative the test items are of the abilities in the target domain of interest, because experts 

may have differing judgments of the items (HajiPourNezhad, 2003). Evidence to support content 

validity also provides little information about how test scores are interpreted and used as a 

prediction of performance in real-life settings, due to the emphasis on test formats (Shulha & 

Wilson, 2009). Evidence to support criterion-referenced validity may not be sufficient to infer the 

test taker’s abilities because there may be several factors related to predicting future performance. 

For example, a high score on a written driving test, which is highly reliable with assorted types of 

driving test scores, may not be sufficient evidence of a safe driver with a clean driving record 

(Shepard, 1993). Construct validity presents inherent difficulties in defining abilities in terms of 

the abstract nature of constructs (Kane, 2013). Test designers often focus on evidence to prove the 

usefulness of their tests in examining a construct without investigating evidence that could rebut 

their claims about test takers’ abilities based on test scores (Cronbach, 1988). To address this 

challenge to construct validity, Messick (1989) broadened the scope of construct validity to include 

two threats: construct underrepresentation (test constructs’ narrow reflection of actual performance 

in real-life settings, for example, a lack of interaction in a listening test) and construct-irrelevant 

variance (unrelated factors to test constructs, e.g., test-wiseness). The limitations of traditional 
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approaches are the major reasons contemporary scholars have increasingly turned to Messick’s 

(1989) evidence-gathering approach to test validation. The evidence-gathering approach to test 

validation has broadened the scope of validation to include social aspects of a test, which will be 

discussed in the following section.  

Evidence Gathering 

Rather than focusing on the quality of a test, as in positivistic approaches, Messick (1989) 

defined validity as “an integrated evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical evidence 

and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and appropriateness of inferences and actions 

based on test scores or other modes of assessment” (p. 13, italics in the original) in interpretive 

approaches to validation. According to Messick (1989, p. 13), integrated means that validity is a 

unitary concept to include subjective judgment based on values (i.e., evaluative judgment). The 

degree means that validity is a matter of the degree required to provide “empirical evidence and 

theoretical rationales” to support the adequacy of inferences and actions (i.e., the psychometric 

property of a test: evidential basis in Figure 2.1) and the appropriateness of inferences and actions 

(i.e., value implications and consequences: the consequential basis in Figure 2.1). 

 

Figure 2.1. Facets of validity as a progressive matrix (Messick, 1989, p. 20) 

Messick (1989) provides two facets of validity—test interpretation and test use—along 

with two types of evidence—evidential basis and consequential basis—as opposed to the three 
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types of validity in the traditional approach. This definition calls for involving multiple inquiry 

methods and various types of validity evidence (Kane, 2001; Messick, 1989; Moss, 1996) and 

making arguments regarding how well test scores are interpreted and used. What is validated in 

the one-question approach is how well a test measures what it intends to measure, whereas the 

evidence-gathering approach discerns how well the intended meanings and uses of test scores are 

supported by evidence and theoretical rationales (Messick, 1996). Specifically, depending on score 

use contexts, the meanings of test scores may be understood differently by stakeholders; therefore, 

test scores may be used in a separate way from the intended use (Koch & DeLuca, 2012; Macqueen, 

Pill, & Knoch, 2016; Zumbo, 2015). Accordingly, evidence for intended score meanings and uses 

is gathered to ensure the defensibility of an argument about the test taker’s abilities and decisions 

made about them (Messick, 1989). 

The framework in Figure 2.1 above (Messick, 1989, p. 10) represents a progressive matrix, 

regarding varying facets of validity. The foundation of the evidence-gathering framework, which 

appears in the third edition of Educational Measurement, is, at its core, construct validity, which 

also synthesizes the one question and three validities into one framework for collecting evidence 

to evaluate score meanings. Then it adds relevance and utility to score meanings for making the 

intended decisions in particular contexts. This relevance and utility pertains to how relevant and 

useful test scores are for decision-making based on test scores. Specifically, statistical analyses for 

differential item functioning (DIF) are conducted to flag items that may discriminate against a 

certain group of test takers to ensure the absence of bias (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014).  

Besides the psychometric traits of a test, Messick’s (1989) evidence-gathering approach 

includes value implications and social consequences in test validation. Value implications can be 

defined as values attached to test interpretation and test use (Im & McNamara, 2017), although 
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Messick (1989) defined value implications as values only attached to test interpretations. For 

example, Im and McNamara (2017) reported in a study of Korean university admissions officers’ 

(n = 20) understanding of TOEIC Listening and Reading (TOEIC LR) scores that some admissions 

officers viewed the scores as an indicator of a student’s efforts and/or diligence. Others, though, 

viewed the scores as a reflection of former residence in English-speaking countries or as test-

wiseness. Im and McNamara (2017) also found that values were embedded in test use, as TOEIC 

LR scores were used due to the social pressures attached to the use of TOEIC LR scores. In the 

use of TOEIC LR scores, admission officers considered lower test fees and greater availability of 

testing sites for the TOEIC LR than other English tests. In addition, they noticed that students who 

attained admission with TOEIC LR scores had the higher possibility of obtaining a job after 

graduation because they already met the requirement for English language ability in a company 

and they tended not to drop out of school. Graduates’ employment rate, dropout rate, and financial 

stability were highly related to university admissions using TOEIC LR scores to meet the criteria 

in the annual university evaluation. These value implications affect test users’ understanding of 

score meanings and uses of test scores as well as the social consequences derived from test use. 

Messick (1989) suggests that evidential basis and consequential basis are not exclusive within the 

unified view.  

Messick’s (1989) evidence-gathering approach has been influential on educational 

assessment and language testing concerning broadening the scope of validation to include 

consequential basis. Various validation approaches have been developed based on Messick’s 

evidence-gathering approach, for example, test usefulness (Bachman & Palmer, 1996), the socio-

cognitive model (Weir, 2005), and the AERA, APA, and NCME Standards (1999, 2014) to include 

consequential basis and fairness. Furthermore, the concept of consequential basis has enabled 
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validation researchers to consider the multiple purposes of a test (e.g., Koch & DeLuca, 2012; 

Stobart, 2009) and test stakeholders’ values in score meanings and uses (e.g., Elder, 1997; Im & 

McNamara, 2017; McNamara & Roever, 2006).  

Despite its influential work on test validation, Messick’s evidence-gathering approach may 

lead to potential misperceptions because, as shown in Figure 2.1 above, construct validity relates 

to all four facets of validity, where “[I]t is not clear whether the term labels the whole or the part” 

(Shepard, 1993, p. 427). Value implications are also located in the related test interpretation and 

test use in consequential basis, which gives “the impression that values are distinct from a scientific 

evaluation of test score meaning” (p. 427). Furthermore, his approach has been criticized for not 

fully providing validation researchers with a methodological guideline in terms of how much of 

what kind of evidence should be collected during test validation (Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 

2010; Chapelle & Voss, 2014; Kane, 2011). In fact, Messick (1995, 1996) provided the 

methodological guideline for test validation, pointing out six aspects of construct validity and 

sources of evidence for each aspect: (a) content (i.e., evidence of relevance, representativeness of 

test item or tasks to the target domain), (b) substantive (i.e., theoretical rationales and empirical 

evidence for the test taker’s performance), (c) structural (i.e., evidence for the validity of scoring 

criteria or rubrics), (d) generalizability (i.e., evidence for a consistent score), (e) external (i.e., 

relationships with a criterion and other criterion measure scores), and (f) consequential (i.e., 

evidence and rationales for evaluations of intended and unintended consequences). Messick (1995) 

remarked that evidence corresponding to all the six aspects should be collected concerning a 

unified concept of construct validity. Nevertheless, he also stated that the inability to gather 

evidence corresponding to the six aspects does not invalidate score meanings and uses. However, 

validation researchers must provide an argument for such omissions (Messick, 1995).  
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Messick’s (1989, 1995, 1996) evidence-gathering approach clearly offers how, how much, 

and what kind of validity evidence should be collected during test validation. However, precisely 

how to integrate evidential basis and consequential basis into validation remains unresolved 

(McNamara & Roever, 2006). Contemporary validation researchers have sought to integrate 

Messick’s (1989) consequential basis into validation approaches with more logical, practical 

processes for test validation, although the integration of the consequential basis with validation is 

controversial (Crocker, 1997; Linn, 1997; Mehrens, 1997; Popham, 1997). The following sections 

discuss major validation approaches following Messick’s (1989) evidence-gathering that 

addresses the limitations of previous approaches. 

Test Usefulness 

Advocating the perspective of Messick’s (1989) evidence-gathering approach to validation, 

Bachman and Palmer (1996) adopt the test usefulness approach to provide a more explicit 

guideline for how much of what kinds of validity evidence should be collected. Their approach 

includes six qualities: construct validity, reliability, authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and 

practicality. The six qualities to be balanced present a total of 42 questions, each of which should 

be addressed during validation processes. If all the questions within each quality are not addressed, 

the intended meanings of test scores are considered indefensible.  

Regarding addressing all the questions during validation processes, Weigle (2002) 

contends that the degree to which each quality is minimally accepted depends on testing contexts. 

In other words, the qualities that should be weighed depend on test purpose, cost, time, and 

contexts.  

Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) approach is useful in terms of providing a checklist for what 

qualities must be investigated and what kinds of evidence must be collected. However, it might be 
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a burden on validation researchers in addressing all the questions within the qualities, concerning 

time and the difficulty answering them (Lewkowicz, 2000) and might “mask any real problems 

with alternative explanations” (Fulcher, 2015, p. 119) once researchers have answered all the 

questions. This may account for why Bachman and Palmer (2010) adopt an argument-based 

approach to validation in their later work (Fulcher, 2015). 

Socio-Cognitive Model 

The most comprehensive checklist approach is evident in Weir’s (2005) socio-cognitive 

model of language testing, which was further developed by O’Sullivan and Weir (2011). It 

provides what kind of elements (evidence) must be considered (collected) during test development 

and validation. Initially, Weir (2005, pp. 44–47) specified five types of validity categories: context, 

theory-based, scoring, consequential, and criterion-related, as shown in Figure 2.2, below. 

 

Figure 2.2. A socio-cognitive validation model for test validation (Weir, 2005, pp. 44–47) 

Context and theory-based validities pertain to defining test constructs and relevant test 

tasks for test specification, which correspond to Messick’s (1989) content aspect (i.e., evidence of 

relevance, representativeness of test item or tasks to the target domain) and substantive aspect (i.e., 

theoretical rationales for the test taker’s performance with empirical evidence) of construct validity. 
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Weir (2005) added the testing environment to Messick’s content aspect. Aspects of the test taker’s 

cognitive processing elements associated with test tasks were specified under theory-based validity 

(see Weir, 2005, p. 46), as shown in Figure 2.3 below. In addition, test taker characteristics, such 

as physical (e.g., age, ailments, and disabilities), psychological (e.g., memory, personality, and 

emotional state), and experiential (e.g., familiarity with testing), are included as validity evidence 

because these characteristics affect the meanings of test scores. 

Except for the addition of the testing environment, however, the socio-cognitive model 

does not seem to add much to Messick’s (1989) construct validity (Fulcher, 2015), other than 

providing exhaustive elements (i.e., evidence) to be considered (collected) during test development 

and validation. For example, scoring validity pertains to the structural aspect (evidence for the 

validity of scoring criteria or rubrics) and the generalizability aspect (evidence for a consistent 

score), as criterion-related validity and consequential validity correspond to the external aspect 

(relationships with criterion and other criterion measure scores) and the consequential aspect 

(evidence and rationales for the evaluation of intended and unintended consequences), respectively.  

The socio-cognitive model provides a more specific and explicit guideline for what kinds 

of validity evidence should be collected. However, like Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test 

usefulness approach, it may not be easy to operationalize because it may be time consuming and 

complex for every element to be addressed (Fulcher, 2015).  

Furthermore, it seems that the elements listed in theory-based validity only reflect the 

perspectives of test developers or language specialists, as they specify test takers’ cognitive 

processing elements. There remains the question of whether the socio-cognitive model encourages 

the test taker’s involvement for defining test constructs. Another limitation is that the content 



39 

 

knowledge added to theory-based validity could be either relevant or irrelevant to the construct of 

the test, depending on its purpose (Fulcher, 2015).  

 

Figure 2.3. Cognitive elements specified on a speaking test (Weir, 2005, p. 46) 

In summary, the approaches to validation that have been reviewed thus far have limitations 

in terms of insufficient evidence for the meanings of test scores, their uses, and their consequences. 

Hence, an argument-based approach to validation was adopted by Kane (1992, 2001, 2002, 2004, 

2006) and Kane et al. (1999). It has been widely accepted and revised by scholars (e.g., Bachman, 

2005; Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Chapelle et al., 2008; Kane, 2013; Mislevy et al., 2003). The 

following section examines various applications of an argument-based approach to validation in 

more detail.  

An Argument-Based Approach 

This study drew on an argument-based approach as an operational validation model, 

specifically adapted from Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument and Bachman and 

Palmer’s (2010) assessment use argument (hereafter, the operational validation model) with 

changing the utilization inference to include the evaluation of decisions and adding an inference 

for consequences, that is, the ramification inference (Chung, 2014; Z. Li, 2015). This section 
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reviews various applications of an argument-based approach in light of Messick’s validation 

framework to identify each application’s strengths and limitations and to provide rationales for the 

choice of the operational validation model for this study. The following section of empirical 

validation studies further reviews empirical studies based on an argument-based approach. This is 

to identify what methods for test validation have been used to collect validity evidence to guide 

this study’s methods to achieve its purpose regarding investigating the meanings and uses of 

TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions.  

An argument-based approach proposes an opposite strategy to the checklist approach that 

structures how much and what kinds of validity evidence is required for test usefulness (Bachman 

& Palmer, 1996) and the socio-cognitive model (Weir, 2005). As Fulcher (2015) noted, the 

checklist approach is identified as “promiscuous empiricism” (Fulcher, 2015, p. 117) due to its 

complex, time-consuming work for test validation. Addressing issues of practicality in test 

validation and building on Cronbach’s (1988) notion of an evaluation argument (i.e., validity is an 

argument), Kane (1992) first adopted an argument-based approach to validation using Toulmin’s 

(1958, 2003) argument model, which is evident in Kane (2006) in the fourth edition of Educational 

Measurement.  

Following Toulmin’s argument model, terms that commonly appear within the argument-

based approach are the claim, data, a warrant with backing evidence, a rebuttal with rebuttal 

evidence, and an inference. Figure 2.4 below provides a simple example to explain these terms. 

To illustrate, let us say a student visits the library everyday (data). One may conclude he or she is 

a hardworking student (claim). To support this conclusion, there should be a warrant, that is, a 

general rule, which would be that those who visit the library study quite hard (warrant). Then one 

should provide evidence to support the warrant, which would be that, whenever one sees him/her, 
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that student is studying very hard (backing), unless the student does not study (rebuttal). That is, 

perhaps the student is watching movies, making phone calls, or chatting with peers (rebuttal 

evidence).  

 

Figure 2.4. Example of an argument model 

Applying the argument model to testing, a claim is made based on data (e.g., the test taker’s 

performance). The claim is supported with a warrant, which refers to “a law, generally held 

principle, rule of thumb, or established procedure” (Chapelle et al., 2008, p. 6). The warrant is not 

supported by itself, but needs backing evidence (e.g., validity study). The claim is supported if any 

alternative explanations that may be used as a rebuttal are refuted (e.g., a bias review). An inference 

links the data to the claim.  

Regarding an inference, while Kane (1992, 2006, 2013) and Chapelle et al. (2008) specified 

types of inferences, Bachman and Palmer (2010) and Mislevy et al. (2003) did not, but rather, 

specified types of claims (Bachman & Palmer, 2010). 

An argument-based approach has been one of the most influential approaches to validation 

because the approach provides a simple, systematic process for how validation researchers 

structure validity arguments, linking validity evidence for the development and use of a test. 
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Validation researchers can flexibly determine what they want to claim based on test scores (e.g., 

test scores reflect performance in the target domain) and what kind of evidence should be collected 

to support the claims, depending on testing contexts and uses (Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 

2010; Kane, 2013). Furthermore, how much validity evidence is required depends on how strong 

evidence is provided to support claims. With these advantages of flexibility, an argument-based 

approach addresses the limitations of Messick’s (1989) validation framework concerning a lack of 

methodological guidelines for test validation and the limitations of Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) 

test usefulness and Weir’s (2005) socio-cognitive model in terms of the practical issues of 

operationalizing test validation. 

Kane’s (1992, 2006, 2013) interpretive argument. Following Cronbach’s (1988) “five 

perspectives on validity argument” (p. 330), Kane (2006) identified two types of arguments: an 

interpretive argument followed by a validity argument. The interpretive argument relates to 

specifying types of claims or inferences regarding the intended meanings and uses of test scores 

coherently (Kane, 2004). The validity argument refers to the evaluation of the interpretive 

argument with empirical evidence to support (i.e., backing evidence) or challenge claims (i.e., 

rebuttal evidence) (Kane, 2004, 2013). Put simply, the interpretive argument outlines what 

validation steps are needed in what way, while the validity argument refers to how well evidence 

supports or challenges the interpretive argument. These interpretive and validity arguments have 

been supported by contemporary validity researchers (e.g., Bachman, 2005; Bachman & Palmer, 

2010; Chapelle et al., 2008 in language testing; Kane, 1992, 2006, 2013; Mislevy et al., 2003 in 

educational assessment). In addition, various applications have been observed in test validation 

frameworks. Figure 2.5 illustrates interpretive arguments pertaining to specifying claims or 
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inferences2 proposed by major validation researchers. Figure 2.5 also provides comparisons of the 

applications of an argument-based approach to Messick’s (1989) validation framework. Messick’s 

validation framework was the foundation of validation frameworks. Hence, it is worth reviewing 

these applications of an argument-based approach in light of Messick’s (1989) validation 

framework to identify the strengths and limitations of each application. As shown in Figure 2.5, 

Kane’s (2006) interpretive argument and other validation researchers’ frameworks mostly focused 

on construct validity in Messick’s (1989) validation framework. With some distinctions in their 

validation frameworks.  

As described in the second row of Figure 2.5, Kane’s (2006) interpretive argument 

specified the scoring inference that links observations as data (test takers’ performance) to 

observed scores (test scores), the generalization inference that links the observed score (test score) 

to universe scores (consistent scores), the extrapolation inference that links the universe scores 

(consistent scores) to the target scores (the predicted performance in real life) as evidence for test 

use and, finally, the decision-making inference that links the target score to decisions as a claim.   

For a validity argument, evidence to support the interpretive argument can be collected 

with experts’ judgments on scoring rubrics and scoring procedures for the scoring inference, 

reliability studies for generalization inference, and correlation studies for extrapolation inference . 

Kane (2006) notes that the decision-making inference is examined concerning utility, values, or 

consequences, and the criteria employed depend on whether a decision based on test scores results 

in positive impacts with a reasonable cost and few negative side effects (i.e., unintended 

                                                             

2 The ovals in Figure 2.5 represent either data or claims. The squares represent types of inferences that link data to 

claims. 
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Figure 2.5. Comparison of validity concepts 
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consequences).  

However, Kane’s (1992, 2006) approach does not give an explicit methodological 

guideline to validate decision-making inference (Kane, 2002, 2006). In his later work, Kane (2013) 

changed interpretive argument to interpretation and use argument (IUA) to emphasize score 

meanings and uses equally. Importantly, almost nothing was changed regarding types of inferences. 

However, Kane (2013) changed the term decision-making (or decisions) into decision rules and 

specified types of consequences as evaluation criteria: (a) intended outcomes (the extent to which 

intended outcomes are achieved), (b) adverse impact (discriminative impact on groups), and (c) 

systemic effect (positive or negative effects on teaching and learning). This contributes to 

providing a conceptual guideline to evaluate the consequences of test use, though the IUA does 

not supply an explicit methodological guideline to validate decision-making inference. 

One notable factor in Kane’s (2006) interpretive argument is that Kane is not interested in 

theory-based construct definitions (e.g., language ability consisting of reading, listening, speaking, 

and writing skills) due to the abstract nature of theory-based constructs and the inherent difficulty 

of defining abilities (Kane, 2013). Actually, the substantive aspect of construct validity that 

Messick (1995, 1996) provided (i.e., theoretical rationales for the test taker’s performance with 

empirical evidence) is missing in Kane’s interpretive argument and IUA. Indeed, Kane (1992, 

2006, 2013) targets defining test constructs based only on observed performance in a specific 

domain (emphasis added) without considering theoretical construct definitions. This is why the 

explanation inference—the confirmation of test scores with theoretical constructs in Chapelle et 

al.’s (2008) interpretive argument—was not considered for inclusion in Kane’s (1992, 2006, 2013) 

interpretive argument and IUA, despite Kane’s mentioning the potential addition of inferences 

regarding theoretical constructs (i.e., the explanation inference).  
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In language testing, there is no agreed-upon model for language proficiency that explains 

language performance in real-life settings (Fulcher, 2015). The reason is that theoretical 

conceptualizations of language proficiency (e.g., Bachman, 1990, 2010; Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 

2010; Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980; Chomsky, 1965; Hymes, 1972) have neither been 

clearly defined nor empirically supported. There are challenges in conceptualizing language 

proficiency and validating intended score meanings and uses in language testing. Consequently, 

Kane’s interpretive argument which focuses on the “context-laden meaning of language and 

prediction to a specific domain” appeals to language testers (Fulcher, 2015, p. 109). Kane’s (1992, 

2006, 2013) interpretive argument and IUA, however, may lead to narrower definitions of test 

constructs as limited to a specific domain. As researchers are faced with a lack of a strong theory 

for language proficiency, ongoing efforts for defining theoretical constructs and evaluating the 

definitions need to be made to more accurately explain and predict the test taker’s performance in 

the language use contexts based on test scores (Fulcher, 2015). 

Mislevy, Steinberg, and Almond’s (2003) evidence-centered design. With an emphasis 

on defining test constructs, Mislevy et al. (2003) highlight the analysis of knowledge and task 

types in the target domain of interest in terms of providing steps for test design according to the 

test’s purpose (Chapelle et al., 2008; Mislevy et al., 2003). They proposed evidence-centered 

design (ECD), which made explicit the domain analysis concerning the definition of theoretical 

constructs based on analyses of performance and identifying types of tasks to elicit performance 

in the target domain. This approach complements the operationalization of test constructs so test 

scores will reveal more accurate information on language proficiency in language testing. As 

illustrated in the third row of Figure 2.5, the ECD does not include the context of test score use, 

for example, the value implications and consequences in Messick’s (1989) framework. Therefore, 
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it is seen primarily as a procedure for test specification (McNamara & Roever, 2006). Due to this 

limitation, validation studies based on Mislevy et al.’s (2003) ECD were not included in the review 

of empirical studies using an argument-based approach. 

Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) assessment use argument. Centered on the argument-

based structure used in Kane (1992), Mislevy et al. (2003), and Messick’s (1989) unified concept 

of validity, AUA that focused on test use was first proposed by Bachman (2003, 2005) and 

developed by Bachman and Palmer (2010). The initial version of the AUA (Bachman, 2005) 

consisted of two arguments: the assessment validity argument that links test performance to the 

meanings of test scores and the utilization argument that connects score meanings to a decision 

about a test taker. Instead of laying out types of inferences, Bachman (2005) specified types of 

claims and warrants to be supported by backing evidence. The AUA’s initial version 

predominantly highlighted the utilization argument, specifying four types of warrants for claims 

about decisions: (a) relevance, (b) utility, (c) sufficiency, and (d) intended consequences (i.e., 

intended outcomes in this study). However, as shown in the fourth row of Figure 2.5, the AUA’s 

most recent version (Bachman & Palmer, 2010) further specified types of claims for consistent test 

scores (i.e., assessment record claim), the validity of score meanings (i.e., interpretations claim), 

test use (i.e., decisions claim), and consequences (i.e., consequences claim). As depicted in the 

interpretations, decisions, and consequences claims in Figure 2.5, Bachman and Palmer (2010) 

emphasize the evaluation of intended and actual interpretations, decisions, and consequences. This 

evaluation articulates the benefits derived from test stakeholders for validation studies (Fulcher, 

2015).  

 Concerning the relationship of the AUA to other researchers’ (e.g., Chapelle et al., 2008; 

Kane, 1992, 2006, 2013; Mislevy et al., 2003) approaches, the assessment records claim relates to 
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the claim of the universe score and the expected score (i.e., consistency of test scores) regarding 

the generalization inference in Kane’s (2006) and Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive arguments , 

respectively. The interpretations claim corresponds to the claim of the target score in Kane (2006, 

2013) and the claims of the construct and target score in Chapelle et al. (2008) concerning the 

explanation and extrapolation and inferences and further includes relevance in Messick’s 

evidence-gathering approach, the claim has five warrant categories to be justified with evidence: 

(a) meaningfulness, (b), generalizability, (c) impartiality, (d) relevance, and (e) sufficiency (see 

Bachman & Palmer, 2010).  Meaningfulness relates to construct validation regarding how well test 

scores conform to theoretical constructs. The generalizability warrant pertains to the connection 

between test tasks and target domain tasks, which is connected to content validity. Furthermore, 

interpretations of test scores are impartial for all groups of test takers (i.e., the impartiality warrant) 

and relevant to and sufficient for decisions (i.e., the relevance and sufficiency warrants). Messick’s 

(1989) value implications and social consequences are specifically manifested in the decisions and 

consequences claims about value-sensitive, equitable decision(s) and beneficial consequences , 

respectively, while Kane (1992, 2006) synthesized them with options (i.e., utility, values, or 

consequences) in decision making or decision rules inferences. The decisions claim is supported 

by warrants of (a) value sensitivity and (b) equitability of decisions. Values sensitivity means that 

community values should be considered for decision making, while equitability entails that test 

takers who have similar levels of ability have the same chances of being classified into the same 

group (Bachman & Palmer, 2010). In particular, value sensitivity corresponds to Messick’s (1989) 

value implications that invite social, cultural, and political values into validity discussions. 

Bachman and Palmer (2010) further state that the values of disparate stakeholders should be 

considered for beneficial consequences. By including value sensitivity in the decisions claim, 
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Bachman and Palmer (2010) tried to help language testers understand the contextual factors that 

may influence the interpretations and uses of test scores. For supporting the claim of consequences, 

Bachman and Palmer (2010) state that the use of test scores and decisions made based on test 

scores should result in beneficial consequences for test stakeholders. The AUA provides a useful, 

more thorough process for the evaluation of inferences concerning decisions and consequences, 

with more emphasis on test use by distinguishing decisions and consequences.  

However, Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) evaluation of the AUA starts with the assessment 

records claim, which attempts to provide evidence for consistent test scores. A validity argument 

for test constructs and test tasks’ representativeness of the TLU domain is provided as backing for 

the next claim. This is the interpretations claim, which “might give an impression that the validity 

argument is formulated after a test is designed and administered, and that test design decisions are 

only used as evidence in a retrospective way” (J. Y. Kim, 2008, p. 36). Indeed, Bachman and 

Palmer (2010) still hone in more on justifying the intended use of the assessment, as the AUA’s 

name itself represents the focus of validation. In addition, Bachman and Palmer (2010) explicitly 

provided an exhaustive list of warrants to support claims (Schmidgall, 2017a). Evidently, Bachman 

and Palmer (2010) still adopt a checklist approach, which seems difficult to operationalize test 

validation. Except the assessment records claim, each claim has many warrants to be supported by 

evidence: one warrant for the assessment records claim, 17 warrants for the interpretations claim, 

two warrants for the decisions claim, and five warrants for the consequences claim. It would be 

helpful to evaluate almost all warrants to ensure the validity of meanings and the uses of test scores. 

However, providing a list of warrants may not be related to the nature of an argument-based 

approach, as Chapelle, Enright, and Jamieson (2010) remark that “a taxonomy is not an argument, 
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and in working with a taxonomy one is not prompted to look at the strength of the evidence or to 

organize it in a way that presents a validity argument” (p. 9).  

Chapelle, Enright, and Jamieson’s (2008) interpretive argument. Addressing the 

limitations in previous validation frameworks based on an argument-based approach, Chapelle et 

al. (2008) have adapted and applied the approaches of Kane (1992, 2001), Mislevy et al. (2003), 

and Bachman (2005) to language testing in a validation study on the Test of English as a Foreign 

Language internet-Based Test (TOEFL iBT). As shown in the last row of Figure 2.5, following 

the same terminologies found within Kane’s (1992, 2001) interpretive argument, Chapelle et al. 

(2008) added the domain description inference for identifying both language proficiency and 

language tasks that elicit language proficiency based on Mislevy et al.’s (2003) ECD approach—

as part of the construct definition—to Kane’s (1992, 2001) interpretive argument. Additionally, 

Chapelle et al. (2008) made explicit the explanation inference in their validation framework for 

examining the extent to which test scores account for a test taker’s performance from theoretical 

perspectives. Chapelle et al. (2008) also replaced the decision-making inference (Kane et al., 1999) 

with utilization (Bachman, 2005), which specifically characterizes the four types of warrants for a 

claim about a decision: utility, relevance, sufficiency, and outcomes.  

Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument provides holistic, systematic, and more 

necessary processes for test development and validation in language testing. It starts with the 

domain description inference linked to subsequent inferences and ends with the utilization 

inference. In particular, one strength of Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument is that having 

the domain description and explanation inferences, (which accurately reflect language proficiency 

and language use task types and that evaluate the defined test constructs in a test, respectively), 
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allows test users to make better decisions to subsequently allow test takers to achieve the intended 

outcomes of a test.  

A table in Appendix K illustrates the validity arguments that Chapelle et al. (2008) 

suggested to support inferences (processes), including methods—that is, instrument, participant, 

data (evidence), and data analysis. 

For validity arguments, Chapelle et al. (2008) conducted domain analyses as the first step 

for two weeks by collecting written and spoken texts from students and teachers from five 

universities in the United States of America to identify language usage during academic tasks. The 

researchers also used a survey in which participants (i.e., students and faculty members) selected 

which statements about academic tasks they thought were more important. Additionally, applied 

linguists identified language proficiency for academic tasks. Chapelle et al. (2008) developed tasks 

with experts’ judgment on the language proficiency required for academic tasks, with students’ 

test performance on task types. Subsequently, researchers performed test validation processes 

using statistical analyses such as measures of consistency, generalizability, factor analysis, 

correlation analysis of test scores, and raters’ evaluation processes, including observations of 

students’ test-taking processes. At the end of the processes, researchers investigated the impact of 

the TOEFL iBT using interviews with test stakeholders and observations of students. This 

comprehensive test validation study included various test stakeholders and methods for collecting 

evidence.  

Herein, Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument and Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) 

assessment use argument were adapted to guide this dissertation study because they provide 

holistic, systematic, and more necessary processes for evaluating test constructs (e.g., domain 

description and explanation inferences) and test use based on test scores. Chapelle et al.’s (2008) 
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interpretive argument has only one inference (i.e., the utilization inference) for evaluating both 

decisions and consequences together. This may lead to the evaluation of either decisions or 

consequences. By distinguishing between the decisions and consequences adopting Bachman and 

Palmer’s (2010) assessment use argument, I was guided to investigate individually the extent to 

which selection decisions based on TOEIC scores were supported and their consequences. I used 

the utilization inference for evaluating selection decisions and added the ramification inference 

(Chung, 2014; Z. Li, 2015) for evaluating the consequences of such decisions. A validation model 

adapted from Chapelle et al. (2008) and Bachman and Palmer (2010) was operationalized for this 

study (hereafter, the operational validation model), as shown in Figure 2.6, below.  

 

Figure 2.6. An operational validation model for this study 
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In Figure 2.6 above, ovals in the middle of Figure 2.6 represent data or claims, and 

inferences lie between the ovals. Seven inferences link the validity evidence for the meanings of 

TOEIC scores to the consequences of TOEIC use, which was consistent with the purpose of this 

dissertation study regarding the investigation of test stakeholders’ intended/localized and 

perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of 

such decisions in Korea-based international business companies (i.e., international business 

workplaces). Warrants and rebuttals are placed in each inference, which requires evidence to 

support them. As reviewed in previous sections, an argument-based approach allows for making 

arguments to support or to challenge the claims. Rebuttals are the counter-argument to be 

supported by rebuttal evidence. If rebuttals are supported, counterclaims are made. Using this 

argument structure, this study evaluates the validity of the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores by 

collecting validity evidence from relevant TOEIC stakeholders.  

The following section further reviews empirical studies using an argument-based approach. 

This was to identify the methods that validation studies used to collect evidence to guide the 

methods for this study to achieve its purposes regarding the evaluation of test constructs of the 

TOEIC (meanings) for selection decisions (uses) and the consequences of such decisions 

(consequences).  

Empirical Validation Studies on Meanings, Uses, and Consequences  

Chapelle and Voss (2014) illustrated the trends of validation studies between 1984 and 

2011 in a search from two major journals in language testing—Language Testing and Language 

Assessment Quarterly. Chapelle and Voss (2014) reported that they found five validation studies 

with an argument-based approach, 16 validation studies with the evidence-gathering approach, 

eight with the one question approach, and six with the test usefulness approach. Besides this limited 
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number of empirical validation studies with an argument-based approach, this study can contribute 

to validation studies using an argument-based approach in the language testing field. For a review 

of empirical validation studies based on an argument-based approach, which is the theoretical 

framework of this study, I extended the scope of the search by adding three more journals3 that 

researchers in language testing highly value to the search that Chapelle and Voss (2014) performed, 

including doctoral dissertations using the database ProQuest Dissertation and Theses, published or 

completed from 1992 4 to 2016. A relatively small number of empirical studies based on an 

argument-based approach for high-stakes language tests such as the TOEIC have been found (in 

total, 19 studies). 

Appendix J illustrates the descriptions of test purpose(s), the test, validation framework, 

types of inferences investigated, and the method, including the instrument, participants, types of 

evidence, and data analysis for each empirical study using an argument-based approach. The table 

in Appendix J shows the evidence that was collected to either support or challenge the intended 

score meanings and uses of a test. The empirical studies were organized by the intended purposes 

of the language tests (e.g., placement, university admission, hiring, graduation, and multiple 

purposes across academic and workplace contexts), as shown in Appendix J.  

The language tests ranged from tests used by a university (e.g., the English Placement Test; 

Z. Li, 2015) to tests used nationwide (e.g., the College English Test in China; Sun, 2016; the 

English Language Proficiency Assessment in Malaysia; Kadir, 2008) and tests used internationally 

(e.g., the International English Language Testing System; Hsu, 2012; and the TOEFL iBT; Brooks 

                                                             

3 Assessing Writing, Language Testing in Asia, and Papers in Language Testing and Assessment 

4 The year 1992 was when Kane first proposed an argument-based approach. 
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& Swain, 2014; Ohkubo, 2009; Riazi, 2016; for a descriptive summary of all the empirical 

validation studies discussed in the following sections, also see Appendix J).  

The empirical studies were conducted drawing on Bachman’s (2005; Bachman & Palmer, 

2010) AUA, Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument, and Kane’s (2006, 2013) interpretive 

argument or interpretation and use argument (IUA). In the search for empirical studies, studies that 

used Mislevy et al.’s (2003) ECD approach were not included because the ECD approach does not 

include validity arguments for test use, which is considered necessary in test validation (Kane, 

2013). In the review of empirical studies, it was found that some (e.g., Johnson & Riazi, 2015; 

Kadir, 2008; Sun, 2016; Wang, 2010) cycled through all the processes of evaluation in each 

application of an argument-based approach, while the rest partially evaluated certain inferences or 

claims in each application: scoring inference (Hsu, 2012; Janssen, Meier, & Trace, 2015; Lim, 

2009; Tominaga, 2014); extrapolation inference (Brooks & Swain, 2014; Ohkubo, 2009; Riazi, 

2016); and two or more types of inferences (Chapelle, Chung, Hegelheimer, Pendar & Xu, 2010; 

Jia, 2013; Z. Li, 2015; H.-m. Liu, 2014; Pardo-Ballester, 2010). In addition, some researchers (e.g.,  

Chung, 2014; Gaillard, 2014; Kumazawa, Shizuka, Mochizuki, & Mizumoto, 2016) specified all 

the processes to be investigated (e.g., from domain description to utilization inference in Chapelle 

et al., 2008). Nonetheless, the researchers did not investigate the actual consequences or impacts 

of test use. Rather, they argued the validity evidence collected during the previous processes would 

support the decisions based on test scores. Thus, the researchers expected that such decisions 

would have positive consequences, because the tests that the researchers validated were not in the 

operationalization stage. The other issue in empirical studies is that most empirical studies, except 

for Sun (2016), did not investigate validity evidence from multiple stakeholders considering 

contextual factors (DeLuca, 2011; Shepard, 2000) that affect meanings of test scores and test uses.  
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Based on these evaluations of empirical studies, I reviewed them to identify research 

methods to achieve this study’s purpose regarding the evaluation of test constructs of the TOEIC 

(meanings) for selection decisions (uses) and the consequences of such decisions (consequences).  

A variety of instruments were used, including questionnaires, interviews, conversation 

analysis, course results, test takers’ assignments, and recordings of in-class and out-of-class 

speaking activities to compare test takers’ performance on a test and, in the target domain, 

language specialists’ (e.g., applied linguists) judgments, document analyses, self-assessments, 

existing tests for correlation studies, the think-aloud protocol, and others (for more details, see 

Appendix J). However, most studies targeted the psychometric properties of a test concerned with 

reliability (consistency of test scores) and the traditional concept of test validity (accuracy of test 

scores) with the limited involvement of stakeholders.  

Moreover, some studies partially evaluated certain inference(s) or claim(s) in each 

application of an argument-based approach. For example, Janssen et al. (2015), Hsu (2012), Lim 

(2009), and Tominaga (2014) only evaluated scoring inferences (the evaluation inference in 

Chapelle et al.’s [2008] interpretive argument) with different methods based on divergent 

applications of an argument-based approach. Drawing on Chapelle et al.’ (2008) interpretive 

argument, Lim (2009) investigated the effects of questions in the writing component of the 

Michigan Language Assessment Battery (MELAB) and the effects of raters (n = 23) on test takers’ 

(n = 10,536) responses. The researcher used statistical analyses such as Multi-Facet Rasch analysis 

to examine item difficulty and raters’ bias, including information about the consistency of test 

scores (Bachman, 2004) and analysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine whether there is a mean 

difference among types of writing questions. Lim (2009) reported that disparate prompts and raters 

did not threaten the validity of test scores in the writing components. In a similar vein, Janssen et 
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al. (2015), drawing on Kane’s (2013) interpretation and use argument (IUA), investigated how 

ratings (n = 80) based on the revised rubric were consistent with ratings (n = 524) from the original 

rubric for the writing component in the Inglés para Doctorados (IPD; English for Ph.D. students) 

placement exam. The researchers also conducted interviews with raters who performed ratings 

based on the revised rubric. By comparing the ratings of the original and revised rubrics using 

profile analysis (a multivariate form of repeated measures of ANOVA), researchers reported that 

the revised rubric provided an improvement compared to the original regarding the separation of 

scores of all categories regarding proficiency levels. However, interviews with raters who used the 

revised rubric revealed they had difficulty differentiating between certain levels and/or particular 

rubric categories. These two empirical studies mostly used test takers’ scores for providing 

evidence for the validity of scoring with, including interviews with raters in Janssen et al. (2015).  

Other than investigating raters’ bias based on test scores, Hsu (2012) investigated how 

raters’ perceptions on the World Englishes (McArthur, 2001) affected test scores on the 

International English Language Testing System (IELTS) speaking test. Hsu (2012) used 

questionnaires regarding perceptions on World Englishes and interviews with raters and reported 

that raters generally had positive attitudes toward World Englishes. However, ratings by those with 

positive and negative attitudes toward World Englishes showed a significant distinction in ratings.  

While the three studies evaluated scoring inferences by investigating raters’ biases, 

Tominaga (2014) compared the ACTFL OPI Japanese scoring criteria to test takers’ speaking 

performance in the test regarding discourse features in Japanese using conversation analysis. 

Tominaga (2014) found discrepancies between level descriptors in the ACTFL OPI rating scale 

and test takers’ (n = 15) actual performance. The researcher suggested that the ACTFL level 

descriptors reflect the test takers’ ability to extend their speech with interaction, not simply 
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providing the length of speech to differentiate levels. This is quite an interesting study investigating 

the alignment between scoring criteria and the test taker’s actual performance. However, this study 

has limitations because it only analyzed test takers’ performance on a test, not their actual 

performance in real-life settings.  

This limitation can be addressed in the study on the extrapolation inference (i.e., evaluation 

of predicted performance in real-life settings). Moving beyond correlation studies between a test 

and existing tests that measure the same constructs, Brooks and Swain (2014) and Riazi (2016) 

investigated how well test tasks represent actual tasks in a target domain, directly collecting test 

takers’ actual language use. Riazi (2016) collected international graduate students’ (n = 20) 

assignments and analyzed text features in the students’ assignments. Subsequently, Riazi (2016) 

compared the text features between the assignments and the students’ performance on the 

simulated TOEFL writing test concerning syntactic complexity, lexical sophistication, and 

cohesion. Riazi (2016) reported that text features in the writing test and students’ assignments were 

quite similar. Brooks and Swain (2014) also collected international graduate students’ (n = 30) 

recordings of in-class and out-of-class speaking activities and compared the recordings to the  

students’ performance on the TOEFL iBT speaking tasks. Then, Brooks and Swain (2014) 

interviewed students regarding their perceptions of the speaking test tasks and their speaking in 

their academic studies. Brooks and Swain (2014) found both similarities and differences between 

students’ performance on the speaking test and in class.  

By comparing students’ actual performance in real-life settings and tasks on the tests, the 

researchers provided more defensible validity evidence in terms of evaluating test constructs 

beyond correlation studies. However, it may be hard to generalize the findings from the studies 

because of researchers’ collecting performance from a small number of students. Consequently, 
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these findings still require a more thorough investigation of theoretical constructs for test 

constructs. 

Some studies included a process of defining test constructs and extended the scope of 

validation processes, but still limited the involvement of stakeholders for test validation. For 

example, Chapelle, Chung, et al. (2010), drawing on Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument, 

provided validation processes and corresponding evidence in the test development of an academic 

grammar test designed by Iowa State University. The researchers reported the followings: test 

items were developed through identifying grammatical features and relevant test tasks by 

reviewing previous second language acquisition studies (the domain description inference), 

scoring rubrics were developed and revised based on analyses of test scores (the evaluation 

inference), generally, test scores were reliable (the generalization inference), there were 

differences among groups at varying proficiency levels (the explanation inference), and there were 

positive, moderate correlations between the test and TOEFL scores (the extrapolation inference). 

However, theoretical constructs of language proficiency and test tasks corresponding to the 

constructs may call for feedback from stakeholders who are actual language users in the target 

domain, as framed in Weir’s (2005) socio-cognitive model. Bachman and Palmer (1996) suggest 

that test developers and testing researchers collect feedback on operational versions of tests from 

key test stakeholders (e.g., test takers, raters, and others). For example, A. Brown (1993) discusses 

test takers’ feedback on test items in an oral proficiency test of Japanese for the tourism and 

hospitality. Because the test takers had relevant work experience with the test domain, their 

feedback on the test item was collected before the official implementation of the test.   

Recently, scholars in language testing (e.g., Bachman & Palmer, 1996, 2010; Cheng & 

DeLuca, 2011; DeLuca, Cheng, Fox, Doe, & M. Li, 2013; Fox & Cheng, 2015; Hamp-Lyons, 
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2000; Moss et al., 2006; Shohamy, 2001) have advocated collecting stakeholders’ perspectives for 

validation. As discussed in the previous section about an argument-based approach, and the AUA 

(Bachman & Palmer, 2010) require validation for both intended and actual score meanings and 

uses. Furthermore, the involvement of multiple stakeholders in test validation is crucial for validity 

and validation studies (Moss, 1994, 1996; Moss et al., 2006). As contemporary validity theorists 

such as Kane (2013) and Messick (1989) noted, validity changes over time and is context bound. 

This definition of validity requires ongoing validation studies involving relevant test stakeholders 

to investigate contextual factors (social, political, or cultural factors in a particular context) that 

may affect test stakeholders’ understanding and uses of test scores. In addition, because disparate 

stakeholders may interpret and use test scores differently (Koch & DeLuca, 2012; Macqueen et al., 

2016; Zumbo, 2015), validation studies should include multiple stakeholders’ perspectives to 

support or challenge the intended score meanings and uses in particular contexts. The involvement 

of multiple stakeholders will strengthen validity arguments by disclosing sources of evidence that 

may threaten the validity of score interpretation and use in score use contexts (Moss et al., 2006). 

Not many empirical studies that used an argument-based approach involved multiple 

stakeholders in test validation studies, except for Kadir (2008), Z. Li (2015), and Sun (2016). 

Drawing on Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument, Z. Li (2015) investigated the 

extrapolation and ramification inferences (more focus on consequences by replacing the utilization 

with the ramification) inferences for the English Placement Test (EPT), designed and used by Iowa 

State University in the United States of America. For the evaluation of the extrapolation inference, 

Z. Li (2015) investigated correlations of ESL students’ EPT scores with responses from a self-

assessment and TOEFL iBT scores. For the ramification (i.e., utilization) inference, Z. Li (2015) 

investigated how ESL students (n = 8); ESL instructors (n = 5), including content course instructors 
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(n = 4); and academic advisors (n = 3) perceived placement decisions based on EPT scores, as well 

as whether the EPT score use resulted in ESL students’ improvement of their academic English 

proficiency and their academic achievements at the university using a motivation questionnaire 

and ESL students’ grade point average (GPA), respectively. The major findings are that the 

extrapolation inference was partially supported, because EPT scores had moderate relationships 

with the TOEFL iBT scores and weak-to-moderate relationships with the self-assessment of 

English proficiency. For the ramification (utilization) inferences, decisions based on EPT scores 

were generally supported by test stakeholders, because they positively perceived the accuracy of 

the decisions. Moreover, EPT scores predicted ESL students’ academic achievements. However, 

regarding the improvement of ESL students’ academic English proficiency, it was partially 

supported, because students’ progress in English was not significantly visible. Involving multiple 

stakeholders in test validation research, Z. Li’s (2015) study provided evidence for how well 

intended outcomes for the EPT’s placement purpose were achieved.  

Another empirical validation study that involved stakeholders with test validation appeared 

in Kadir (2008). Drawing on Kane’s (2006) interpretive argument, Kadir (2008) investigated the 

scoring, generalization, extrapolation, and decision-making inferences in the English Language 

Proficiency Assessment (ELPA), used for hiring in the Malaysian public service sector. Kadir 

(2008) used interviews with test administrators (n = 6) and officers as policy makers (n = 3) in the 

Public Service Department and utilized questionnaires regarding test takers’ (n = 406) perceptions 

of English language use in the workplace, test-taking experience, and the impact of ELPA. Kadir 

(2008) reported that ELPA test administrators found the test useful for hiring purposes despite 

limitations of the overall management of the test and certain aspects of scoring procedures. It was 
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also reported that stakeholders had a positive attitude toward the potential impact of the test (Kadir, 

2008).  

However, what is left to be desired in Kadir (2008) and Z. Li (2015) is to investigate the 

stakeholders’ actual understanding of test scores and the social, political, and cultural factors that 

may affect their interpretations and uses. Furthermore, Z. Li (2015) did not investigate the 

unintended consequences of test use, focusing on how well intended outcomes were effected for 

intended uses (i.e., placement). Unintended consequences are defined as side effects derived from 

the intended uses of test scores (Shepard, 1997). As Kane (2002, 2006) noted, the criteria employed 

to evaluate decisions depend on whether the decisions based on interpretations of test scores results 

in a positive impact with a reasonable cost and few negative side effects (i.e., unintended 

consequences). Validity evidence must be provided regarding how much and what kind of 

unintended consequences are derived from test use.  

Sun (2016) conducted the most comprehensive study on intended/actual meanings and uses 

of the Chinese English Test-4 (CET-4), which was designed and used for enhancing English 

education for Chinese college students. Sun (2016) investigated the meanings of the test scores 

and uses by relevant test stakeholders (the test developers, test users, and test takers). Sun (2016) 

also researched the unintended uses and consequences of the CET-4, especially its washback effect.  

One dimension of consequences is washback (Alderson & Wall, 1993), which refers to a 

kind of testing impact on teaching and learning at micro levels (McNamara, 2000). Rose (2012) 

and Zimmerman and Kitsantas (2005) point out the importance of understanding washback as per 

a sociocultural perspective, because the contextual factors concerning social, cultural, and political 

aspects that affect students’ perceptions (i.e., the stakes of testing) of a test also determine the way 

s/he learns. This dissertation study highlighted the stakes that employees perceived and their 
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preparation for the TOEIC, including their motivation to develop their English language 

proficiency in international business workplaces. Early views on the washback effect targeted test 

qualities (i.e., the qualities of a test that led to useful or detrimental effects on teaching and learning; 

Heaton, 1990; Pearson, 1988; Popham, 1987; Shepard, 1990). Called the washback hypotheses, 

the constructs of a washback were first defined by Alderson and Wall (1993), and some researchers 

(Bailey, 1996) analyzed a learner’s perceptions and attitudes toward teaching and learning, their 

effects on the processes of teaching and learning and, consequently, learning outcomes. However, 

these conceptualizations of a washback still focused on test qualities, with little extension of the 

effect of a test itself on teaching and learning to include relevant stakeholders’ perceptions, 

practices, and outcomes of practices. Watanabe (2004) argues that social, cultural, and educational 

factors may affect the direction (i.e., positive or negative) and intensity (i.e., strong or weak) of a 

washback effect. Consistent with the social, cultural, and political factors of the washback of a test, 

Shih’s (2007) washback model clearly explains the relationships among contextual factors, test 

factors (e.g., the stakes and importance of a test), and the washback effect of testing on a test 

taker’s learning and psychology regarding the GEPT in the Taiwanese context.  

Sun’s (2016) work delved into the extent to which the CET-4 achieved its designated 

purposes, using an interview with the test developer (n =1) to lay out intended meanings and uses 

of the CET-4 scores as baseline evidence. Test users (n = 8) revealed how they interpreted the CET 

scores and how and why they used the CET scores in their contexts. Sun (2016) also employed 

questionnaires to investigate university students’ (n = 416) perceptions of the CET’s effects on 

their English learning. Sun (2016) reported that, from interviews with test users, CET-4 scores 

were wielded differently from the test developer’s intended uses. That is, the CET scores served 

hiring purposes in business, controlled access to social resources, and performed gatekeeping to 
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government positions, other than enhanced English education in educational contexts. Sun (2016) 

discussed that the test use in educational contexts was consistent with the intended purpose of the 

CET-4, while the test use in business and government contexts resulted from test users’ extended 

interpretation of test scores regarding English language proficiency, although the test scores were 

irrelevant to business workplaces. Sun (2016) pointed out that these score uses unrelated to the 

intended purpose of the CET-4 were intertwined with social values or contextual factors in the 

Chinese context. The test scores were perceived as an indicator of the student’s efforts rather than 

their English language proficiency and as an association with the student’s quality in terms of 

meeting basic requirements in a university educational setting. However, Sun (2016) did not 

investigate the consequences in business contexts, but evaluated the consequences of educational 

contexts based on the CET-4’s effects on students’ learning.  

Sun (2016) reported in findings from questionnaire responses that students’ learning was 

consistent with the CET-4’s intended outcomes concerning helping students engage in test 

preparation, measuring intended constructs, promoting students’ achievement in the English 

language, and motivating students in their learning. Conversely, unintended consequences of test 

use in the educational context were reported. Students perceived the test scores were 

instrumentally used for high-stakes decisions, which was not included in the intended purposes of 

the CET-4. This is related to social factors that affect students’ perceptions of test importance and 

test taking purposes (Bachman, 2007; Fox & Cheng, 2007; Ryan, 2002). These social factors (i.e., 

the score use for high-stakes decisions) exerted more effects on students’ test preparation practices, 

leading to the cramming strategy. Furthermore, students’ test preparation did not significantly 

predict their performance on the CET-4. With these unintended consequences, Sun (2016) 
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concluded that the test use for enhancing English education in China was not supported by findings 

regarding the consequences of the CET-4.  

However, there remains a limitation in Sun (2016) in terms of a lack of further investigation 

of test constructs regarding English language proficiency that stakeholders believe are important 

in their contexts, though his research focus was the washback of the CET-4. This could be achieved 

by collecting feedback from stakeholders who are actual language users in real-life settings, for 

example, university students in the academic settings in Sun’s (2016) study.  

Collecting validity evidence regarding test constructs from actual language users is 

particularly relevant to this study. Recently, growing attention has been paid to defining language 

proficiency from non-linguistic laypersons (Niedzielski & Preston, 2000; Wilton & Stegu, 2011) 

who are not language specialists (Jacoby & McNamara, 1999; Elder & McNamara, 2016), who 

have insight into language proficiency in the target language use domain for specific-purpose 

language testing. The justification for this perspective is that laypersons and language users’ 

perspectives reflect actual language proficiency, as it is valued in the real world. 

One of the foci of this study is the meanings of TOEIC scores in international business 

workplaces. Therein, relevant stakeholders, such as employers and employees like non-linguistic 

laypersons and language users in this context, can provide important feedback on the meanings of 

TOEIC scores. These stakeholders have insight into what counts as effective communication in 

target language use (TLU) situations (Douglas, 2000). Furthermore, from a review of empirical 

studies concentrating on an argument-based approach, this study includes multiple sources 

(interviews, questionnaires, and documents) and stakeholders (the test developer, the test 

administrator, employers, and employees) to conduct a thorough evaluation of the 
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intended/localized and perceived meanings of TOEIC scores for selection decisions (use) and the 

consequences of such decisions in the contexts of international workplaces. 

Like Kadir (2008), Z. Li (2015), and Sun’s (2016) studies, evidence from multiple sources 

and stakeholders is crucial for validity (Moss, 1994, 1996; Moss et al., 2006). Zumbo (2015) argues 

that disparate stakeholders in a particular context may interpret and use test scores differently from 

the intended meanings and uses of test scores, depending on the contexts in which the scores are 

used (Koch & DeLuca, 2012; Macqueen et al., 2016). This argument calls for a more thorough 

investigation of validity evidence from multiple stakeholders considering contextual factors 

(DeLuca, 2011; Shepard, 2000) that may affect the meanings and uses of test scores. Drawing on 

the operational validation model for this study, this study, therefore, evaluates validity evidence 

from the test developer to support the intended meanings of TOEIC scores for selection decisions 

by juxtaposing it from the test developer with evidence from employers and employees in 

international business workplaces. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

The aim of this study was to investigate TOEIC stakeholders’ intended/localized (i.e., in 

vitro and in situ: see Chapter 1) and perceived meanings and uses (i.e., in vivo) of TOEIC scores 

for selection decisions, and the consequences of such decisions in Korea-based international 

business companies (i.e., international business workplaces). This study drew on the operational 

validation model for this study, illustrated in Figure 2.6 in Chapter 2, using a stakeholder approach 

(Crocker, 2003; Hamp-Lyons, 2000) as a methodological framework for data collection and 

analysis.  

The operational validation model provides holistic and systematic processes for test 

validation with specifying inferences to evaluate test constructs (i.e., the domain description and 

explanation inferences) and distinguishes decisions from consequences, linking the meanings of 

test scores to the consequences of test use by adapting Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive 

argument and Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) assessment use argument. This was consistent with 

the purpose of this study regarding an investigation of test stakeholders’ intended/localized and 

perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, and the consequences of 

such decisions in international business workplaces in Korea. However, validity arguments that 

Chapelle et al. (2008) suggested, shown in the table in Appendix K, included the limited 

involvement of test stakeholders in their TOEFL validation project.  

To address this limitation, the stakeholder approach (Crocker, 2003) was chosen for this 

study to strengthen the validity evidence from multiple stakeholders, because Bachman and Palmer 

(2010) articulated involvement of test stakeholders for validation studies. Moss et al. (2006) noted 

that it is important to involve multiple stakeholders during test validation to disclose any source or 



 

68 

 

evidence that may threaten the validity of the meanings of test scores and the consequences of test 

use. Three test stakeholders were identified for this study: (a) the TOEIC developer, (b) the TOEIC 

administrator, (c) test users (employers and employees). The TOEIC developer was the key 

stakeholder for the intended meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions (i.e., the 

TOEIC in vitro). The TOEIC administrator was a secondary stakeholder, but played an important 

role as an intermediator in the Korean context for the localized meanings and uses of TOEIC scores, 

alongside localized consequences (i.e., the TOEIC in situ). Conversely, both employers and 

employees were the stakeholders affected by TOEIC use in international workplaces (i.e., the 

TOEIC in vivo). To achieve the purpose of this study, a multi-method concurrent validation study 

with the stakeholder approach was used.  

This chapter starts with an outline of the research design and then illustrates how the study 

was implemented to answer the three research questions addressed in Chapter 1. This is followed 

by specifics of the methods used in the study in the methods section, including participants, 

instruments, data collection procedures, and data analysis procedures.  

A Multi-Method Concurrent Validation Study: The Stakeholder Approach 

This study adopted a multi-methods concurrent validation research design, shown in Figure 

3.1, below. A multi-methods design refers to the use of multiple methods in a series of individual 

research projects (Morse, 2003). The multi-methods design is useful for addressing an overall 

research problem when individual research projects are interrelated (Morse, 2003) , as in this 

doctoral dissertation study. To answer overall and sub-research questions, I explored English 

constructs in international business workplaces, the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions, and the consequences of such decisions. I used the methods of document 

analysis, interviews, and online questionnaires to collect validity evidence from the 
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aforementioned stakeholders. Overall, each piece of evidence from multiple stakeholders was 

related to test validation, but each could provide distinct evidence regarding the meanings and uses 

of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, as well as the consequences of such decisions. The 

intended and localized meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions were 

investigated by conducting (a) analyses of documents published by and webpages of the ETS test 

developer and the test administrator (i.e., YBM) in Korea. English constructs in international 

business workplaces and the perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection 

decisions—and their consequences—were investigated by conducting interviews with both 

employers and employees from 15 Korea-based international business companies. In addition, 

online questionnaires were administered to a larger group of employees to investigate their 

perceptions of English constructs in international business workplaces and their perceived 

meanings for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions on a larger scale across 

Korea. Figure 3.1. illustrates an overview of a multi-method current validation research design in 

this study.  

 

Figure 3.1. The multi-methods concurrent validation research design of this study  
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 Subsequently, Figure 3.2. depicts the foci of inferences and claims (ovals filled with a 

pattern) to be investigated in the study based on its operational validation model in Chapter 2, and 

the data collection and data analyses were also based on the operational validation framework for 

this study.  

 

Figure 3.2. Foci of claims in the operational validation model for this study 

As illustrated in Figure 3.2 above, the evidence for the observed score (test score) and 

expected score (consistent score) in the ovals under RQ 2 was not explored through employers and 

employees due to their lack of insights into the marking, rating, and generalizing procedures for 

TOEIC scores.  
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In Figure 3.2, the first six ovals refer to data or claims, which broadly indicate the meanings 

of TOEIC scores, while the decisions and consequences claims relate to the use of test scores and 

the consequences of TOEIC use, respectively. As illustrated earlier, there are two types of 

arguments: interpretive and validity. The interpretive argument relates to the steps or processes in 

validation, while the validity argument pertains to the evidence supporting the interpretive 

argument. In other words, the inferences that link data to claims are specified coherently, and 

evidence must be provided to support the inferences. Otherwise, the validity of score meanings 

and the uses of a test would not be defensible. In this study, to evaluate to what extent the intended 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores and the consequences of TOEIC use were achieved, the eight 

types of inferences were specified based on reviews of the validation approaches in Chapter 2 and 

then evaluated by collecting evidence from multiple TOEIC stakeholders.  

In this study, a multi-methods concurrent validation research design using the stakeholder 

approach was chosen for the following reasons: (a) the importance of explicitly identifying the 

specific claims of the TOEIC made by the test developer, including the test administrator; (b) the 

importance of collecting validity evidence from multiple stakeholders; and (c) the importance of 

using different types of methods for test validation. It was important to identify the 

intended/localized meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, because they 

constituted baseline evidence against which findings from employers and employees’ perceived 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for the decisions and consequences of such decisions were 

pulled together to answer RQ 3. The rationale for including the test administrator, YBM, in Korea 

was that YBM had marketed the TOEIC to companies in Korea by providing information on how 

the TOEIC could be used in Korea using interviews and questionnaires with decision makers for 

hiring and promoting as well as with test takers (e.g., job seekers and university students). Along 
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with this marketing, the TOEIC may have been promoted with the meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores, which may have been localized for test users in Korea.  

Validity evidence from a particular stakeholder group may not fully support the intended 

meanings and uses of test scores for test use and consequences of the test use. Collecting validity 

evidence from multiple stakeholders will strengthen validity arguments by disclosing sources of 

evidence that may threaten the validity of the meaning of test scores and the consequences of test 

use (Moss et al., 2006). Accordingly, besides investigating the test developers, including the test 

administrator and intended and localized meanings and uses of the TOEIC scores, this study 

investigated employers’ and employees’ perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions and consequences of such decisions because those employers and employees 

were the key stakeholders who were directly involved in and affected by test use, and employers 

and employees may manifest their own perceptions.   

The types of evidence to be collected from assorted test stakeholders determined the 

methods and data analysis of this multi-method concurrent validation study. It was important to 

collect evidence (i.e., official documents) directly from the test developer who designed the 

TOEIC and conducted TOEIC validation research regarding the intended meanings and uses of 

TOEIC scores for selection decisions. It was also crucial to gather evidence from supplementary 

documents disseminated by the testing organization (i.e., ETS) and the test administrator (i.e., 

YBM) for accuracy.  

To answer RQ 2, adopting an interpretive approach (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2006), 

interviews were conducted with employers and employees who were TOEIC score users working 

for Korea-based international business companies, considering they had their own values in their 

workplaces concerning the meanings and uses of test scores (Koch & DeLuca, 2012; McNamara 
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& Roever, 2006; Moss et al., 2006). The interpretive approach provided an in-depth understanding 

of the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions in their international business 

workplaces. Concurrently, a quantitative survey approach was used for employee participants 

working in Korea-based international business organizations, such as companies and government 

agencies across Korea, to investigate a large number of employees’ perceived meanings and uses 

for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions on a larger scale.  

Quantitative data collected from online questionnaires were analyzed using exploratory 

factor analysis to identify the latent constructs (or factors) along with reducing the number of items 

into a small number of factors. Correlation analysis was also conducted to investigate employees’ 

perceptions of English constructs in international business workplaces and their perceptions of the 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores and the consequences of selection decisions based on TOEIC 

scores. The factors were also used as independent variables to examine the relationships with 

employees’ demographic characteristics and their TOEIC test-taking experiences as dependent 

variables. The details of methods used in a multi-method concurrent validation study with the 

stakeholder approach are described in the following sections, which include participants and 

instruments, followed by data analysis procedures. 

Methods for Investigating the Intended/localized and Perceived Meanings and Uses of TOEIC 

Scores 

The methodological, operational definitions of terms in the research questions were defined 

in this study as follows. The meanings of TOEIC scores refer to what the scores indicate regarding 

English language proficiency. Consequences refer to the impact of such decisions in Korea-based 

international business companies. These definitions guided the three research questions for this 



 

74 

 

study (i.e., RQs 1, 2 and 3) and the details of methods to answer the research questions in what 

follows.  

Participants. Using a criterion sampling strategy (Patton, 2002), participants in this study 

included one test developer at ETS for an interview, six employers, and ten employees for 

interviews and 281 employees for online questionnaires from Korea-based international business 

organizations. The sampling criteria for each participant group are provided in the following 

sections. 

Participant from ETS. ETS has designed many tests, such as the Test of English as a 

Foreign Language (TOEFL) and the Graduate Record Examination (GRE), including the TOEIC. 

Therefore, it employs many scientists for test development and validation research associated with 

each test. The sampling criteria for participation in interviews were that the test developer as a 

research scientist met both of the two conditions in Table 3.1, below:   

Table 3.1  

Sampling Criteria for Participation in Interviews with the Test Developer

 Participant Criteria for participation in interviews 

Test developer 1. Holds a Ph.D. in disciplines related to language testing 

2. Has been involved in TOEIC design and validation research at ETS 

 

I contacted a researcher at ETS who met the two conditions for an interview to investigate 

the intended meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC. I exchanged email correspondence 

with the researcher. In the correspondence, he explained that his perspective would not supersede 

the documents published by ETS. Therefore, I decided to collect documents at ETS instead, as 

these documents would provide more accurate, in-depth information about the TOEIC.  
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Employer and employee participants for interviews. International businesses refer to 

transactions of any kind of goods, services, or resources between more than two nations. It may 

include any private and public sectors, such as companies, universities, government agencies, 

hospitals, and others. In this dissertation, any sectors were targeted, but international business 

companies were preferred because most exports and imports were carried out by these companies. 

For interviews, employer (n = 6) and employee participants (n = 10) working in international 

companies were recruited from 15 globally operating Korea-based companies, as described in a 

table in Appendix L. As noted in Chapter 1, Korean companies give job applicants the option to 

submit TOEIC LR scores or the TOEIC Speaking and/or TOEIC Writing scores for job and/or 

promotion application. Considering this variation of TOEIC score uses in Korea, the target 

companies included those that used scores of either the TOEIC LR, TOEIC SW, or both, for hiring 

and/or promoting employees. 

Table 3.2 below describes the sampling criteria for participation in interviews with 

employer and employee participants who worked in the companies.  

Table 3.2  

Sampling Criteria for Participation in Interviews with Employers and Employees 

Participant Criteria for participation in interviews 

Employer 1. Those whose company uses TOEIC scores for hiring and/or promotional 

decisions 

2. Those who are decision makers involved in recruitment and evaluation for 

hiring and/or promoting employees for international businesses  

Employee 1. Those who work in international business workplaces 

2. Those who use English in oral and/or written business communication 

3. Those who took the TOEIC and used TOEIC scores for a job application and/or 

promotion.  

 



 

76 

 

A table in Appendix L illustrates the profiles of employer and employee participants, 

including the information of TOEIC components used for hiring and promotion, participants’ 

positions in their companies, types of industry, size of the company concerning the number of total 

employees and sales of products, department/division, length of work experience for international 

businesses, length of residence in English-speaking countries, and countries for businesses. 

Overall, six employers were recruited from six companies, the sizes of which ranged from small 

to medium based on the number of employees and from small to large based on the sales of 

products. Their lengths of work experience at their present departments were from two to nine 

years (SD = 2.94). However, they had at least 10 years work experience for international 

businesses. All of these companies used TOEIC scores as a reference. Two companies only used 

TOEIC LR scores, while others generally used TOEIC LR or TOEIC Speaking scores. Only one 

company used all four components of the TOEIC (i.e., TOEIC LRSW).  

Ten employees were recruited from nine companies. Most of them worked for large 

companies in terms of the number of employees and the sales of products. They commonly used 

TOEIC LR scores for job applications; six of them used TOEIC Speaking scores for promotions. 

Their length of work experience for international businesses ranged from two to 15 years (SD = 

5.38), and on average, 7.8 years. They ranged from staff members to deputy general managers. 

Some of the managers in their companies were involved in hiring processes. However, they 

commonly joined in the second round of hiring processes to do in-depth interviews in Korean. The 

second rounds were held to evaluate the candidates’ job competencies in workplaces , such as 

leadership, creativity, collaboration, and sense of responsibility, by asking questions based on the 

candidates’ resumes. The managers did not evaluate the candidates’ English language proficiency 

based on TOEIC scores. Nor did they conduct the interviews in English during the second round. 
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Because of this, I classified them in the employee participant group, as they used TOEIC scores 

for a job application and promotion.  

Employee participants for online questionnaires. Concurrently, online questionnaires 

were distributed to a large group of employees across Korean-based international business 

companies to investigate their perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection 

decisions, such as hiring and/or promotional decisions, and the consequences of such decisions. 

The non-probability sampling method was used for this dissertation study. The sampling criteria 

for employees’ participation in the questionnaires were the same as the criteria for participation in 

interviews, as described in Table 3.2. For recruitment, Qualtrics, a survey company, distributed 

the online questionnaire to panels in South Korea. Initially, 553 responses were collected between 

May and July 2018. However, the responses were sorted to collect valid responses, with straight 

responses, inconsistent responses, and all positive or negative responses being removed for 

analyses. I added reverse-coded items (i.e., negative polarity items) to check the consistency of 

responses and remove responses that were unfaithful to the original questionnaire. At the end, I 

collected 281 valid responses for analysis.  Demographic information was collected and analyzed 

from the online questionnaire data from Section C. Tables 3.3 and 3.4, below, summarize the 

results of demographic characteristics. Table 3.3 demonstrates the variety of industries in which 

the employees in this study were working. It was found that international businesses were not 

limited to certain types of industries, such as trading, but included public organizations and the 

mass media, despite the relatively small number of responses. The highest number of participants 

worked for trading, and the second-highest groups of industries were the electronics, 

telecommunication, construction, and finance industries. The third-largest groups of industries 

were pharmaceuticals/health care, chemicals, foods, clothing, and machinery.   
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Table 3.3  

Number of Employees by Industry  

Industry N % 

Trading 39 13.9 
Electronics (Computer, TV, cell phone, camera, etc.) 22 7.8 
Telecommunications 22 7.8 

Construction 21 7.5 
Finance 18 6.4 
Vehicles 15 5.3 
Pharmaceuticals/Health care 15 5.3 
Chemicals 14 5.0 
Food 13 4.6 

Clothing 13 4.6 
Machinery 13 4.6 
Transportation 10 3.6 
Public organization 8 2.8 
Textile/Fabric/Paper 6 2.1 
Government organization 6 2.1 

Electric machinery (Electric generator and transformer) 4 1.4 
Shipbuilding 4 1.4 
Electric power 3 1.1 
Oil/Natural gas 3 1.1 
Metal 3 1.1 
Steel 2 0.7 

Mining 1 0.4 
Mass media 1 0.4 
Others 25 8.9 
Total 281 100.0 

 

In Table 3.4, below, bold numbers with square brackets indicate the item number of the 

demographic variables in a sequence. Table 3.4, below, also reports employees’ personal 

information, such as gender, age, and level of education. Also shown is information about 

international businesses and English communication, such as percentages of communication with 

non-native English speakers in international business workplaces.  

Table 3.4  

Demographic Characteristics Regarding Personal Information and Work Experience 

Demographic Variable N % Demographic Variable N % 

[1] Gender [7] Work experience before the present company 

 Male 185 65.8  Yes 104 37 
 Female 95 33.8  No 177 63 

 I do not identify 0 0  Total 281 100 
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 I prefer not to respond 1 0.4 [8] Length of work experience before the present company 

 Total 281 100  Less than 1 year 7 6.7 
[2] Age   1–2 years 12 11.5 

 Under 30 years (1) 60 21.4  2–3 years 11 10.6 
 31–40 years (2) 119 42.3  3–4 years 11 10.6 
 41–50 years (3) 80 28.5  4–5 years 11 10.6 
 Over 50 years (4) 22 7.8  5–6 years 4 3.8 

 Total 281 100  More than 6 years 48 46.2 
[3] Level of Education  Total 104 100 
 High school 8 2.8 [9] Regions for international businesses 

 College 14 5  North America 163 22.7 

 Bachelor’s degree 189 67.3  Central America 21 2.9 
 Master’s degree 56 19.9  South America 31 4.3 
 Professional school degree  7 2.5  United Kingdom 59 8.2 
 Doctoral degree  7 2.5  Europe 90 12.5 

 Total 281 100  Africa 21 2.9 
[4] Studied in English-speaking countries  West Asia 32 4.5 
 Yes 124 44.1  South Asia 49 6.8 
 No 157 55.9  Southeast Asia 96 13.4 

 Total 281 100  East Asia 129 17.9 
[5] Length of study in the countries  Oceania 28 3.9 
 Less than 6 months 11 8.9  Total 719 100 
 6 months–1 year 27 21.8 [10] Important English skills in workplaces 

 1–2 years 49 39.5  Listening (L) 13 4.6 
 2–3 years 13 10.5  Reading (R) 9 3.2 
 3–4 years 7 5.6  Speaking (S) 45 16.0 
 4–5 years 4 3.2  Writing (W) 8 2.8 

 More than 5 years 13 10.5  L & S 97 34.5 
 Total 124 100  R & W 19 6.8 

[6] Length of work at the present division  L, R, S, & W 90 32 
 Less than 1 year 15 5.3  Total 281 100 

 1–2 years 37 13.2 [11] Percentages of communication with NNES  
 2–3 years 39 13.9  0% 0 0 
 3–4 years 53 18.9  10% 10 3.6 
 4–5 years 35 12.5  20% 7 2.5 

 5–6 years 21 7.5  30% 23 8.2 

 More than 6 years 81 28.8  40% 29 10.3 
 Total 281 100  50% 42 14.9 
     60% 52 18.5 

     70% 72 25.6 
     80% 28 10.0 
     90% 15 5.3 

     100% 3 1.1 

     Total 281 100 

 

Results regarding [1] gender, [2] age, and [3] level of education are demonstrated in Table 

3.4, above; 65.8% of employees were males, while 33.8% of them were females. Those who were 

between 31 and 40 years old accounted for 42.3%, while those under 30 years, 41 and 50 years, 

and over 50 years accounted for 21.4%, 28.5%, and 7.8%, respectively. In addition, the majority 

of them (67.3%) had a bachelor’s degree as their highest level of education, followed by a master’s 

degree (19.9%). The rest of them had high school diplomas, college diplomas, professional school 
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degrees such as a Master of Business Administration, and doctoral degrees. Almost half of the 

respondents (44.1%) reported that they studied English in English-speaking countries ([4] in Table 

3.4), and 71.8% of them reported that they studied English between six months and three years ([5] 

in Table 3.4). A small number of employees (5.3 %) in this study had less than one year of work 

experience at their present department, while the rest of them had one to six years and more than 

six years’ work experience at their current department ([6] in Table 3.4). In addition, 37% of the 

employees (n = 104) had work experience in international businesses before their current company 

([7] in Table 3.4), and 46.2% of them had more than six years of work experience in international 

businesses ([8] in Table 3.4).  

 Regarding the regions for international businesses ([9] in Table 3.4), North America (i.e., 

Canada and the United States of America) was the most frequently named region for international 

businesses, followed by countries in East Asia and South East Asia each and European countries. 

Countries close to South Korea (i.e., Asian countries, when combining regions of West Asia, South 

Asia, Southeast Asia, and East Asia) accounted for 42.6%.  

When it comes to English communication in international business workplaces ([10] in 

Table 3.4), the employees reported that listening and speaking skills (n = 97; 34.5%) were the most 

important skills, followed by all four skills of listening, reading, speaking, and writing together (n 

= 90; 32%). In addition, speaking was the third most important skill. Finally, 75.4% of the 

employees reported that they used English with non-native speakers more than 50% of the time at 

their workplaces, while 18.5% of them used English with non-native speakers 20% and 30% of 

the time ([11] in Table 3.4).  

Instruments. This section elucidates the instruments that were used in this study. 

Instruments included document analysis, interviews, and online questionnaires.  
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Official and semi-official documents. “Documents contain texts (words) and images that 

have been recorded without a researcher’s intervention” (Bowen, 2009, p. 27). Documents appear 

in a variety of forms, such as advertisements, letters, meeting minutes, newspapers, reports, and 

others (Bowen, 2009). Bowen (2009) noted that document analysis is more efficient, cost-effective, 

stable, exact, and available, with a broader coverage than other research methods. With these 

advantages of document analysis, I used the official documents published by ETS and semi-official 

documents from YBM, which were publicly available, to explore the intended and localized 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions. 

However, Bowen (2009) also pointed out that there are potential weaknesses inherent in document 

analysis, such as insufficient details, low retrievability, and biased selectivity. Considering these 

weaknesses of document analysis, the official documents published by the ETS included a wide 

range of documents related to the TOEIC, including research reports, research memoranda, a 

TOEIC compendium, research summaries, ETS white papers, as well as ETS web pages, 

handbooks about English proficiency descriptors and levels, and the TOEIC user’s guides for 

TOEIC scores. The semi-official documents published by YBM came from three sources: (a) 

TOEIC newsletters, (b) Interviews with HR managers, and (c) TOEIC Story (an online blog). 

Sources from the YBM included information from advertisements, brochures, interviews with 

companies for the use of the TOEIC score, and survey data.  

Interviews. Interviews were used with six employers and ten employees individually, as 

provided in appendices F and G. Interviews, specifically semi-structured interviews, give 

flexibility to the participants’ response (Creswell, 2008), because it helps the researcher to elicit 

related responses to the questions, probe for details, and discuss issues derived from the responses. 

An interview with the test developer participant was planned, but document analysis was 
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conducted because of the test developer’s unavailability for the interview and sufficient 

information in official documents about the TOEIC.  

Interviews with six employers were conducted to elicit their perceived meanings and uses 

of TOEIC scores for selection decisions—and the consequences of such decisions from their 

perspectives. The guideline questions with the TOEIC employer participants (in Appendix F) were 

selected and revised for the study based on Im and McNamara (2017) and Sun’s (2016) interview 

questions. Im and McNamara’s (2017) interview questions were developed to investigate test users 

of TOEIC LR scores for university admissions in Korea based on the previous literature regarding 

value implications (Elder, 1997; McNamara & Roever, 2006; O’Loughlin, 2013) in language 

testing. The interview questions asked how the university admissions officers viewed TOEIC 

scores for university admissions as well as their values regarding the meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores. Furthermore, Sun’s (2016) interview questions were developed to investigate test users of 

the College English Test 4 (CET-4), used for university admission and employment decisions in 

China, based on the CET-4 IUA framework (the revised version of Kane’s interpretive argument). 

The interview questions asked how the CET-4 users from educational and business contexts used 

the test scores in those contexts, how they interpreted and used CET-4 scores, and what values 

they had regarding the meanings and uses of test scores. However, Im and McNamara (2017) and 

Sun (2016) did not investigate how the test users perceived the consequences derived from their 

decisions. To address this limitation, I added questions regarding the consequences of selection 

decisions based on Chapelle et al.’s (2008) interpretive argument, adding an inference for 

consequences (i.e., the ramification inference). Interview questions for the employer participants 

consisted of five sections. Section A consisted of six questions (Q1–Q6) to ask about personal and 

business information, and Section B was composed of six questions (Q7–Q12) to identify the use 
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of English in international business workplaces based on Sun (2016). Sections C, D, and E 

consisted of 13 questions (Q13–Q25) based on Im and McNamara (2017) and Sun (2016), to 

inquire about employers’ perceptions of the meanings of TOEIC scores (Q13–Q18) for hiring 

and/or promotional decisions (uses; Q19–Q23) and the consequences of such decisions in their 

company (Q24–Q25), respectively.  

Interviews with ten employee participants working for international businesses were also 

conducted to elicit their perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and 

the consequences of such decisions from their perspectives. Interview questions similar to ones 

with employer participants were asked to the employee participants, but some questions were 

revised to ask about their uses of English in the workplace, considering their use of English in 

international business workplaces (Louhiala-Salminen & Kankaanranta, 2011) and the purposes 

and importance of taking the TOEIC, based on Sun (2016). Those questions for English constructs 

in international business workplaces, test importance, and the purpose for taking the TOEIC 

provided how contextual factors were interrelated with the perceived meanings of TOEIC scores 

for hiring and/or promotional decisions, and the consequences of such decisions in the company. 

Interview questions for employee participants consisted of four sections (in Appendix G). Section 

A consisted of eight questions (Q1–Q8) to ask about personal and business information, including 

employee participants’ roles in their company, the language they use, the components of TOEIC 

they used for hiring and promotional applications, followed by perceptions of the meaning of 

TOEIC scores for hiring and/or promotional decisions (Q9–Q10), test purpose and test importance 

of TOEIC (Q11–Q12), their perceptions of their employers’ decisions (Q13), and the 

consequences of such decisions (Q14).  
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Online questionnaire. Concurrently, online questionnaires were distributed to a large 

group of employees across Korean-based international business companies to investigate 

employees’ perceptions of English constructs and of meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for hiring 

and/or promotional decisions and the consequences of such decisions to statistically investigate 

the relationships between employees’ perceptions. To collect valid responses in the questionnaires, 

three eligibility questions were asked, as described in Appendix H. The online questionnaires 

consisted of three sections: sections A, B, and C, where a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 7 

= Strongly agree) was used in statements in sections A and B, while a combination of single and 

multiple-choice questions and fill-in-the-blank questions was used in Section C. 

Component of each section in the online questionnaire. Section A consisted of 33 statements 

based on Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011), as discussed in Chapter 1. Louhiala-

Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011) investigated the uses of English in international business 

workplaces (in European contexts) and conceptualized the global communicative competence of 

a business professional required in international business workplaces. I used the questionnaire 

items Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011) developed, to investigate the relationship 

between employees’ perceptions of the meanings of TOEIC scores and their perceptions of English 

constructs in international business workplaces. Section A consisted of three items for cultural 

aspects of English communication (MC_1–3), four items for audience aspects of English 

communication (MC_4–7), eight items for important communication strategies in English 

(BELF_1–8), seven items for important abilities for successful English communication (BELF_9–

15), six items for the actual use of communication strategies in English (BELF_16–21), and five 

items for aspects of business strategies related to English communication (BK_1–5).  
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Section B consisted of 96 items in total, regarding employees’ perceptions of the meanings 

and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions. However, 

respondents had the option to respond to the items in Section B, depending on what they selected 

for the TOEIC component(s) as well as types of decisions for which their company used the TOEIC 

component(s). Two questions asked which TOEIC component was used for applications for a job 

and a promotion. Items for the TOEIC LR included 28 statements, while items for the TOEIC 

Speaking and Writing had 25 statements each. Eighteen items in total followed for the 

consequences of selection decisions (nine items each for employers’ hiring and promotional 

decisions).  

Specifically, items regarding the meanings of TOEIC scores consisted of three each for the 

TOEIC Listening and Reading, Speaking and Writing tests. These items were adapted from Kadir 

(2008) and Sun (2016). Items regarding views of TOEIC scores were based on Im and McNamara 

(2017). Items about the importance of TOEIC scores were based on Sun (2016); items about 

employers’ hiring and promotional decisions were based on Bachman and Palmer (2010). Items 

about the consequences of using TOEIC scores were based on Kadir (2008) and Sun (2016). Last, 

items about the consequences of employers’ selection decisions were based on Potočnik, Latorre, 

Dereli, and Tacer (2014), which discussed factors that employers need to consider when they make 

selection decisions and the types of consequences of selection decisions in international contexts. 

The researchers summarized the consequences of selection decisions in the context where an 

employee gets hired for a foreign country: cross-cultural adjustment and other factors that help the 

employee to adjust, such as language abilities, multicultural experience, extraversion, 

interpersonal skills, cultural intelligence, and others. In the online questionnaires, items regarding 

the consequences of selection decisions included two overall (CON_HR_1–2 and CON_PRO_1–
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2; Bachman & Palmer, 2010) and seven items about working competently (CON_HR_3 and 

CON_PRO_3), feeling confident in international businesses (CON_HR_4 and CON_PRO_4), the 

motivation to achieve successful international businesses (CON_HR_5 and CON_PRO_5), 

understanding different cultures (CON_HR_6 and CON_PRO_6), feeling confident with English 

communication (CON_HR_7 and CON_PRO_7), motivation to study English harder 

(CON_HR_8 and CON_PRO_8), and achieving successful communication with business partners  

(CON_HR_9 and CON_PRO_9), each for hiring and promotion.  

If the employee participant submitted a TOEIC Speaking score for a job application, an 

employee participant responded to 30 items in total: three for the meanings of TOEIC Speaking 

scores, five for the views on the scores, four for the importance of TOEIC Speaking, four for 

TOEIC Speaking for hiring, five for the consequences of using TOEIC Speaking scores, and nine 

for the consequences of the employer’s hiring decisions. If the employee used TOEIC Speaking 

scores for a promotion, an additional four items for TOEIC Speaking for promotion and nine items 

for the consequences of the employer’s promotional decisions were added, which resulted in 43 

items.  

Section C consists of 19 items in two parts: (a) personal information and work experience 

in international business workplaces, such as gender, age, length of study in English-speaking 

countries, and work at the present company, including regions for international businesses and the 

percentages of English communication with non-native English speakers, and (b) information in 

relation to their TOEIC test-taking experience, such as lengths of TOEIC preparation, the number 

of attempts, and TOEIC scores for hiring and promotion applications. As the research context of 

this dissertation study has not been fully explored, responses to items about the demographic 

information and TOEIC-taking experience provided valuable information and were used to explore 
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the relationships between employees’ perceptions from sections A and B and the responses from 

Section C in regression analyses in Chapter 6.  

Overall, employees were commonly asked questionnaire items for sections A and C. For 

the questionnaire items in Section B, employees were given options to answer relevant items , 

depending on the use of the TOEIC components among the TOEIC LR, the TOEIC Speaking, and 

the TOEIC Writing as well as on employers’ hiring and/or promotion and the consequences of the 

hiring and/or promotion from the employees’ perspectives. It was assumed that employees’ 

perceptions would vary, depending on each component of the TOEIC they took and each hiring 

and promotional decision they experienced. 

Translation of English version into Korean. The online questionnaires were first designed 

in English, based on the previous literature. I had to translate the questionnaires into Korean. To 

ensure the validity of the questionnaire translation, I adopted a forward translation method, 

involving experts and actual employees who worked for international businesses with the 

reviewing and pretesting processes by adapting the original survey to the target culture (Dean, 

Caspar, McAvinchey, Reed, & Quiroz, 2006). Specifically, I followed Chidlow, Plakoyiannaki, 

and Welch’s (2014) suggestions for survey translation concerning justifications of the translation 

approach, using an interpretive approach to translation to contextualize the survey into the target 

culture.  

In the first step for the survey translation, I identified the key words in each question to 

discern the key constructs of each item to ensure the cultural equivalence of the translated version 

of the survey. One of the challenges I encountered during the translation was to contextualize terms 

or phrases such as international business partners and issues used in international business 

workplaces. For example, if I had literally translated international business partner into Korean, 
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it would sound rather awkward, because the literal translation is not used by employees in their 

workplaces. Furthermore, the word issues can be translated into Korean in many ways, such as 

problems, conflicts, troubles, and legal cases, depending on contexts. Therefore, I asked three 

Korean researchers who had expertise in survey development and applied linguistics as well as 

four employees working for international businesses to figure out the appropriate translations of 

words or phrases, such as international business partners and issues. Another example is that I 

translated the TOEIC into Korean, not using English terms. The TOEIC has four components: 

TOEIC Listening and Reading (TOEIC LR), TOEIC Speaking, and TOEIC Writing. One of the 

experts told me that Korean people use the TOEIC to refer to the TOEIC LR, while they use 

TOEIC Speaking and TOEIC Writing individually. I thought the name TOEIC might refer to all 

the components as an overarching term. I, accordingly, could have made mistakes if I had used the 

term TOEIC to refer to all the components without asking experts and actual employees.  

Through asking people for their feedback, I tried to use the actual community’s words in 

translations, although the translations were not necessarily grammatically correct or sometimes so-

called Konglish (one of the English varieties in Korea, e.g., a handphone for a cell phone). For 

example, a cut-off score or a cut score was called a cutline score in Korea. I was not sure where 

this term originated, but I could not use the correct form of the word because the respondents might 

have difficulties in understanding what a cut-off score means. These contextualizations were 

important aspects in the survey translation, in terms of contextualizing the survey into the target 

culture. 

As a pretest, I also used cognitive interviews with the think-aloud technique with four 

laypeople to identify any other irrelevant factors that might affect the respondents’ potential 

misinterpretation and their response processes. Cognitive interviews (Willis, Lawrence, Hartman, 
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Kudela, Levin, & Forsyth, 2008) would be the necessary procedure for researchers to conduct for 

cross-cultural research, as the interviews help them confirm their translations of questions and 

detect any other irrelevant factors to response processes that may threaten the validity of survey 

translations. One of the subjects who participated in the cognitive interviews was an employee 

who worked for a domestic business, while the rest of them were working for international 

businesses. Through the cognitive interviews, I revised wording in explanations about the 

questionnaires, the questions, and the format of the online questionnaires. It was helpful to discern 

when they were struggling to figure out the meaning of the questions and other factors, like the 

format, that may have hampered them from understanding the questions.  

Data collection. This section illustrates data collection procedures for documents, 

interviews, and online questionnaires. It is noted that the data collection for documents, interviews, 

and online questionnaires was conducted concurrently. Table 3.5, below, illustrates the data 

collection procedures for types of data, sources and methods, and time periods for each sub-

research question. 

Table 3.5  

Overview of Data Collection 

RQs Data (type) Sources and methods Time period 

RQ 1a–RQ 1b Document data from 

ETS and YBM 

Data from ETS  

(a) TOEIC validation studies (55) 

(b) Webpages on ETS website (66) 

December 2017 to 

January 2018 

Data from YBM  

(a) TOEIC newsletters (95)  

(b) Interviews with HR managers (48) 

(c) TOEIC Story (51) 

December 2017 to 

April 2018 

RQ 2a–RQ 2d Interview data  Face-to-face semi-structured 

individual interviews were conducted 

with employers and employees. 

December 2017 to 

March 2018 
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RQ 2e–RQ 2h Online questionnaire 

data  

Online questionnaires administered 

with 281 employees across Korea 

May 2018 to July 

2018 

 

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate the total number of documents collected during data 

collection. 

Generally, the data collection was performed from December 2017 until July 2018. Details 

about the data collection for each type of data are provided in the following sections.  

Document data collection. The document collection and selection is straightforward. The 

official and semi-official documents published by ETS (i.e., the test developer) and YBM (i.e., the 

local test administrator in Korea), respectively, are publicly available on their own web pages. On 

each web page, there are individual sections for information on the TOEIC.  

Data collection for ETS documents was conducted in two ways: (a) using the advanced 

search of the ETS ReSEARCHER Database (http://search.ets.org/researcher/) and (b) the general 

search in the TOEIC website at the ETS main website, using the key word Test of English for 

International Communication and its abbreviation (TOEIC). All documents that ETS has 

published since 1979 (i.e., the year the TOEIC was introduced) were retrieved from ETS’s website, 

for example, a research report, research memorandum, TOEIC compendium, research summary, 

ETS white paper, as well as handbooks about English proficiency descriptors and levels, and the 

TOEIC user’s guides for TOEIC scores. In total, I found 62 documents from the (a) advanced 

search and 66 webpages from (b) the general search on the ETS website.  

Specifically, from (a) the advanced search, I initially collected 78 documents, including 

four newly published reports in the 2018 TOEIC compendium studies. I excluded documents from 

the analysis that were irrelevant to TOEIC, a total of 16 documents: seven studies for the TOEIC 

Bridge, designed for assessing English proficiency for beginners and young learners; one about 

http://search.ets.org/researcher/
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the introduction of book chapters; six that overlapped between studies; and two studies irrelevant 

to the TOEIC (Bennett, 2007; Kostin, 2004). At the end, 62 documents were collected. 

Subsequently, I checked whether the documents included TOEIC validation. Out of the 62, I found 

a total of 55 documents related to TOEIC validation. The rest of the seven documents included a 

brief history of TOEIC in the 2018 TOEIC compendium (Powers & Schmidgall, 2018), theories 

about TOEIC validation (Mislevy & Yin, 2012; Schmidgall, 2017a), a TOEIC can-do guide (The 

Chauncey Group International, 2000a), two reports on test takers between 1997 and 1998 (The 

Chauncey Group International, 2000b) and in 2004 (ETS, 2005), and one forum (Sandberg, 2017, 

March) for English-language proficiency between ETS research scientists.  

In (b) the general search of the TOEIC website, 170 webpage links for accessing webpages 

or documents for TOEIC were found at the initial search. All of the links were relevant to TOEIC, 

but the overlapping webpages and the webpages that included TOEIC validation studies from the 

advanced search were removed. At the end, 66 webpages were identified. The 66 webpages 

included general information and statements for TOEIC and an additional six documents that were 

recently published, such as score descriptors, can-do guides, user guides, examinee handbooks, 

and sample TOEIC tests. The six recent documents include information about the updated version 

of TOEIC LR and TOEIC Speaking and Writing questions, testing procedures, score or level 

descriptors, a brief description of the validation research, and others for decision makers and test 

takers. With the six documents, general information and statements for TOEIC in the webpages 

were included for analysis.  

Data collection for YBM’s documents was executed by searching YBM’s website. Notably, 

YBM has recently started to run its own web blog, the TOEIC Story, and has published TOEIC 

Newsletters since 1997 (generally, every three months until 2002 and quarterly since 2003 up to 
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August 2017). A total of 194 documents were collected from YBM’s website, which included (a) 

95 TOEIC newsletters published between August 1997 and October 2017; (b) 48 interviews with 

HR managers published between October 14, 2008, and July 17, 2017; and (c) 51 posts of the 

TOEIC Story published between August 14, 2015, and December 20, 2017.  

Interview data collection. Data were collected for interviews with six employer and ten 

employee participants working for international businesses from 15 Korea-based international 

business companies. To recruit participants, I contacted the person in charge of managing the 

intranet or correspondence to ask that person to distribute a recruitment email to employers and 

employees of the company. In addition, I contacted an acquaintance working in the company to 

find potential employer and employee participants. The interviews took place in a neutral location 

either during working hours or after working hours based on the convenience of the participants. 

Before I conducted the interviews with employer and employee participants, a combined form of 

letter of information and consent form were given to them beforehand, when scheduling a time for 

the interviews. To encourage their assistance, I assured the participants’ confidentiality and the 

anonymity of their information, reaffirmed my role as a researcher, and clarified how the data 

would be kept and used. I digitally recorded the interviews with three recorders, taking brief notes. 

The interviews took on average 45 minutes. The face-to-face interviews were conducted in Korean. 

Questionnaire data collection. Online questionnaires were developed using a Queen’s 

University survey tool, Qualtrics (https://www.qualtrics.com/). To ensure the validity and 

reliability of the questionnaire, I conducted a pretest of it with five employees who worked for 

Korea-based international business organizations. They read and responded to the questionnaires 

and were asked about the clarity of the items. Upon receiving their comments and then revising 
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the questionnaire items, I conducted a pilot test with 26 employees who also worked for Korea-

based international business organizations to examine the reliability of the questionnaire items 

using Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficients for Section A and Section B of the online 

questionnaires. This process showed whether the items within each section were measuring the 

same constructs. Reliability refers to the repeatability, stability, or internal consistency of a 

questionnaire (Jack & Clarke, 1998). Generally, a Cronbach’s alpha of .70 is good for a developing 

questionnaire and .80 for a more established questionnaire (Bryman & Cramer, 1997). Cronbach’s 

alpha internal consistency coefficients for the two sections of the online questionnaire ranged 

from .789 to .947.  

The online questionnaires were distributed by the survey company Qualtrics to the panels 

who registered for in Korea. To check their eligibility for the questionnaire, the respondents went 

through pre-questions (i.e., Do you do domestic businesses? Do you work for international 

businesses? Do you use English with your business partners? Do you use phone calls or emails to 

communicate with your international business partners? Did you use TOEFL scores for hiring or 

promotion? Did you use TOEIC scores for hiring or promotion?). Those who were eligible for the 

online questionnaires participated in this study. Initially, 553 responses were collected between 

May and July 2018 by the survey company. Exclusion criteria were (a) straight responses, (b) 

inconsistent responses using reversed items, (c) unthoughtful responses (e.g., a lot of mid-point 

responses), (d) responses for selecting “I will not provide my best answers,” (e) unreasonable 

completion time, (f) randomly selected responses without any patterns, and (g) no responses of 

“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “somewhat disagree,” or vice versa. At the end, only 281 of these 

responses were determined to be valid cases and were retained for further analyses after data 

cleaning. 
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Data analysis. Processes of validation specified in the operational validation model for 

this study in Chapter 2 were used as an overarching category for analyzing documents from the 

test developer and for discussing findings from interviews with employer and employee 

participants and questionnaires for employees. Specifics for data analysis strategies are described 

in the following sections, which include analyses of documents, interviews, and questionnaires in 

sequence. 

Content analysis of ETS’s documents and a hybrid version of document analysis of 

YBM’s documents. Document analysis is an iterative process for the researcher to skim, read, and 

interpret document data (Bowen, 2009). For the analysis of official and semi-official documents 

from ETS and YBM, respectively, Miller and Alvarado’s (2005) document analysis framework 

was adopted, specifically, content analysis to lay out the intended meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions. Miller and Alvarado (2005) 

broadly provided two types, but specifically, three types of strategies for document analyses: 

content analysis and context analysis (i.e., documents as commentary and documents as actors). 

The purpose of content analysis is to “identify core consistencies and meanings” (Patton, 2002, p. 

453) to explain “key patterns, themes, and categories” (Miller & Alvarado, 2005, p. 351). However, 

context analysis is used for an in-depth understanding of individuals, actions, and non-observable 

social practices, such as a case study (i.e., documents as commentary) and for understanding how 

documents interact with humans and non-humans through the production and use of documents 

(Miller & Alvarado, 2005).  

Among those analytic strategies for document analysis, I used content analysis due to the 

purpose of this study, specifically, RQ 1a for the intended meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions as key categories under the processes 
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in the operational validation model of this study. RQ 1a required neither an in-depth understanding 

of the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions nor the interaction of official 

and semi-official documents. On the other hand, YBM’s documents were analyzed for RQ 1b 

using a hybrid version of document analysis by combining content analysis, context analysis (i.e., 

the documents as actors) and a model for the document analysis processes (Salminen, Lyytikӓinen 

& Tiitinen, 2000). The key categories identified from the YBM’s documents using the content 

analysis were classified into the relevant inferences in the operational validation model for this 

study. Before and during the analysis, I assumed that there would be some unknown factors as 

actors, rather than documents as actors, that may have localized the ETS’s intended meanings and 

uses of TOEIC scores in the Korean context, which led me to use the context analysis method. 

Furthermore, there was a need to identify the stakeholders (i.e., companies, government agencies 

and employees or job-seekers) relevant to this dissertation based on the model for the document 

analysis processes (Salminen, Lyytikӓinen & Tiitinen, 2000), because YBM used various TOEIC 

stakeholders’ voices to provide validity evidence to support the localized meanings and uses of 

TOEIC scores and consequences of the TOEIC use. 

Content analysis (Miller & Alvarado, 2005) was useful to identify the key consistencies in 

ETS’s documents to classify the content (Caulley, 1983) into the relevant inference in the 

operational validation model for this study. However, rather than only using content analysis, 

combining the three methods (i.e., content analysis, context analysis and a model for the document 

analysis processes) may reveal sufficient and profound validity evidence for the TOEIC in the 

Korean context by investigating TOEIC stakeholders’ voices within the YBM’s documents.  

Official and semi-official documents were entered into QSR NVivo 

(www.qsrinternational.com) and analyzed with the software to increase efficiency for storing and 

http://www.qsrinternational.com/
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locating document data as well as for analyzing the data. Considering the potential weaknesses in 

document analysis, that is, insufficient details, low retrievability, and biased selectivity (Bowen, 

2009), abductive codes were used. Abductive analysis (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014) refers to 

analyzing data using deductive codes based on theoretical hypotheses and allowing for adding 

inductive codes when different codes are identified from deductive codes. This abductive approach 

to data analysis in qualitative research is an alternative to inductive (e.g., grounded theory) and 

deductive (e.g., extended case method; Burawoy, 2009) approaches.  

For the analyses of ETS’s documents, 55 validation studies from (a) the advanced search 

of the ETS website were categorized into processes in the operational validation model for this 

study. Sixty-six webpages from the (b) general search of the TOEIC website were analyzed using 

content analysis (Miller & Alvarado, 2005). Three categories (i.e., the intended meanings of 

TOEIC scores, the intended uses of TOEIC scores, and the intended consequences of TOEIC use 

and decisions) were identified, as shown in Appendix M. The subcategories were assigned to 

corresponding claims in the operational validation model for this study.  

For YBM’s documents, the hybrid version of document analysis was used. Four categories 

(i.e., contextual factors, localized meanings of TOEIC scores, localized uses of TOEIC scores, and 

localized consequences of TOEIC uses) were found. These categories and subcategories are 

reported in a table in Appendix N. During data analysis, one potential issue was that documents 

published by YBM were written in Korean. The analysis of documents from YBM was conducted 

using Korean during coding, and then key categories identified from the documents were translated 

into English. The English translation was reviewed by three researchers who were proficient in 

both Korean and English and were doing or completed their Ph.D. in linguistics. While analyzing 

documents, various TOEIC stakeholders’ perceptions were identified regarding the meanings and 



 

97 

 

uses of TOEIC scores and the consequences of TOEIC use in their contexts. The stakeholders 

identified were YBM, instructors at language institutes run by YBM, test takers, employees and 

HR managers, government agencies, high schools, universities and colleges, professors, and the 

army. However, the foci of this study were the test administrator, employees, and those who used 

TOEIC scores for selection decisions in international business workplaces. The relevant 

stakeholders were grouped into three: a) YBM, b) test users (i.e., companies, and government 

agencies and enterprises), and c) test takers (i.e., employees). The categories or subcategories from 

YBM’s documents were classified according to the corresponding inferences of the operational 

validation model for this study, as described in Appendix N. The contextual factors, localized 

meanings, uses, and consequences are reported in Chapter 4, with salient quotations from YBM’s 

documents. In Chapter 4, I report findings from the relevant stakeholders’ perceptions of the 

TOEIC. 

Thematic analysis of interview data. For the analysis of the interview data, both inductive 

and deductive codes were used based on the thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). 

Specifically, a data-driven approach was used due to a lack of knowledge of international business 

workplaces, which presupposes inductive analysis. However, the interviews were also analyzed 

using deductive codes based on four overarching concepts: constructs of English, meanings, uses, 

and consequences of TOEIC, which are consistent with the purpose of this study.  

The interview data from the employer and employee participants were analyzed in both 

inductive and deductive ways using thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), which is an analytic 

strategy for interview data. Thematic analysis gives a flexible data analysis in terms of either an 

inductive or deductive way, or both (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Patton, 2002). Braun and Clarke’s 

(2006, p. 87) thematic analysis provides a clear step-by-step guide, as illustrated in Figure 3.3.  
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Figure 3.3. Phases of thematic analysis  

Following the thematic analysis framework, I listened to all the data at least once before 

coding and then transcribed the interviews verbatim in Microsoft Word using Adobe Audition 

Version 3, and uploaded the interview data into QSR NVivo (www.qsrinternational.com). On the 

second step, initial codes were generated inductively (i.e., codes from data themselves) and 

deductively based on the research questions in this study for each group of participants (i.e., six 

employers and ten employees). On the third, fourth, and fifth steps, I searched for themes based 

on the initial codes, sorted the various codes into potential themes, and collated all the relevant 

coded extracts within the associated themes.  

Data from interviews conducted in Korean were analyzed using Korean, and themes 

identified from the interview data were translated into English. The English translation was 

reviewed by three researchers who were proficient in both Korean and English and were doing or 

http://www.qsrinternational.com/


 

99 

 

had completed their Ph.D. in linguistics. Themes, subthemes, and codes are provided in a table in 

Appendix O for English constructs in international business workplaces. Three themes (i.e., 

communication in businesses, cultural understanding, and business knowhow) were identified. 

These themes and the relevant subthemes and codes are also shown in Figure 5.3 in Chapter 5. In 

addition, four common themes for the employers’ and employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC were 

commonly identified, and themes, subthemes, and codes are provided in appendices P and Q: (a) 

contextual factors, (b) understandings of TOEIC scores, (c) uses of TOEIC scores, and (d) 

consequences of TOEIC uses. The corresponding inferences in the operational validation model 

for this study are also provided in Figure 5.2 in chapter 5.  

Constant comparison method (CCM) for qualitative data. Subsequently, document and 

interview data collected from ETS, YBM, and employer and employee participants were further 

analyzed based on a systematic approach for constant comparison to increase the traceability and 

credibility of the researcher’s analysis (Boeije, 2002). The constant comparative method (CCM) 

was used for identifying similarities and differences by comparing findings (1) within an interview, 

(2) between interviews within the same group, (3) from various groups, (4) in a pair for examining 

relationship issues (e.g., employers and employees), and (5) among pairs (e.g., comparison of the 

pair A and B). Although Boeije’s (2002) CCM did not include comparisons of findings from 

documents, it was useful to compare findings from documents from ETS and YBM to increase the 

credibility of the findings for the intended and localized meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions. However, this comparison was limited 

to steps (1), (2), and (3) because ETS and YBM were regarded as the same group. Nonetheless, 

stakeholders that appeared in YBM’s documents were compared by going through the steps from 

(1) to (5). Furthermore, interview data from employer and employee participants went through all 
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the steps for comparison because interviews were conducted in multiple companies. Thus, pairs 

were made.  

Analysis of online questionnaire data. In this section, the analytical techniques are 

introduced: descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, and correlation analyses. The online 

questionnaires consisted of three sections: Section A for the English constructs in international 

business workplaces, Section B for employees’ perceptions of the meanings and uses of TOEIC 

for selection decisions such as hiring and promotion and the consequences of TOEIC use, and 

Section C for demographic information such as age, length of work for international businesses, 

and TOEIC test-taking experiences, including TOEIC scores submitted for hiring and/or 

promotion. While questionnaire items for sections A and C were commonly asked to employees, 

in questionnaire items for Section B, the employees were given options to answer relevant items 

depending on the use of TOEIC components among the TOEIC LR, TOEIC Speaking, and TOEIC 

Writing as well as on hiring and/or promotion and their consequences.  

Means comparison and descriptive statistics. To examine the mean differences between 

responses in each component of the TOEIC in Section B, the Kruskal–Wallis test (i.e., the non-

parametric test of mean differences for ordinal data) was carried out. Descriptive statistics of the 

data from sections A and B (i.e., employees’ perceptions of English constructs in international 

business workplaces and their perceptions of TOEIC’s meanings and uses for selection decisions 

and the consequences of TOEIC use) were also calculated using SPSS 25 (IBM Corporate, 2017). 

Alongside basic information such as mean and standard deviation, univariate normality 

information (skewness and kurtosis) is also reported in Chapter 6.  
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Exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The purpose of conducting exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) is to identify the structure of latent constructs (common factors) among measured variables 

like thematic analysis in qualitative research. For example, individual variables (questionnaire 

items) were designed to measure individuals’ perceptions of kinds of love (e.g., agape, eros, philia, 

and others). When using exploratory factor analysis, these items would highly be correlated to 

each other, and at the end, one common factor (i.e., love) would possibly emerge. In addition, EFA 

offers the relationship between the common factor and each of the measured items (as indexed by 

factor loadings). EFA has often been used to provide evidence for justifying the intended latent 

constructs that researchers hypothesized concerning validating instruments, followed by 

confirmatory factor analysis to confirm that data are a good fit to the hypothesized structure of 

latent constructs. One of the benefits of EFA is that it is useful to reduce the number of items into 

a small number of factors and identify the latent constructs (i.e., factors) for subsequent analyses, 

such as correlation analyses.  

As reported earlier, Section A in the online questionnaires consisted of 33 items for (a) the 

English constructs in international business workplaces, while Section B was composed of items 

for (a) the perceptions of each component of the TOEIC regarding the meaning of TOEIC scores, 

values embedded in TOEIC scores, importance of the TOEIC, (b) perceptions of selection 

decisions (i.e., hiring and promotional decisions), and (c) the consequences of TOEIC use and 

selection decisions. The questionnaire data from Section A in the questionnaires were analyzed 

separately from those from Section B, while the data from Section B were put together for EFA, 

using Mplus 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) in the exploratory structural equation modeling 

framework (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009) available in Mplus 8.2, as the items in Section B 

commonly asked employees about the TOEIC. Considering the type of data (i.e., ordinal data; 
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Holgado, Chacón, Barbero, & Vila, 2008) and the non-normality of the data (Schmitt, 2011), 

diagonally weighted least squares (WLSMV), which was designed for ordinal data (C.-H. Li, 

2016), was used with oblique rotation using Mplus 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). The WLSMV 

provides indices of chi-square testing, the CFI, the TLI, and the RMSEA, which helps to evaluate 

the fit of a given factor model in relation to deciding the number of factors.  

 Some terminologies are customarily used for EFA: eigenvalues, chi-square test of model 

fit, fit indices (i.e., CFI and TLI), SRMR, RMSEA, rotated loadings, and factor structure. The 

criteria to determine the number of factors are eigenvalues, the chi-square test, the comparative fit 

index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), 

and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA).  

An eigenvalue is the sum of squared factor loadings for a given factor in terms of how 

much variance the factor explains in the observed items. In fact, in an initial factor solution, the 

first factor explains the most variance, followed by the second factor, which accounts for the 

second-highest variance, and so on. When conducting EFA using oblique rotation methods, 

providing the total percentage of variance explained by factors has no meaning to report because 

the factors are not orthogonal anymore. However, in principle component analysis (PCA), the 

variance is meaningful because it shows the extent to which items (i.e., variables) explain 

components identified from the PCA. However, the focus of EFA is to identify factors that explain 

items (i.e., variables) in an opposite way from the PCA. Furthermore, conducting EFA using 

oblique rotation methods results in overlaps between factors because of the underlying concept 

that factors are correlated. Consequently, the result exceeds the total percentage of variance 

accounted for because the correlated factors introduce redundancy. In this study, the total 

percentage variance explained by factors is reported using the orthogonal rotation method (i.e., 
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Varimax) for readers because factor loadings using orthogonal rotations represent correlation 

coefficients, while factor loadings using oblique rotation methods indicate regression coefficients. 

Notably, variance does not explain anything in exploratory factor analysis using oblique rotation 

methods. Nor does it provide an accurate percentage variance. However, it may supply 

approximates to give readers a rough number of the total variance by summing the squared factor 

loadings divided by the number of items (variables).  

Additionally, I relied on a combination of common goodness-of-fit indices because they 

provide different information about the factor model (T. A. Brown, 2015): CFI and TLI, SRMR, 

and RMSEA. The chi-square is the classic goodness-of-fit index, and a non-significant chi-square 

(p > .05) indicates that the null hypothesis (the factor model generating the same variance: the 

factor model is a good fit) should be accepted. However, the chi-square is sensitive to the sample 

size. Therefore, the ratio of the chi-square to the degree of freedom (χ2/df) was reported in this 

study with a value less than 2.0 being regarded as a good model fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 

Besides the chi-square test, the comparative fit index (CFI) as a type of relative fit index compares 

the chi-square value to a baseline model. As a rough guideline, a CFI of .90 or .95 is indicative of 

good model fit (Byrne, 2012). The Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) is similar to CFI in that it involves 

a comparison of the ratios of chi-square statistics to the degree of freedom between the specified 

model and the baseline model. The main difference between CFI and TLI is that TLI compensate s 

for model complexity and its possible value can exceed 1. Like the CFI, a value of TLI closer to 1 

is indicative of good model fit. Last, the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) and the 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) were used as absolute model fit indices that 

penalize poor model parsimony. SRMR is a variant of the root mean square residual (RMR). In 

other words, the SRMR is a standardized version of the RMR. A SRMR value of .10 indicates 
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acceptable model fit, and .08 suggests good model fit. Meanwhile, an RMSEA value less than .05 

indicates good fit, with an adequate fit between .05 and .08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), respectively. 

Rotated loadings are the linear combination of variables that make up the factor. 

Specifically, loadings indicate how much the factor explains each variable, which refers to 

regression coefficients in oblique rotations. However, factor structure matrices provide 

information about correlations between the factor and variables. In addition to factor loadings, to 

completely interpret factors using oblique rotation, one must consider the factor pattern, factor 

structure matrices, and correlations among the factors. 

Findings from EFA are reported in Chapter 6. These findings are synthesized and discussed 

in Chapter 7 within this study’s operational validation model.  

Regression analysis. Regression analysis allows examinations of relationships between 

independent and dependent variables regarding the strengths (effects) of the association. In this 

study, regression analyses were conducted using Mplus 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) by setting 

factors as independent variables and employees’ (n = 281) demographic characteristics and their 

TOEIC-taking experiences as dependent (i.e., outcome) variables.  

Specifically, factor scores identified from EFA, reported in Section Three in Chapter 6, 

were used as independent variables using diverse regression analyses, as dependent variables about 

demographic characteristics and the TOEIC test-taking experience included various response 

types—that is, continuous response variables, dichotomous responses, and multiple ordered and 

unordered (nominal) response categories—provided in Table 6.14 in Chapter 6. For clarification, 

factor loadings present relationships between variables and factors, while factor scores indicate the 

relationships between cases and factors. In other words, the factor score is a numerical value of a 

respondent’s standing on a latent factor. 
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Before regression analyses, I conducted a multi-collinearity test with factors using SPSS 

25 (IBM Corp., 2017) to examine whether there was similarity between the factors in a model 

using the variance inflation factor (VIF) measure, because two or more variables with high VIF 

values supply redundant information. All factors were between the VIF values of 1 and 2.5, which 

indicated no multi-collinearity symptoms. Accordingly, all seven factors were put into regression 

analyses as independent variables (i.e., continuous variables). Each demographic variable and 

variables about TOEIC test-taking experiences were individually analyzed as dependent variables, 

with the estimator of the robust maximum likelihood (MLR) using Mplus 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 

2017).  

Response categories in variables with dichotomous responses (i.e., yes or no) were coded 

using 1 (yes) or 0 (no). For example, for the item D_Q_6 (studied English in English-speaking 

countries) those who studied English in English-speaking countries were classified as 1. Others 

who did not were classified as 0 (did not study in English-speaking countries). The variables that 

had dichotomous responses were analyzed using multiple logistic regression analysis. For the 

variables with ordered response categories, like the item [19] D_Q_16 (length of time spent in 

TOEIC preparation), the test of the assumption of proportional odds (i.e., the same effects of an 

independent variable on the ordered dependent variable) using SPSS 25 (IBM Corp., 2017) was 

conducted because an independent variable’s effect on the ordered dependent variable should be 

uniform over all categories of the dependent variable. In other words, a one-unit increase in an 

independent variable has the same effect on the probability of a response being in a higher category, 

regardless of category. Except for item [19] D_Q_16, independent variables were found to have 

unequal effects on ordered dependent variables, which resulted in using multinomial logistic 
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regression analyses for those with unordered responses, such as the item D_Q_10 (important 

English skills in workplaces). 

Before reporting the results of the regression analyses, some terminologies must be defined. 

In Table 6.16, estimate refers to the log odds (logistic coefficients), which indicates an equation’s 

steepness simply. The estimate explains how much y’s variance is changed as per a one-unit 

increase of the x variable, for example, the estimate value of 2 in the equation y = 2x. OR in Table 

6.16 refers to the odds ratios for predictors that represent the strengths (effects) of the association 

between independent and dependent variables. The ratio of 1 indicates that, when the OR value is 

below 1, there is a negative association between the two variables, but there is a positive 

association when the OR value is above 1. For example, the value of 1.5 in OR means a one-unit 

increase of the independent variable (e.g., moving from 0 to 1) results in a 1.5-time increase of the 

dependent variable. If, in the regression analysis of the one independent variable with a 

dichotomous dependent variable (its responses are yes or no), the odds for “yes” are 1.5. This OR 

value indicates the odds for “yes” are 1.5 times, meaning a 50% (1.5 – 1 = 0.5) increase in the odds 

for “yes” is shown for a one-unit increase in the independent variable (e.g., moving from 0 to 1). 

Conversely, the odds for “no” are 0.667 times (1 / 1.5 = 0.667), which means a 33.3% (0.667 – 1 

= -0.333) decrease in the odds for “no” is shown for a one-unit increase in the independent variable 

(e.g., moving from disagree to agree in a Likert scale). Thus, the odds represent the strengths 

(effects) of the association between the independent and dependent variables, which are also 

important in interpreting the results of ordinal and multinomial regression analyses. Last, the 

confidence interval (CI) indicates the level of uncertainty around the effects (OR). CIs are used to 

infer the possibility of associations in the overall population with lower and upper confidences. 

The 1 null value in CIs indicates that, when CIs’ values cross the 1 null value (e.g., 95% CIs: .95 
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to 1.10), this implies no statistically significant association between the two variables. Otherwise, 

the association between variables is 95% confident.  
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Chapter 4 

Findings about ETS’s Intended and YBM’s Localized Meanings, Uses, and Consequences  

Guided by the operational validation model for this study (see Chapter 2), Chapter 4 reports 

the findings corresponding to the focus of RQs 1a and 1b regarding the intended and localized 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores and the consequences of TOEIC use derived from ETS’s and 

YBM’s documents (i.e., the TOEIC in vitro and in situ: see chapters 1 and 3). Chapter 4 consists 

of three sections. Section One presents findings about the intended meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions, and the consequences of such decisions, by analyzing existing and 

public documents from ETS (i.e., the test developer) collected between December 2017 and 

January 2018. Section Two reports YBM’s (i.e., the test administrator in Korea) localized 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, and the consequences of such 

decisions in the Korean context, the relationships of which are also reported in Section Three.  

YBM is one of the ETS’s local Preferred Associates that administers the TOEIC in Korea. Sections 

one and two individually address RQ 1a and RQ 1b of this study:  

• RQ 1a. What are ETS’s intended meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection 

decisions, and the consequences of such decisions?  

• RQ 1b: What are YBM’s (as the intermediator) localized meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions, as well as the consequences of such decisions in the Korean 

context and their relationships?  

Table 4.1, below, summarizes the data collected from ETS and YBM to answer RQ 1a and 

RQ 1b of this study.  
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Table 4.1  

Data Collected from ETS and YBM  

Research questions Data from ETS Data from YBM 

RQ 1a. What are ETS’s intended 

meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions, and 

the consequences of such 

decisions? 

 

(a) TOEIC validation studies 

(55) 

(b) Webpages on the ETS 

website (66) 

 

RQ 1b. What are YBM’s (as the 

intermediator) localized meanings 

and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions, as well as the 

consequences of such decisions in 

the Korean context and their 

relationships? 

 (a) TOEIC newsletters (95)  

(b) Interviews with HR managers 

(48) 

(c) TOEIC Story (51) 

Note. Numbers in parentheses indicate the total number of documents gathered during data 

collection 

As shown in Table 4.1 above, two sources of ETS data were analyzed to answer RQ 1a, 

while three sources of YBM data were analyzed to answer RQ 1b. The findings (i.e., categories, 

subcategories, and codes) from ETS’s webpages in Appendix M and empirical validation studies 

for RQ 1a were classified into inferences in the operational validation model for this study. On the 

left side of Figure 4.1 below, categories identified from ETS’s webpages are described, while 

empirical validation studies are provided in Figure 4.3 in Section One. On the right side of Figure 

4.1, findings from YBM’s documents (categories 1, 2, 3, and 4) and their corresponding inferences 

are illustrated.  

While the validity evidence for all the inferences was found from ETS’s documents and 

webpages, as illustrated at the left side of Figure 4.1, the validity evidence for the domain 

description inference was not found from YBM’s documents, as shown at the right side of Figure 
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4.1, below. Furthermore, as illustrated at the far right side of the figure, contextual factors were 

found as they affected the understanding and uses of TOEIC scores in the Korean context. 

 

Note. Black squares = categories. Ovals = data or claims. 

Figure 4.1. An overview of findings from ETS and YBM documents and their corresponding 

inferences in this study’s operational validation model 

The details of the validity evidence are reported in sections one for RQ 1a and two for RQ 1b, and 

Section Three contains the relationships of findings of contextual factors, localized meanings of 

TOEIC scores, localized uses of TOEIC scores, and localized consequences of TOEIC uses from 

YBM’s documents.  
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Section One: Documents from ETS for RQ 1a 

The intended meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the 

consequences of such decisions were based on analyses of documents, using content analysis, 

disseminated by ETS. The quotation below represents ETS’s ongoing efforts to support the claims 

made about the intended meanings, uses, and consequences of TOEIC with the involvement of 

TOEIC stakeholders for TOEIC validation. 

“We make explicit claims about the qualities of the TOEIC® scores and how they should be 

interpreted and used to make decisions. We support these claims with evidence from our test 

development process and ongoing research. We encourage all our stakeholders—score 

users, test takers and teachers—to examine our claims and the evidence that supports them.” 

(ETS, 2018h, para 1)  

By involving various stakeholders, ETS has provided explicit claims based on TOEIC 

scores so stakeholders can grasp TOEIC scores’ clear meanings and use the scores confidently. 

Instead of conducting interviews with the research scientist, I chose to collect data from the ETS 

website to answer RQ 1a because official and public documents at ETS accurately represent its 

intended meanings and uses for TOEIC scores and the consequences of TOEIC use. I report 

findings from the documents and webpages provided by ETS, together. The findings are reported, 

laying out claims, warrants, and validity evidence from TOEIC validation studies for the processes 

of the operational validation model designed for this study (see Figure 3.2 in Chapter 3). 

Claims and warrants for TOEIC’s intended meanings, uses, and consequences. As 

illustrated in Chapter 3, 55 validation studies published by ETS between 1982 and 2017 and 66 

webpages were collected and analyzed from the advanced and general search at ETS’s website. 

Figure 4.2, below, shows the findings (categories 1, 2, and 3) from ETS’s webpages based on 
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Appendix M and their corresponding inferences. Figure 4.3 below describes empirical validation 

studies and their corresponding inferences. Analyses of 66 webpages reveal the warrants to support 

the claims (e.g., the observation, observed score, and expected score). The 55 TOEIC validation 

studies reported by ETS serve as validity evidence to support the warrants corresponding to each 

inference in the operational validation model for this study, as demonstrated in Figure 4.3.  

 

Note. Black squares = categories. Ovals = data or claims. 

Figure 4.2. An overview of findings from ETS’s webpages and their corresponding inferences in 

this study’s operational validation model 
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Note. Total studies = 55. L = TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.3. TOEIC validation studies published by ETS between 1982 and 2017 
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In the middle of Figure 4.3, the warrants for each inference were identified from the 

analyses of ETS’s webpages, illustrated in Figure 4.2, above. Building on the findings in Figure 

4.2, Figure 4.3 above represents an overall picture of findings from ETS documents. The far-right 

side of Figure 4.3 illustrates the intended meanings, uses, and consequences of The TOEIC, with 

the seven types of inferences (i.e., the domain description, evaluation, generalization, explanation, 

extrapolation, utilization, and ramification) and the claims to be investigated. Warrants in the 

middle and validation studies on the left side of Figure 4.3 are presented to support each inference. 

The first five inferences are to justify the intended meanings, the utilization inference for the 

intended use of TOEIC scores, and the ramification inference for intended consequences of TOEIC 

uses. I report findings in order of the intended meanings of TOEIC scores, intended use of TOEIC 

scores, and intended consequences of TOEIC use in the following sections.  

Intended meanings of TOEIC scores. Intended meanings include the domain description, 

evaluation, generalization, explanation, and extrapolation inferences, as shown in figures 4.2 and 

4.3. These inferences pertain to investigating how adequately TOEIC scores are interpreted as 

intended. The findings from ETS’s webpages and empirical validation studies (as validity evidence 

for the TOEIC) based on the corresponding inferences are reported by providing details of codes, 

subcategories, and categories identified from ETS’s webpages, with empirical validation studies.  
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. 

Figure 4.4. Category, subcategories, and codes about the intended meanings of TOEIC scores from 

ETS’s webpages and corresponding inferences to the operational validation model  

Figure 4.4 above shows the specific findings of subcategories (i.e., gray squircles) and 

codes (i.e., dotted squares) for the intended meanings of TOEIC scores (i.e., black square; category 

1) from ETS’s webpages. These findings are reported with the relevant empirical studies in the 

following sections. Code and subcategory names are provided in blue using ETS’s name to indicate 
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the findings from ETS, according to Appendix M. These subcategories or codes refer to validity 

evidence in the discussion chapter (i.e., Chapter 7). 

Domain description inference. The first inference is the domain description, which 

concerns the effort to identify the necessary English abilities and to develop test questions that can 

elicit those abilities in a particular context.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black squares = category. L = 

TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.5. Warrants and backing for the domain description inference for the TOEIC 

As shown in Figure 4.5 above, the warrant for the domain description inference is that “test 

questions simulate real-life situations that are relevant to the global workplace” (ETS, 2018l, para 

1; code ETS 1.1.1: authenticity of TOEIC questions in Figure 4.5). ETS has put much effort into 

identifying the use of English in workplaces and everyday life contexts for designing the TOEIC 

(code ETS 1.1.2: real-world workplace situations in Figure 4.5) and further ongoing revisions of 

it. For example, like the code ETS 1.1.3 in the test content of TOEIC LR in Figure 4.5, the test 

content for TOEIC Listening and Reading is “based on a variety of workplace and real-world 
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settings and situations” (ETS, 2018e, para 7), covering everyday life settings, from health care, 

travel, and dining out to workplace settings, such as corporate development, general business, and 

human resources (ETS, 2018e). To evaluate the domain description inference, empirical and 

conceptual studies were provided as backing to support the warrant for the domain description 

inference concerning business communication (Dudley-Evans & St. John, 1996) and TOEIC re-

design (Ashmore et al., 2018; Hines, 2010; Park & Bredlau, 2014; Schedl, 2010; Yoon et al., 2018). 

Specifically, the revised version of TOEIC LR and the TOEIC SW were designed based on the 

Evidence-Centered Design approach (Hines, 2010; Schedl, 2010), which includes processes for 

defining English proficiency, relevant language tasks that test users needed and valued in 

international workplaces, and for piloting and a field study before operationalizing a test (ETS, 

2013). Based on the ECD approach, ETS included English accents from five English-speaking 

countries (i.e., the United States, Britain, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand). The TOEIC LR 

test format went through significant revisions in 2006 (e.g., reducing the number of photograph 

questions in TOEIC Listening and removing error recognition questions in TOEIC Reading), as 

illustrated in Chapter 1. Furthermore, Ashmore et al. (2018), in collaboration with other ETS 

divisions, revisited the TOEIC design and proposed changes to TOEIC content, after which 

feedback was received from client and score users (Ashmore et al., 2018) for updating the TOEIC 

LR. As noted in code ETS 1.1.4 of updated TOEIC LR to reflect the changing use of English in 

Figure 4.5, the updated TOEIC LR released in 2016 to Korea and Japan included English accents 

from the five English-speaking countries. New colloquial forms were added, such as gonna for 

going to and fragments of full sentences, like down the hall or could you? in the Listening section. 

Text messages and online chat dialogues were included in the Reading section (ETS, 2015b; ETS, 

2015c, November 5). 
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Besides revising and updating the TOEIC LR, ETS also performed the same procedures 

based on the ECD approach, such as a needs analysis and the development of test tasks for 

designing TOEIC SW (e.g., Hines, 2010). ETS included a variety of topics in TOEIC Speaking to 

improve the learning of English because previous test preparation had led to rote memorization 

and the use of test-wiseness strategies during TOEIC Speaking (Park & Bredlau, 2014). New item 

formats that were comparable language use situations with the original TOEIC Speaking for items 

4 to 6 and 10 were added (see Table 1.2 in Chapter 1). These alternatives included discussing a 

topic in a meeting and exchanging information, yet without modifying anything else, such as 

claims, sequences of items, the rubric, and others in the existing TOEIC Speaking. ETS content 

experts made this change to reflect authentic language use situations in workplace settings. 

Along with test design, it is important to evaluate how test takers’ performance is marked 

or scored to ensure the intended meanings of test scores, because inappropriate marking or scoring 

might not represent test takers’ actual English proficiency. Then, invalid decisions about the test 

takers’ English language proficiency would have negative impacts on the test taker, decision 

makers, and society.  

Evaluation inference. The evaluation inference requires evidence to support the adequacy 

of a scoring rubric and the consistency and accuracy of scoring procedures.  
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black squares = category. L = 

TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.6. Warrants and backing for the evaluation inference of the TOEIC 

As shown in Figure 4.6 above, the warrants for the evaluation inference are “(a) [S]cores 

on the TOEIC LR test are determined by the number of correct answers, and (b) TOEIC SW test 

responses are scored based on specific evaluation criteria” (ETS, 2018g, para 1; ETS, 2018i, para 

1). To enhance the accuracy and consistency of scoring procedures for fairness (code ETS 1.2.1 of 

fairness in scoring in Figure 4.6), supporting evidence has mainly been collected through statistical 

analyses across TOEIC administrations. For example, appropriate item difficulties and effective 

discrimination between high- and low-proficiency test takers have been reported in the revised 

version of TOEIC LR released in 2006 (Liao, Hatrak, & Yu, 2010) and in the updated version of 

TOEIC LR released in May 2016 (Cid et al., 2018). Specifically, Liao (2010b) identified three and 

four levels for the listening and reading sections in the revised version of the TOEIC LR, (i.e., 200, 

300, and 400 for listening and 150, 250, 350, and 450 for reading). Liao (2010b) accomplished 

this by investigating anchoring items and developing score descriptors on each level in 

collaboration with content experts by examining the skills and knowledge to answer correctly at 
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each proficiency level. Furthermore, TOEIC LR scores are not offered in raw scores because 

“[R]aw scores from different test forms are not comparable, due to inevitable differences in overall 

form difficulty” (ETS, 2018e, para 10; codes ETS 1.2.2 and ETS 1.2.3: scaled score for TOEIC 

LR and scoring process (TOEIC LR) in Figure 4.6). This statistical procedure for transforming raw 

scores to scaled scores is called equating, which is reported in the following section (the 

generalization inference). Test takers can see their progress despite the different forms and 

administration. 

Along with the TOEIC LR, scoring rubrics for the TOEIC SW were developed concerning 

the scale of scoring rubric by the TOEIC design team. They were further revised with confirmation 

for raters to provide accurate and consistent TOEIC SW scores according to claims based on the 

ECD approach (Hines, 2010). On the TOEIC SW, the consistency of SW scores is an important 

aspect to ensure the validity of score meanings and uses of the TOEC SW. To ensure procedural 

fairness (i.e., an accurate evaluation of test takers’ English language proficiency without irrelevant 

factors that affect test performance) in scoring, the TOEIC SW is administered with computer-

based testing because face-to-face interview testing may lead to an issue in the objectivity of 

scoring due to the halo effect. One of the notable efforts made by ETS is to use the “Online Scoring 

Network” (OSN; ETS, 2010, p. 6) for the TOEIC SW to enhance the accuracy and consistency of 

raters’ scoring, as illustrated in Chapter 1 (code ETS 1.2.4: scoring process (multiple raters TOEIC 

SW) in Figure 4.6). Analyses of scoring data between September 2012 and January 2013 show 

these systematic scoring procedures have led to average agreement rates for the scoring 

consistency of each item on the TOEIC SW that are mostly over 99%, except for one item (98.42%) 

on the TOEIC Speaking and two items (97.78% and 96.84%) on the TOEIC Writing (Qu & Ricker-

Pedley, 2013). Furthermore, Qu, Cid, and Chan (2018) reported adequate to high raters’ exact 
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agreements between of existing and newly added formats on the TOEIC Speaking. The high rater 

agreement rates and systematic scoring procedures support the evaluation inference regarding a 

well-developed scoring rubric and well-trained raters. 

Generalization inference. Based on the observed score claim with the evidence to support 

the evaluation inference, the validation processes can move to the next claim, which is the 

generalization inference relating to the consistency of test scores over test tasks and testing 

contexts.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes and black square = category. L = TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC 

Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.7. Warrants and backing for the generalization inference of the TOEIC 

As shown in Figure 4.7 above, the warrant for the generalization inference is “TOEIC 

scores are consistent and not improperly influenced by factors unrelated to language ability” (code 

ETS 1.3.1: score consistency; ETS, 2018h, para 2). This inference provides a step to evaluate how 

reliable test scores are to make decisions about test takers. ETS has provided reports regarding the 

internal consistency of TOEIC scores from a single administration and the reliability of scores 

from multiple administrations (i.e., test–retest reliability) to support the generalization inference.  
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Internal consistency refers to an estimate of how well the items within a test measure the 

same constructs. Reliability pertains to an estimate of how consistent test scores are for two 

different forms or administrations. The most recently reported internal consistency of the revised 

version of TOEIC LR combined was approximately .90 (KR-20). The standard error of 

measurement (SEM), which estimates the amount of error in the test, was computed as ±25 scaled 

score points (ETS, 2013). The internal consistency of the updated version of the TOEIC LR was 

conducted with TOEIC LR scores from 3,673 test takers from Japan and Korea in the piloting 

study (Cid et al., 2018). Cid et al. (2018) conducted statistical analyses of two forms of the updated 

TOEIC LR written in May 2015 and the pre-updated TOEIC LR written in May 2014 as a reference 

form. Internal consistency estimates of the two forms were reported as .94 on average for Listening 

and Reading. For the internal consistency of TOEIC Speaking and Writing, Liao and Wei (2010) 

reported that scores of 2,537 test takers from three countries in December 2006 on four forms of 

TOEIC Speaking and Writing showed reasonable internal consistency on TOEIC Speaking, which 

ranged from .82 to .86. The internal consistency for TOEIC Writing was not calculated because 

there was only one question (i.e., question 8) for the third claim5 (Liao & Wei, 2010), as 

demonstrated in Chapter 2. Additionally, the internal consistency of individual questions within 

each of the mentioned three claims6 in TOEIC Speaking was reported as .80 (ETS, 2010).  

                                                             

5  Three hierarchical claims for TOEIC Writing: to produce simple and complex sentences, to generate a multi-

sentence-length text, and to produce a multi-paragraph-length text supported by reasons, evidence, and explanations 

(ETS, 2013, 2016a; Hines, 2010). 

6 The three hierarchical claims for TOEIC Speaking: to produce language intelligible to native and proficient non-

native speakers of English; to produce appropriate language for routine interactions; and to create connected discourse 

appropriate for the workplace (ETS, 2013, 2016a; Hines, 2010). 
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Regarding the test–retest reliability of TOEIC scores, the raw scores of the TOEIC LR are 

converted into scaled scores through equating as comparable across different test administrations 

(ETS, 2016b; e.g., Cid et al., 2018, for the updated TOEIC LR). The test–retest reliability of scores 

of the TOEIC Speaking was reported as approximately .80 based on the data from 16,867 test 

takers. The test–retest reliability of the TOEIC Writing scores was .82 based on the data from 

6,199 test takers (Liao & Qu, 2010).  

Explanation inference. The observed score is linked to the construct claim in the 

explanation inference. The explanation inference requires evidence for the extent to which test 

scores account for the test taker’s performance from theoretical perspectives and to which TOEIC 

scores mean equally to all stakeholders (i.e., how well the TOEIC accurately measures the intended 

constructs).  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes and black square = category. L = TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC 

Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.8. Warrants and backing for the explanation inference of the TOEIC 

As shown in Figure 4.8 above, the warrant for the construct claim is that (a) TOEIC scores 

are consistent with the theoretical construct underlying the design of TOEIC (Yoo & Manna, 2017); 
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(b) TOEIC score interpretations about someone’s English skills are unbiased and fair (e.g., in 

regard to gender and disability; ETS, 2018m, para 2); and (c) TOEIC scores reflect real-world 

ability (ETS, 2018m, para 2; code ETS 1.4.1: meaningful, fair and relevant to the real world in 

Figure 4.8). These warrants are supported by evaluating construct representation, construct-

irrelevant variance (Messick, 1989), and construct structure consistent with the underlying the 

TOEIC design. 

Construct representation can be evaluated through examining how well a newly designed 

TOEIC measures the same constructs measured in other tests. A comparison of classic TOEIC to 

redesigned TOEIC LR (Liao, 2010a; Liao, Hatrak & Yu, 2010) was conducted to investigate the 

convergent relationship between the two versions. Liao, Hatrak, and Yu (2010) found little 

variation between the scaled score means in the classic and revised versions of TOEIC LR, with 

6.6 million test takers’ scores for the classic version and 1.2 million for the revised version from 

two countries. In a similar vein, Liao (2010a) found that one form of the classic and two forms of 

the revised TOEIC LR scores had high correlations (.87 and .89). This result suggests that those 

two versions of the TOEIC LR are highly aligned, as the two versions measure the same constructs.  

To avoid including construct-irrelevant variance in the TOEIC, ETS carries out systemic 

procedures, such as differential item functioning (DIF), to detect any item that may discriminate a 

certain group of test takers with different cultural backgrounds (Moses, 2013), across subgroups 

(e.g., age, gender, education, major, length of English study in English-speaking countries, and 

number of TOEIC attempts; Yoo, Manna, Monfils, & Oh, 2019), and a review of contents in 

TOEIC items to detect the potential geo-cultural factors of test items (Young, Baldwin, Chiu, 

Davis, Gao, Hauck, … Zieky, 2014) against ETS guidelines (Young, So, & Ockey, 2013). For 

example, Cid et al. (2018) conducted DIF analyses to examine whether items on the updated 
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TOEIC LR were fair across genders (i.e., male and female). Any items identified as C-level in the 

classification of DIF analyses among A (least), B, and C (most) need further evaluation. However, 

no C-level items were found on the updated TOEIC LR.  

Wilson (2000) investigated the factor structure of the classic TOEIC LR using exploratory 

factor analysis and found a three-factor solution. Wilson (2000) found there was a single factor for 

Listening. However, two factors were found for Reading, where “error recognition” and 

“incomplete sentences” (see Table 1.1 in Chapter 1) were set apart from other Reading items. 

However, the TOEIC LR has gone through several revisions of items (e.g., the deletion of error 

recognition items). Therefore, Wilson’s (2000) findings may not be applied to the revised and 

updated TOEIC LR. Recently, Yoo and Manna (2017) investigated the factor structure of the 

revised version of the TOEIC LR across groups of test takers (10,000 test takers’ TOEIC LR scores 

each sampled from 98,417 Korean and 32,633 Japanese test takers in 2014). Yoo and Manna (2017) 

found the revised TOEIC LR had two highly correlated factors (listening and reading ability, each) 

and there were no substantial distinctions across groups regarding significant mean differences 

across groups on the listening section depending on the length of English study in English-

speaking countries and significant mean differences by gender, age, and employment status (Yoo 

& Manna, 2017). These findings show that the revised version of the TOEIC LR measures the 

same constructs for each component and recognizes the effects of individual characteristics and 

English learning contexts. However, no substantial variations were found across groups.  

Extrapolation inference. The construct claim is linked to the target score in the 

extrapolation inference. The extrapolation inference requires evidence for how well TOEIC scores 

reflect English language skills in real-life settings.  
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Note. Dotted squares = codes and black square = category. L = TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC 

Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.9. Warrants and backing for the extrapolation inference of the TOEIC 

As shown in Figure 4.9 above, the warrant for the extrapolation inference is “TOEIC scores 

relate to on-the-job performance for jobs that require English language skills, and TOEIC scores 

relate to other English proficiency tests” (Powers, 2010a, p. 1.6) , which are also based on code 

ETS 1.4.1: meaningful, fair and relevant to the real world in Figure 4.9, which was reported in 

Figure 4.8 in the previous section. Evidence for the extrapolation inference has been collected by 

investigating correlations within TOEIC components and between the TOEIC and self-assessment 

reports or other English tests hypothesized to measure the same constructs.  

Liao, Qu, and Morgan (2010) and J. Liu and Costanzo (2013) investigated the relationships 

among TOEIC components (i.e., the TOEIC LR and the TOEIC SW) with large sample sizes 

(12,105 and 4,935 test takers’ scores, respectively). Liao, Qu, and Morgan (2010) and J. Liu and 

Costanzo (2013) commonly found that TOEIC components were moderately correlated because 

each TOEIC component measures divergent language skills (e.g., listening, reading, speaking, and 

writing) and is correlated to some degree. Furthermore, Wilson (1989, 1999, 2001) and Wilson, 

Nagara, and Woodhead (2004) investigated correlations between each component of the TOEIC 
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LR and Language Proficiency Interview (LPI), which is an oral English test, and found reasonably 

high correlations between them. Findings from Liao, Qu, and Morgan (2010), J. Liu and Costanzo 

(2013), Wilson (1989, 1999, 2001), and Wilson et al. (2004) also show that one aspect of English 

skills (e.g., listening) represents English skills in other aspects (e.g., reading, speaking, and 

writing).  

Evidence for the extrapolation inference has been also collected from correlations between 

TOEIC components and self-assessment reports (Powers, Kim, & Weng, 2010; Powers, Kim, Yu, 

Weng, & VanWinkle, 2010; Powers & Powers, 2015; Wilson et al., 2004), primarily from Korea 

and Japan. For example, with a large sample size of test takers (e.g., 6,000 for the TOEIC LR, 

3,518 for the TOEIC SW, and 2,300 for the four skills) in the 2006, 2008, and 2015 studies, the 

correlations between self-reported responses on each skill and related TOEIC scores ranged from 

the .40s to .50s (ETS, 2010, 2013), regarded as relatively strong in social science research (Cohen, 

1998). 

By investigating correlations between the TOEIC and other related measures, the warrant 

for the extrapolation inference has been supported. The target score claim is linked to the decisions 

claim in the utilization inference. ETS tried to provide validity evidence to test users so they would 

be confident in the use of TOEIC scores. The following section reports empirical evidence 

collected by ETS and a recommendation procedure for test users to set a cut score for TOEIC use 

with relevant quotations from YBM documents.  

Intended uses of TOEIC scores (utilization inference). As shown in Figure 4.10 below, 

the warrants for the utilization inference according to ETS are that “score users (a) better 

understand their English requirements, (b) correctly interpret the TOEIC scores, and (c) make fair 

and equitable decisions” (ETS, 2018c, para 2).  
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. L = 

TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.10. Warrants and backing for the utilization inference of the TOEIC 

To support these warrants, ETS put effort into making TOEIC scores useful, fair, and 

meaningful to decision-makers while specifying the appropriate uses of TOEIC scores (code ETS 

2.1.1: appropriate uses). These efforts provided information about TOEIC scores to help decision-

makers decide a cut score for the TOEIC. Workshops were also conducted for TOEIC stakeholders 

to augment their understanding of TOEIC scores. The following results illustrate (a) the intended 

uses of TOEIC scores for stakeholders, (b) ETS’s efforts to ensure fairness for TOEIC uses, (c) 
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the expiration policy, and (d) the provision of documents to test users and test takers for setting a 

cut score and diagnosing English language proficiency.  

The primary purpose of the TOEIC is to measure “English-language proficiency across all 

four language skills needed to succeed in the global workplace—listening, reading, speaking, and 

writing” (ETS, 2018d, para 1; code ETS 2.1.2: primary purpose of TOEIC LRSW). Furthermore, 

the TOEIC has six secondary purposes, as described in Chapter 1 (code ETS 2.1.3: secondary 

purpose of TOEIC). Because these purposes are broad, ETS also specified the intended uses of 

TOEIC scores for various stakeholders (codes ETS 2.1.2, ETS 2.1.3, ETS 2.1.4, ETS 2.1.5, and 

ETS 2.1.6 in Figure 4.10). For companies, TOEIC scores are recommended for use as “a 

management tool” for “hiring, promoting, and positioning employees” for “job or language 

training” and for “overseas assignments” (ETS, 2018f, para 2; code ETS 2.1.4: intended 

organizations’ score uses). In addition, TOEIC scores help test takers evaluate their own English 

proficiency, show their English proficiency to potential employers, be competitive, and obtain 

more job opportunities (ETS, 2018d; code ETS 2.1.8: intended uses of TOEIC scores for test 

takers).  

Indeed, ETS has provided abundant documents for test users to be aware of the meanings 

of TOEIC scores for decision making for warrants (a), (b), and (c) in Figure 4.10, such as can-do 

statements, score descriptors, user guides, and examinee handbooks. These documents help test 

users to identify job candidates’ English language proficiency for decision-making. Moreover, the 

documents help test takers themselves to be informed of their weaknesses and strengths in English 

language proficiency. For TOEIC users, a recommendation procedure for setting a cut score was 

also provided to decision-makers (Tannenbaum, 2013). To provide information about setting 

decision-making standards, Tannenbaum (2010) investigated the standard setting of TOEIC SW 
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scores for internationally trained nurses with 14 health professionals. Tannenbaum and Baron 

(2015) provided recommendations for the minimum TOEIC LRSW cut scores for university 

admission and graduation in Vietnamese universities with 13 Vietnamese educators. Furthermore, 

Tannenbaum and Wylie (2008) and Tannenbaum and Baron (2013) linked TOEIC scores and 

standards like the CEFR (Common European Framework of References) for language learning in 

European countries (Council of Europe, 2001) and the STANAG (Standardization Agreement) for 

military communication. An empirical study (Oliveri & Tannenbaum, 2017) also supports TOEIC 

use in companies for hiring, promoting, and training employees in international businesses. Oliveri 

and Tannenbaum (2017) investigated previously collected employers’ testimonials and examples 

of TOEIC use from 14 countries to describe how human resources (HR) managers used TOEIC 

scores for hiring, promoting, and training employees in international business contexts. One of the 

major findings from the study was that HR managers used TOEIC scores as a screening tool during 

hiring processes to reduce the applicant pool for the second round (e.g., interviews). Furthermore, 

HR managers used TOEIC scores to identify the applicant’s readiness for English communication 

in international businesses. The cut-off scores of TOEIC for promotional decisions varied across 

companies (e.g., from 600 to 730 points in TOEIC LR). In addition, TOEIC scores were used to 

place employees into the right English classes in training programs and to monitor their progress 

with English proficiency. Oliveri and Tannenbaum’s (2017) was the first empirical study to 

investigate how decision-makers use TOEIC scores. The researchers suggested that future work 

would need to investigate the decision-maker’s “assessment literacy, the development of 

assessments measuring additional components of workplace English, or algorithms to help analyze 

the various variables relevant to informing HR decisions” (p. 1) to provide meaningful TOEIC 

scores to decision-makers. For TOEIC takers, ETS mainly focused on supplying information about 
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what the TOEIC report cards include and how useful TOEIC scores are for decision making about 

their level of English proficiency.  

ETS’s efforts were also evident in ensuring the TOEIC is administered securely. On the 

test developer’s side, preventing unethical uses of TOEIC forms is another way to secure TOEIC 

administration and to give test users full confidence in using TOEIC scores. ETS does not disclose 

TOEIC forms, including items and answer keys, to the public because the forms can be used for 

multiple sittings of the TOEIC globally. In so doing, ETS tries to ensure “the integrity of the testing 

program” (ETS, 2018e, para 13; code ETS 2.2.1: security reason for why TOEIC items and answer 

keys not disclosed in subcategory ETS 2.2 of fairness for TOEIC uses in Figure 4.10). In addition, 

as reported in this chapter’s previous section about the generalization inference, raw TOEIC LR 

scores are scaled and equated to be comparable across various instances of the TOEIC (ETS, 2016b) 

by creating “a unique raw-score-to-scaled-score conversion table” (ETS, 2018e, para 12). This 

table is also not disclosed to the public (code ETS 2.2.2: Security reason for conversion tables not 

disclosed in Figure 4.10) because “the conversion table may fall subject to misuse if it is applied 

to the wrong test form and results in incorrect scaled scores being calculated” (ETS, 2018e, para 

12).  

ETS designated TOEIC scores to expire at two years (ETS, 2018e; Powers & Lall, 2013; 

code ETS 2.3.1: Valid until two years old in Figure 4.10). Powers and Lall (2013) supported the 

expiration policy based on research on language attrition in a second language and data on test 

repeaters. Powers and Lall (2013) could find little research to support the policy, but based on data 

about test repeaters, they found significant percentages of test takers whose TOEIC scores had 

dropped since they took the test. The policy is conservative and would contribute to preventing 



 

132 

 

decision makers from overestimating test takers who had TOEIC scores older than two years 

(Powers & Lall, 2013).  

Another of ETS’s responsibilities is to provide as many resources on the TOEIC to test 

users and test takers as they can. This responsibility helps support valid decision making and 

ensures stakeholders understand the meanings of TOEIC scores and their uses for beneficial 

consequences and ensure overall fairness regarding test preparation, security, and accessibility to 

TOEIC. Resources like user guides and examinee handbooks disseminated by ETS gave 

information regarding sample TOEIC questions, testing procedures, score or level descriptors, 

brief descriptions of validation research for TOEIC test users, and familiarization with TOEIC for 

test takers.  

Intended consequences of TOEIC use (ramification inference). The general intended 

consequences of TOEIC use for various stakeholders were also found in ETS’s webpages (codes 

ETS 3.1.1, ETS 3.1.2, ETS 3.1.3, and ETS 3.14), as described in Figure 4.11, below. The TOEIC’s 

intended consequences for business organizations and government agencies as this study’s foci 

were found: making “more informed decisions on hiring, training and promoting the best 

candidates to roles where English skills matter the most” (ETS, 2018a, para 3; code ETS 3.1.1: 

intended consequences for organizations in Figure 4.11) for organizations; making “more 

informed decisions within your government entity and for your country”; and increasing “your 

international reputation” (ETS, 2018a, para 5; code ETS 3.1.2: intended consequences for 

government agencies in Figure 4.11) for government agencies.  
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. L = 

TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; and W = TOEIC Writing 

Figure 4.11. Warrants and backing for the ramification inference of the TOEIC 

These general consequences for organizations and government agencies are the kinds of 

beneficial consequences that are intended. The general intended consequences for test takers (code 

ETS 3.1.4: intended consequences for test takers in Figure 4.11) were also evident on ETS’s 

webpages with relatively greater descriptions of the consequences: to (a) “make you a stronger 

candidate for job opportunities with leading global organizations that want employees who can 

speak and write in English”; (b) to “demonstrate your ability to communicate across borders and 

cultures with co-workers and clients”; (c) to “positively affect hiring decisions and other 

employment opportunities”; and  (d) to “help you to obtain new opportunities within a company”  
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(ETS, 2018b, para 4). These intended consequences for test takers highlight the increased 

possibilities for test takers to obtain more job opportunities by taking the TOEIC. In addition, 

TOEIC report cards were intended to give meaningful feedback to test takers to help them identify 

their strengths and weaknesses in English language proficiency (ETS, 2018l, para 1; codes ETS 

3.2.1 and ETS 3.2.2 in Figure 4.11). 

To achieve these intended consequences, warrants (a), (b), and (c) in Figure 4.11 are needed 

to support the ramification inference with validity evidence: “TOEIC program (a) maintains high 

professional standards; (b) uses appropriate models of language proficiency to guide the TOEIC 

design; and (c) provides effective support for both English teachers and learners” (ETS, 2018k, 

para 2), as shown in Figure 4.11, above. The first (a) and (b) warrants can be supported by 

validation studies for the domain description, evaluation, generalization, explanation, and 

extrapolation inferences. To support warrant (c), ETS jointly held workshops with local 

administrators to help teachers who used TOEIC tests in training programs in companies, language 

schools, universities, and other institutes (ETS, 2018j) to support their understanding of TOEIC 

tests. In the workshops, teachers were involved in developing and scoring TOEIC tests and 

discussions of teaching methods for the TOEIC tests to improve their assessment literacy and the 

quality of their teaching methods. These kinds of workshops were intended to promote a positive 

washback effect, which refers to the influence of testing on language teaching and learning (Cheng, 

1997; Wall & Alderson, 1992). Powers (2010b) argues that having four components of TOEIC 

(i.e., listening, reading, speaking, and writing) would result in more positive washback effects than 

testing one single component of TOEIC. Therefore, any effect of teaching on test phenomena 

would be mitigated.  
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However, the warrant (c) must be supported by additional empirical evidence (e.g., TOEIC 

stakeholders’ perceptions of the impact of TOEIC use). One empirical study (Hsieh, 2017) 

investigated Taiwanese university students’ perceptions of TOEIC LR score use for graduation. 

Taiwanese universities and colleges employ TOEIC LR scores as a graduation requirement to help 

their students prepare to qualify for better employment opportunities after graduation (Hsieh, 

2017). Hsieh (2017) received 1,527 survey responses from university students in Taiwan and 

conducted interviews with 26 randomly selected survey respondents. The majority of students 

thought universities should require them to submit TOEIC scores before graduation, and they felt 

motivated to study English because of TOEIC use for a graduation requirement. Generally, the 

report included Taiwanese university and college students’ positive perceptions regarding 

improving their English language proficiency and preparing for future employment prospects of 

the TOEIC score use for graduation. 

Section Two: Documents from YBM as an Intermediator for RQ 1b  

Section Two reports findings for RQ 1b (What are YBM’s (as the intermediator) localized 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, as well as the consequences of such 

decisions in the Korean context and their relationships?), as illustrated in Table 4.1 at the beginning 

of Chapter 4. Analyses of the documents using the hybrid version of document analysis revealed 

that YBM echoed ETS’s intended meanings of TOEIC scores, while YBM specifically included a 

back story and more elaboration of the TOEIC design and administration. In addition, YBM 

provided a great deal of evidence throughout the three sources of document data that included 

evidence from various TOEIC stakeholders (e.g., high school and university students, principals, 

TOEIC instructors at YBM, employers and employees, and government agencies and enterprises) 

as validity evidence for the uses of the TOEIC and the consequences of TOEIC use in Korea.  
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This section reports findings about the localized meanings, uses, and consequences of the 

TOEIC from the YBM’s documents. YBM explicitly provided its own perspectives on the TOEIC 

and used other stakeholders’ voices to support the YBM’s localized meanings, uses, and 

consequences for the TOEIC in Korea. Because the TOEIC’s localization transpired through 

interactions with different groups of stakeholders, the roles of YBM and other stakeholders are 

reported in this section. However, YBM’s roles as an intermediator were the main foci of this 

study. Three stakeholder groups in relation to international businesses and selection decisions were 

identified: (a) YBM, (b) organizations (companies, and government agencies and enterprises), and 

(c) test takers (job seekers and employees) according to the foci of this study. 

In this section, findings are reported in four categories, as shown in Appendix N: (a) contextual 

factors, (b) localized meanings, (c) localized uses, and (d) localized consequences of TOEIC use, 

identified from three sources (i.e., TOEIC newsletters, interviews with HR managers, and the 

TOEIC Story). These findings are classified based on inferences of the operational validation 

model for this study, as depicted in Figure 4.12, below. In particular, the finding of contextual 

factors (category 1) was not fit to the model. Instead, they are reported in this section, because it 

was found that contextual factors affected the stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC 

scores. Furthermore, validity evidence for the domain description inference was not found from 

the YBM’s documents. Overall, this section shows that the localized meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores and the consequences of TOEIC use were highly associated with social, cultural, historical, 

and political factors and that values were embedded in the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores. 

Individual figures for each category (figures 4.13–4.16) are provided, and individual codes with 

numbers in each category are also reported in a clockwise direction, with corresponding inferences 

based on the operational validation model for this study.  
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Note. Black squares = categories; ovals = data or claims 

Figure 4.12. An overview of the findings from YBM’s documents and their corresponding 

inferences in the operational validation model for this study 

In the following sections, Figure 4.13 presents a category (black square) consisting of codes 

(dotted squares), while figures 4.14 to 4.16 illustrate categories (black squares), subcategories 

(gray squircles), and codes (dotted squares). In each code in the figures, the initials of each 

stakeholder group and the numbers that indicate the frequency of the code mentioned are provided. 

For example, the first code (code Y 1.0.1) on the far left of Figure 4.13, below, was found from 

YBM, which mentioned the code seven times (Y: 7). Code names are provided in blue using 
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YBM’s first letter to differentiate from other findings, according to Appendix N. These 

subcategories or codes refer to the validity evidence in the discussion chapter (i.e., Chapter 7).  

Contextual factors. ETS’s intended meanings and the uses of TOEIC scores have been 

localized, affected by contextual factors in the Korean context. In this study, contextual factors 

refer to factors that affect stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores. Four contextual 

factors (codes Y 1.0.1, Y 1.0.2, Y 1.0.3, and Y 1.04 in Figure 4.13, below) were drawn from 

YBM’s documents, as shown in Figure 4.13, below: (a) globalization and globalization policy, (b) 

issues in decision making, from using organizations’ internal assessments, (c) organizations’ 

requirements, and (d) test-preparation institutes. These factors are not independent, but 

interrelated, which shows testing’s associations with social, political, and cultural factors.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes and black square = category. Y = YBM; C = companies; G = 

government agencies; and T = test takers. The numbers after the initials of stakeholders with colons 

indicate the frequency of codes mentioned by each stakeholder from three sources. 

Figure 4.13. Category and codes about contextual factors  

In reporting findings about the code concerning globalization and globalization policy 

(code Y 1.0.1), in the early 1980s when TOEIC was introduced, TOEIC was not that popular. 

Because of the increasing number of international events held in Korea and the national social, 

political, and economic factors (code Y 1.0.1: globalization and globalization policy), the TOEIC 
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became recognized as “a social phenomenon” everyone experiences in Korea (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2004, October, p. 13). YBM’s chairperson described the situation as follows in the 

TOEIC newsletter:  

“TOEIC became recognized when the test was chosen as an official English test to assess 

staff’s English language proficiency for the Seoul Olympics held in 1988 and further the 

effects of the Korean government’s globalization policy in 1994 led to an increased use of 

TOEIC across Korea.” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, February, p. 5) 

Additionally, YBM’s chairperson further described the historical background of TOEIC’s 

popular use in Korea in terms of the government’s and companies’ needs.  

“Korea adopted the open market economy policy after the financial crisis (in 1997) and 

many foreign-affiliated companies invested in Korea. Because it was necessary to have 

English communication skills to get hired by the companies, there was a radically increased 

number of TOEIC test takers. In addition, Korean companies felt that they should make 

more emphasis on employees’ English language proficiency to be competitive in the global 

market, which is another reason TOEIC became popular in Korea.” (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2013, February, p. 5)  

To emphasize English language proficiency, companies used English interviews that they 

developed and administered for hiring and promotional decisions before using TOEIC scores. 

However, the companies experienced issues with decision making using their own assessments to 

measure candidates’ English language proficiency (code Y 1.0.2: issues in decision making from 

using the organization’s internal assessment). They usually used English interviews during hiring 
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processes and encountered problems regarding fair scoring and costs. One employer in a company 

in the YBM’s documents clearly described the challenges:  

“When using English interviews during hiring processes, discrepancies in scoring between 

interviewers happened a lot, and it took long for applicants to move to the interview sites 

and to wait for the interviews.” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2011, October, p. 21) 

Alternatively, more companies started using the TOEIC because they felt the test was more 

effective and credible for decision-making. YBM showed the companies’ uses of TOEIC scores 

concerning the TOEIC LR and the TOEIC Speaking and Writing tests (code Y 1.0.3: organizations’ 

requirement).  

“Out of 1,000 companies in Korea, 93% of the companies are using TOEIC LR scores for 

hiring. […] The companies perceive that English skills are important and use TOEIC scores 

to assess the skills.” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2008, February, p. 12) 

“The number of companies which use TOEIC Speaking & Writing tests is 1,200. […] The 

companies mainly use the scores for hiring, promotion, and overseas assignment.” (Korea 

TOEIC Committee, 2012, February, p. 20) 

As most of the companies in Korea were using TOEIC scores for high-stakes decisions like 

hiring and promotional decisions, job seekers and employees tried to achieve higher TOEIC scores 

to get hired and promoted by employers. As perceiving the high-stakes, accordingly, job seekers 

and employees prepared for the TOEIC in test-preparation institutes (code Y 1.0.4: test-

preparation institutes). YBM’s chairperson pointed out concerns about the test-preparation 

institutes that predominated in Korea.  

“English teaching has been tailored with achieving high TOEIC scores as the scores have 

been used for hiring decisions. Test-preparation institutes have made the use of this high-
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stakes context by promoting their institutes like ‘we can help you easily achieve high TOEIC 

scores,’ ‘you don’t have to have any English skills. Once you learn test-wiseness strategies, 

you can get high scores in a short time.’ I feel so sorry to see this phenomenon that the 

TOEIC is only used as a tool to show one’s qualifications for the companies’ requirement.” 

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2016, October, p. 10)  

Helping test takers achieve high TOEIC scores, test-preparation institutes in Korea became 

popular and affected stakeholders’ understanding of TOEIC scores, which are reported in the 

following section.  

Localized meanings of TOEIC scores. From the analyses of three sources from YBM, the 

category of localized meanings (category 2) was found to have four subcategories (standardization, 

for global competitiveness, high stakes, and unintended meanings) and three individual codes 

(scoring processes, TOEIC LR: Controversial issue in terms of reflection of English-speaking 

skills, and factors that affect TOEIC performance). These findings are classified by the types of 

inferences (the evaluation, generalization, explanation, and extrapolation, except for the domain 

description inference regarding the meanings of TOEIC scores) in the operational validation model 

for this study, as demonstrated on the right side of Figure 4.14. The subcategories and their codes 

indicate the relevant stakeholders’ understanding of TOEIC scores. Findings are reported in a 

sequence of the corresponding inferences (i.e., from the evaluation to extrapolation inferences). 
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. Y = YBM; C = companies; G = government 

agencies; and T = test takers. The numbers after the initials of stakeholders with colons indicate the frequency of the codes mentioned 

by each stakeholder from three sources. 

Figure 4.14. Category, subcategories, and codes about the localized meanings of TOEIC scores and their corresponding inferences about 

the operational validation model 
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Evaluation inference. Reporting findings regarding the evaluation inference, code Y 2.0.1 

of the scoring process within the localized meanings of TOEIC scores (category 2) in Figure 4.15, 

below, describes the YBM’s and test takers’ contrasting views on scoring processes on the TOEIC 

Speaking and YBM’s effort to provide correct information about the scoring processes on the 

TOEIC Speaking.  

 

Note. Dotted square = code and black square = category. 

Figure 4.15. Validity evidence from YBM’s documents for the evaluation inference  

YBM provided information about ETS’s description of scoring processes, while test takers’ 

perceptions of scoring processes were quite different from ETS’s. For example, a test taker stated, 

“[I]t looks like raters are marking without listening to the whole responses of a test taker because 

the number of test takers from Korea is over the tens of thousands” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 

2013, August, p. 20). Moreover, misinformation was circulating among test takers that they could 

get a certain number of points, even though their answers might be irrelevant to questions during 

the TOEIC Speaking test (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, August). To inform test takers about 

the correct information, YBM described the calibration test that raters must complete before they 

mark test takers’ responses on the TOEIC Speaking test: “Before the raters start to mark, they 

have to pass the calibration test. The test is administered to examine whether the rater can mark 

in a right way on that day” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2011, October, p. 29). Furthermore, the 

evaluation criteria for the TOEIC Speaking test were clearly provided, as described in Table 1.2. 
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For example, information about the evaluation criteria for question 10 on the TOEIC Speaking test 

(task of Propose a solution) was provided: “The solution a test taker proposed should be well-

delivered and clear. If the solution is incomplete or poorly delivered, the test taker may not be able 

to achieve a high score in the question” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2011, October, p. 28). These 

findings exemplify YBM’s efforts to provide accurate information about the TOEIC to TOEIC 

stakeholders. 

Generalization inference. Standardization is important to ensure fair testing for all test 

takers, as “the test tasks and testing conditions are standardized in various ways” (Kane, 2013, p. 

23). The standardization of the TOEIC has led its stakeholders to believe the TOEIC is fair and 

objective, more credible, and cost effective for decision making because the TOEIC is considered 

reliable, as shown in Figure 4.16, below.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. 

Figure 4.16. Validity evidence from YBM’s documents for the generalization inference 

Because the TOEIC is a standardized test, organizations (i.e., companies and government 

agencies) understood TOEIC scores as fair, objective, and credible (codes Y 2.1.1 and Y 2.1.2: 

fair & objective test and credibility in subcategory Y 2.1 of standardization) within the localized 

meanings of TOEIC scores (category 2): “The reason we are using TOEIC Speaking is that the 

test is the fairest and most objective test” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, October, p. 8), and 

“Last year, we used our own assessment. However, it was less trustworthy. So we started to use 
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TOEIC Speaking, which other major companies use in terms of credibility” (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2009, December, p. 9). The use of TOEIC scores also helped them save costs for 

administering assessments they designed (code Y 2.1.3: cost-effective for decision-making): “I 

think it is more valid to use TOEIC in terms of cost-effectiveness rather than to design our own 

English test” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2009, October, p. 19). These codes in subcategory Y 2.1 

of standardization indicate stakeholders felt confident in using TOEIC scores for high-stakes 

decisions. 

Explanation inference. Along with their perceptions of the TOEIC’s fairness, 

organizations used TOEIC scores as a tool to train their employees and to motivate them to keep 

learning English through the TOEIC. Companies used the scores for promotional decisions, as 

English is perceived as an important skill for international businesses.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. 

Figure 4.17. Validity evidence from YBM’s documents for the explanation inference 

The subcategory of for global competitiveness (subcategory Y 2.2) within the localized 

meanings of TOEIC scores (category 2) in the middle of Figure 4.17 (codes Y 2.2.1 and Y 2.2.2: 

a tool to nurture global talent and a tool to encourage English learning) clearly demonstrates how 

organizations understand the TOEIC. One company identified from YBM’s documents has used 
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TOEIC scores to train its employees as global talents and to motivate them to learn English, as 

follows:  

“TOEIC has been adopted to cultivate global talents who speak English fluently. By setting 

a certain level or cut-off score of TOEIC as an objective for employees’ performance 

appraisals, we would like employees to feel motivated in learning English and hope that 

they continue to set their own goals about TOEIC scores after they reach the level or score.” 

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2004, December, p. 13) 

Perceiving the TOEIC as a useful, fair test for training employees and for making decisions 

about employees, the TOEIC became widely used across Korea and considered a necessary test, 

even a tool to make one’s dreams come true (codes Y 2.3.1 and Y 2.3.2 in subcategory Y 2.3 of 

high-stakes) in Figure 4.17. YBM’s chairperson stated in the TOEIC newsletter: “[B]usiness 

people who do not speak English are treated as second- or third-class people in Korea” (Korea 

TOEIC Committee, 2004, October, p. 12). The emphasis was on the importance of English 

language proficiency: “[W]ithout English language proficiency, you cannot survive in this 

competitive society” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, February, p. 7). Furthermore, “TOEIC has 

become a social phenomenon” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2004, October, p. 13; code Y 2.3.1: 

necessary test in subcategory Y 2.3 of high-stakes in Figure 4.17). Indeed, TOEIC became 

identified with university students, meaning every student should take the TOEIC in Korea (Korea 

TOEIC Committee, 2008, February). Going beyond the intended meaning of the TOEIC (i.e., 

representation of English language proficiency in one’s daily life and international environments), 

YBM advertised TOEIC additionally as “one’s passion and future” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 

2008, August, p. 2), the “TOEIC SW for one’s dream” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2007, June, p. 

32), and a “different tomorrow with TOEIC” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2017, February, p. 20; 
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code Y 2.3.2: one’s dream in subcategory Y 2.3 of high-stakes in Figure 4.17). These ads attach 

additional values to the TOEIC and represent the status of English and the popularity of TOEIC in 

Korea.  

As reported in the section about contextual factors, the high-stakes nature of the TOEIC 

led test takers to only try to achieve a high TOEIC score by going to test-preparation institutes. 

This contextual factor also affected stakeholders’ understanding of TOEIC scores as a reflection 

of test-wiseness strategies (code Y 2.4.1: test-wiseness strategies in subcategory Y 2.4 of 

unintended meanings in Figure 4.17). Indeed, concerns about the TOEIC LR test have been raised 

respecting high TOEIC LR scores achieved by using test-wiseness strategies regarding TOEIC 

preparation in test preparation institutes. YBM’s chairman, however, disputed the criticism, 

arguing that TOEIC scores represent actual English skills and further stating, “[T]here is a big 

difference in English skills among 600, 800, and 900 TOEIC LR score holders” (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2008, April, p. 27). A YBM executive also reacted to the criticism, elaborating:  

“It would be possible to achieve a higher TOEIC LR score after being familiarized with the 

TOEIC LR format. However, it is not possible to achieve unreasonably high TOEIC LR 

scores despite a number of TOEIC attempts” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2007, June, p. 9).  

Nevertheless, test takers who took TOEIC classes run by YBM reported the opposite to 

YBM’s chairperson and advisor. Interestingly, one employee hired by a major Korean company 

reported that he went to the TOEIC preparation institute run by YBM to achieve higher TOEIC 

scores: “I could get familiar with the TOEIC format and learn test-taking tips from the instructor. 

I could achieve high TOEIC LR scores in a short period” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2016, January 

26). He achieved 975 points out of 990 on the TOEIC LR. The Korea TOEIC Committee (2016, 

August 24) also showed how quickly a test-taking job seeker achieved high TOEIC scores: “[H]e 
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first got 685 points on the TOEIC LR (on April 10, 2016), 840 points (on April 30, 2016), 920 

points (on May 29, 2016), and 950 points (on June 26, 2016)” by taking classes at the TOEIC 

preparation school run by YBM. Test takers in YBM’s documents reported that they used test-

wiseness strategies they learned independently at the test-preparation institute to take the TOEIC—

a strategy that worked very well. The test-wiseness strategies reported by test takers were found. 

For example, one test taker reported: “I think memorizing all the sample answers instructors 

provided is the best way on the TOEIC Speaking test” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2011, August, 

p. 25). Another test taker stated that it would be important to manage time on different parts of the 

TOEIC LR test by skipping the hardest questions. These strategies were all learned at the test-

preparation institute and by reading workbooks for the TOEIC. These understandings of the 

TOEIC were mostly found from test takers in YBM’s documents.  

One of the interesting comments from test takers was that they commonly reported that 

high TOEIC scores could be achieved by time and effort, taking TOEIC classes at the institute, or 

studying by themselves (code Y 2.4.2: one’s effort in subcategory Y 2.4 of unintended meanings 

in Figure 4.17). One test taker remarked, “I think anyone can achieve what they are aiming for in 

the TOEIC if they highly concentrate on [it]. TOEIC scores depend on how much effort you make”  

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2017, September, p. 13). Another test taker explicitly commented a 

high TOEIC LR score represents one’s effort and diligence: “TOEIC LR scores are perceived as 

a barometer for one’s effort and diligence instead of English skills” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 

2017, October, p. 12). These attributes are highly valued in the Korean context. This view of 

TOEIC scores was also evident in employers. One employer clearly reported that TOEIC scores 

represent “the candidate’s diligence” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2016, September, p. 13). 

Moreover, YBM conducted a survey to ask employers why they use TOEIC scores for hiring, and 
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37 out of 100 major companies in Korea responded that they were using TOEIC scores to evaluate 

whether the candidate is diligent and ready to work (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2014, December). 

This understanding of TOEIC scores may be based on Korean cultural values regarding Im and 

McNamara’s (2017) assertion.  

Additionally, YBM regularly published reports about the relationships between the TOEIC 

scores of Korean test takers and other factors that may be related to their TOEIC performance 

(code Y 2.0.2: factors that affect TOEIC performance in Figure 4.17). The factors identified were 

(a) the length of residence in English-speaking countries, (b) the number of TOEIC attempts, (c) 

education, and (d) the frequency of English use at the workplace. The results showed significantly 

high correlations between TOEIC scores and the following factors: higher TOEIC scores for test 

takers who stayed longer in English-speaking countries and made a greater number of TOEIC 

attempts, higher education, and more frequent English use in the workplace. The following 

attributes might contribute to high TOEIC scores: more exposure to English while staying in 

English-speaking countries, using English in the workplace and higher education, and being 

familiar with the TOEIC by taking it several times. However, reporting these factors are not 

associated with ETS’s intended meanings of TOEIC scores, but provide information on contextual 

factors that may affect Korean test takers. 

Extrapolation inference. Despite the wide use of the TOEIC in Korea, there has been much 

criticism of the TOEIC LR due to its under-representation of English communicative skills (code 

Y 2.0.3: TOEIC LR: Controversial issue in terms of reflection of English-speaking skills within 

the localized meanings of TOEIC scores [category 2] in Figure 4.18, below).  
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Note. Dotted square = code, and black square = category. 

Figure 4.18. Validity evidence from YBM’s documents for the extrapolation inference 

Some HR managers stated in the TOEIC Newsletter that they could not assess an applicant’s 

English-speaking skills with TOEIC LR scores. Others further commented the TOEIC LR is just 

for basic English skills, while the TOEIC SW is for English skills at work. To react to this criticism, 

YBM’s chairman further expressed his thoughts about the meanings of TOEIC scores in the 

TOEIC Newsletter, stating, “The score of 900 in the TOEIC LR indicates that the test taker is 

proficient in English as a non-native English speaker, but it does not mean that he/she speaks like 

a native English speaker” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2006, December, p. 12). However, YBM 

executive showed a different perspective of the TOEIC LR in the TOEIC Newsletter: “[Al]though 

he/she gets TOEIC LR scores above 900, it may not be possible to say that a test taker can speak 

English fluently” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2007, June, p. 7). In addition, the executive 

commented in the TOEIC Newsletter: “The TOEIC LR is not a test that assesses all aspects of 

English language proficiency, and therefore, the LR scores should be used for assessing basic 

English proficiency” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2007, June, p. 7). An advisor to the Korea TOEIC 

Committee at YBM elaborated:  

“It is true that the TOEIC LR has contributed to improving the English listening and reading 

skills of Korean people, but the test has not done for improving English speaking skills. The 

reason those who have TOEIC LR scores above 900 do not speak English fluently is that 
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they only learned listening and reading skills with going to language schools.” (Korea 

TOEIC Committee, 2005, February, p. 3)  

Localized uses of TOEIC scores (Utilization inference). The category of the localized 

uses of TOEIC scores is situated within the social and political backgrounds of TOEIC’s popularity 

in Korea. The category of localized uses includes four subcategories (including three, four, four, 

and two codes, respectively) in Figure 4.19, below.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. C = 

companies; G = government agencies; and T = test takers. The numbers after the initials of 

stakeholders with colons indicate the frequency of the codes mentioned by each stakeholder from 

three sources. 

Figure 4.19. Validity evidence from YBM’s documents for the utilization inference (localized uses 

of TOEIC scores) 
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The four subcategories (gray squircles) and their codes (dotted squares) in Figure 4.19 

clearly show the stakeholders’ localized uses of TOEIC scores in relation to organizations’ support 

and their uses of TOEIC scores for high-stakes decisions alongside test takers’ uses of TOEIC 

scores for getting hired and promoted. Subcategory Y 3.1 of organizations’ support for English 

learning in Figure 4.19 shows that two stakeholder groups (i.e., companies and government 

agencies) were administering English programs for training employees (code Y 3.1.1). 

Additionally, they offered incentives and waived the TOEIC fee (codes Y 3.1.2 and Y 3.1.3) for 

motivation. English language programs were administered in various forms, such as in-house 

education, camp training, online programs, and financial support. One company administered 

three-month camp training, in-house English conversation classes twice or three times a week, 

TOEIC online courses, and financial support to attend language programs outside the company 

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2005, June). However, there were conditions for companies and 

government agencies to offer support for their employees. For example, one of the companies in 

YBM’s documentation reported that they were administering English programs for employees who 

scored above 700 on the TOEIC LR. The program focused on improving English conversation 

skills for three to six months (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2010, February). He further noted: “We 

will go to camp training for English education. This program has been administered for English 

education for managers and deputy general managers who have shown an adequate level of 

English language proficiency” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2010, February, p. 9). 

 These supports were ways to encourage employees to learn English. The other way to do 

so was to use TOEIC scores for high-stakes decisions (Korea TOEIC Committee, 1997, August), 

such as hiring, promotion, and overseas assignments (codes Y 3.2.1, Y 3.2.2, and Y 3.2.3: hiring, 

promotion, and overseas assignment in subcategory Y 3.2 of high-stakes decisions in Figure 4.19). 
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As reported earlier in the section on contextual factors, 930 out of 1,000 major companies in Korea 

were using TOEIC LR scores for high-stakes decisions (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2008, February, 

p. 12) and 1,200 companies and government agencies for the TOEIC Speaking and Writing levels 

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2012, February, p. 20).  

 One manager in a major company in Korea clearly stated, “English skills are the most 

important quality to be competitive in the global market, and the company is using TOEIC scores 

for hiring, promotion, and overseas assignments to emphasize English language proficiency, as 

English language proficiency is important to be competitive” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2016, 

August, p. 15). However, some companies changed their personnel policy of using TOEIC LR 

scores with those of TOEIC Speaking for promotional decisions and overseas assignments.  

“Previously, we used TOEIC LR scores for promotional decisions. However, English 

speaking skills are getting attention, and it is important to communicate with international 

business partners during business trips. Therefore, we are using TOEIC Speaking levels. 

When applying for a promotion to be a director and business trips, a certain level of the 

TOEIC Speaking is required.” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, October, p. 8) 

 With the use of TOEIC scores for high-stakes decisions in companies, government 

agencies also replaced the English subject on national examinations with TOEIC scores (code Y 

3.4.2: replacement of an English subject with the TOEIC in Figure 4.19). Specifically, the Korean 

government announced the replacement of the English subject on the Bar, Foreign Service, and 

Civil Service examinations by submitting TOEIC scores in 2003. Regarding this announcement, 

the YBM executive stated the purpose of the replacement was to improve the government officials’ 

performance in the globalized world and to help job-seekers preparing for the national 

examinations to choose another career (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2003, June) if they fail the 
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exams. Additionally, the Korean government started to use TOEIC scores for licensing and 

certifying such professions as a certified public accountant and a patent attorney. YBM also 

indicated the government agencies’ use of TOEIC scores could help test takers relieve the burdens 

on job-seeking because they can use TOEIC scores for licensing, certifying, and job seeking for a 

company (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2009, October). These government agencies’ uses of TOEIC 

scores show that social pressures have affected test users’ utilization of TOEIC scores in the 

Korean context.  

Despite the high-stakes nature of the TOEIC, not all test takers sit for the TOEIC to get 

hired or promoted. Because the TOEIC is an English test, test takers and employees undergo it to 

improve their English skills (code Y 3.3.1: achievement use in Figure 4.19). One employee in 

YBM’s documents commented that he thought the TOEIC Speaking would be useful because he 

would have been involved in hiring processes as an interviewer in English and would have 

conference calls in English (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2017, July). Nevertheless, an interesting 

comment was identified from an undergraduate test taker. She shared the reason she started to take 

TOEIC courses at her university: “I started to prepare for the TOEIC because I felt that I needed 

to study English because medical terminologies I learned are all in English” (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2018, January 25). Although the TOEIC does not include medical terminologies, she 

may have taken TOEIC courses to get familiar with English.  

However, one of the major reasons for test takers to sit for the TOEIC was to get a job. 

Indeed, organizations’ wide uses of TOEIC scores for high-stakes decisions affected high-school 

and university students as job seekers preparing for the TOEIC. They registered for short- or long-

term TOEIC courses run by their school and test preparation institutes to achieve high TOEIC 

scores and be competitive in hiring processes (code Y 3.3.2: instrumental use in Figure 4.19). For 
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example, one university student who registered for a TOEIC course remarked, “TOEIC scores are 

necessary for employment because it looks like almost all companies in Korea use TOEIC scores” 

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2015, September 3, para 10). This represents test takers’ instrumental 

use of TOEIC scores, mostly for being hired. In addition, university students and even high-school 

students seeking a job after graduation tried to prepare for the TOEIC as early as possible for 

employment: “It is better to prepare for employment as early as possible” (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2010, April, p. 26; codes Y 3.3.3 and Y 3.3.4: Time for TOEIC preparation and TOEIC 

preparation in Figure 4.19). Because the TOEIC has been a dominant English test in Korea and 

its stakes have been high for stakeholders, the use of TOEIC has been localized in response to 

social and political pressures.  

The other characteristics of the localized uses of TOEIC scores are that there are big 

differences between TOEIC scores in the minimum requirements for a job application and 

employees who get hired (code Y 3.4.1: differences in TOEIC LR scores between employers’ 

minimum requirements and employees who got hired in Figure 4.19). In general, the cut-off score 

of the TOEIC LR for hiring and promotion in companies and government agencies was 700 out of 

990 points. One HR manager in a government agency said he thought 700 points in the TOEIC 

LR indicates that a candidate may not have any difficulties reading and understanding English, 

although he/she may have some challenges speaking English (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2005, 

February). YBM’s survey with 499 companies in Korea revealed that 188 provided cut-off scores 

as a requirement for a job application, and the cut-off score set by major companies was on average 

724 points; by government agencies, 716 points; and by foreign-affiliated companies, 713 points 

on the TOEIC LR (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2009, August). However, one major company 

reported the TOEIC LR scores of recently hired employees ranged from 850 to 900 points (Korea 
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TOEIC Committee, 2011, April). Consequently, test takers’ perceived the cut-off scores for hiring 

(code Y 3.4.2: test takers’ perceived cut-off scores) were above 905 (32.5%), 855–900 (25%), and 

805–850 points (25.1%; Korea TOEIC Committee, 2012, June, p. 6), according to YBM’s survey 

of 1,146 test takers studying TOEIC courses at YBM’s TOEIC preparation institutes. Moreover, 

82.6% of test takers responded that they needed at least 805 points on the TOEIC LR to be hired. 

According to YBM, employees who get hired by the top-ten major companies in Korea on average 

earned 852 points on the TOEIC LR (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, August). These findings 

describe why test takers are trying to achieve a higher score to get hired in Korea by attending 

TOEIC preparation institutes.  

Localized consequences of TOEIC uses by companies (Ramification inference). The 

localized consequences of the TOEIC are shown by the beneficial effects of TOEIC use on TOEIC 

stakeholders and Korean society, alongside the negative consequences of TOEIC use. The 

category of localized consequences includes one individual code (i.e., ensuring fairness in decision 

making) on the far left and four subcategories and four, two, two, and two codes under each 

subcategory, respectively in Figure 4.20. While the individual codes and three subcategories of 

benefits related to English skills, psychological benefits, and societal consequences concern the 

positive aspects of TOEIC use, subcategory Y 4.4 of negative aspects pertains to the negative 

unintended consequences on TOEIC stakeholders, as described in Figure 4.20, below.  
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black square = category. Y = 

YBM; C = companies; G = government agencies; and T = test takers. The numbers after the initials 

of stakeholders with colons indicate the frequency of codes mentioned by each stakeholder from 

three sources. 

Figure 4.20. Validity evidence from YBM’s documents for the ramification inference (localized 

consequences) 

Regarding the positive aspects of TOEIC use, YBM frequently reported that the use of 

TOEIC scores led to accurately ensuring fairness in decision making (code Y 4.0.1: ensuring 

fairness in decision making, at the far left of Figure 4.20). An employer at a major Korean company 

stated: “Due to the use of TOEIC scores, complaints about fairness in decision making were gone” 

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2008, April, p. 7). The employer even further said, “TOEIC use 
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contributed to having clearer criteria for selection decisions. […] As everyone recognizes the 

credibility of TOEIC, the image that the company is fair can be reinforced” (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2008, April, p. 7).  

Benefits for test takers regarding benefits related to English skills (subcategory Y 4.1) were 

also found from the analysis of YBM’s documents. University students, job seekers, and 

employees registered for short- and long-term TOEIC courses in companies or test preparation 

institutes. From the courses, test takers commonly stated in YBM’s documents that they attained 

higher TOEIC scores (code Y 4.1.1: increase of TOEIC scores in Figure 4.20). One test taker who 

took a TOEIC course run by YBM expressed his satisfaction with the course, as he could learn 

test-wiseness strategies and achieve a high score in the short-term (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2016, 

January 26).  

Especially while test takers prepared for the TOEIC Speaking test, they commonly 

delineated that TOEIC preparation helped them during an English job interview and hiring 

processes (code Y 4.1.2: helpful for interviews in hiring processes in Figure 4.20) and in 

workplaces where English was used as a medium (code Y 4.1.3: helpful in workplace). In addition, 

some test takers reported that they had improved their English skills (code Y 4.1.4: improved 

English skills in Figure 4.20), although they started to prepare for the TOEIC only to meet 

companies’ requirements. One representative quote from YBM’s documentation was from an 

employee test taker, who stated as follows:  

“A high TOEIC score greatly contributes to getting hired. Especially, preparation for 

TOEIC Speaking helped me in interviews with a native English speaker during the 

hiring processes. In my workplace, English skills in everyday life contexts are 

required more than fluency, I mean, English communication skills with customers. 
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TOEIC Speaking includes various conversation situations in everyday life contexts, 

so I make use of what I learned during the test preparation” (Korea TOEIC 

Committee, 2017, March, para. 8) 

Besides these benefits for decision making and English skills, test takers commonly 

mentioned they felt increased motivation to learn English and greater confidence in English 

communication (codes Y 4.2.1 and Y 4.2.2: increased motivation and increased self-confidence in 

English communication in subcategory Y 4.2 of psychological benefits) at the middle left of Figure 

4.20. These psychological benefits were commonly expressed by those who registered for TOEIC 

courses run by YBM and their universities. Those TOEIC courses were operated for about one 

month. Through the intensive course, test takers achieved higher TOEIC scores, could build self-

confidence, and got motivated to learn English. Besides these individuals’ perceptions of the 

consequences of TOEIC use in the Korean context, YBM stated the Korean society has enjoyed 

positive consequences.  

YBM executives and a manager commonly delineated that positive local consequences 

from the use of TOEIC scores helped Korean human resources to compete in the global market 

(code Y 4.3.1: global competitiveness in Figure 4.20). Moreover, Korea’s English education was 

improved when the test format was changed from measuring English grammar to assessing 

practical English skills (code Y 4.3.2: global competitiveness and improvement of the quality of 

English education by affecting test format) in subcategory Y 4.3 of consequences on the society in 

Figure 4.20. For the two consequences, YBM’s chairperson said as follows: 

“Since 1994, companies have increasingly replaced their own English grammar tests for 

hiring with the TOEIC for assessing practical English skills and opened in-house TOEIC 

courses for training employers and employees. These changes have contributed to 
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improving the quality of English education to be competitive in the global market.” (Korea 

TOEIC Committee, 2011, October, p. 5) 

The emphasis on practical English skills even led to a change in test format for the English 

subject on the College Scholastic Ability Test (CSAT) in Korea, administered annually on 

Thursdays in the second week of November for senior secondary school students in Korea to take 

for university admissions. In 1994, English listening comprehension was introduced to the CSAT 

to measure practical English listening skills. In 2010, the number of listening items was increased 

from 17 to 20 items. YBM pointed out that these changes were led by the TOEIC LR, which 

measures English listening and reading skills (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2011, October).  

However, negative aspects of consequences were found by employers, as displayed at the 

far right of Figure 4.20. One employer stated that he needed to train employees who submitted 

TOEIC scores, and the required training was a huge cost for international businesses (code Y 4.4.1: 

costs for training in subcategory Y 4.4 of negative aspects in Figure 4.20).  

“Companies need employees who can write and speak English appropriately and write 

business letters correctly in English. Therefore, we spend huge sums in training employees 

regarding business manners and English presentation skills. I think that companies, students, 

and schools need to pay attention to improving English communicative skills rather than 

achieving a high TOEIC score.” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2012, April, p. 5) 

 This negative aspect of using TOEIC scores may represent the high-stakes nature of the 

TOEIC for Korean job seekers to achieve high TOEIC scores to get hired. The high stakes of the 

TOEIC were also evident in employers’ comments on their employees’ voices regarding the 

requirements of TOEIC scores for promotion. There were contrasting views on employers’ policy 

between new and existing employees. One employer implemented a policy that all employees 



 

161 

 

needed to submit TOEIC Speaking scores mandatorily. He commented on employees’ different 

views of the policy: “New employees had positive perceptions of taking the TOEIC Speaking and 

felt less burden and high confidence in the test because they already took TOEIC Speaking for a 

job application” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, December, p. 7). One employer in another 

company described his/her employees’ burdens (code Y 4.4.2: too much burden in Figure 4.20):  

“All employees in this company were required to take the TOEIC Speaking mandatorily. At 

that time, those who had a score above 160 in the TOEIC Speaking were exempted from 

submitting TOEIC Speaking scores. […] New employees who had opportunities to take the 

TOEIC Speaking or had TOEIC Speaking scores were in favor of the company’s policy. 

However, existing employees felt a huge burden. In particular, engineers in the company 

did not like learning English.” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2014, February, p. 9) 

 The use of TOEIC scores led to both positive and negative aspects of consequences for 

individuals and companies. The negative aspects of TOEIC use are the unintended consequences 

of companies’ English language testing policy respecting the side effects of ETS’s intended uses 

of TOEIC scores. Kane (2013) noted that consequences are the main criteria when testing is used 

for policy practices and test users such as employers and employees can best identify unintended 

consequences. Kane (2013) also commented that test developers are responsible for the 

consequences from the intended uses of test scores. Although the uses of TOEIC scores have been 

localized, ETS may need to be responsible for the negative unintended consequences of the 

companies’ uses of TOEIC scores. 

Section Three: Relationships of the Findings from YBM’s Documents  

Section Three reports the relationships of the findings from YBM’s documents. 

Specifically, this section relays findings about contextual factors, localized meanings, uses, and 
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consequences for organizations (i.e., companies and government agencies) and test takers. For 

findings from ETS’s documents, the relationships are reported in figures 4.2 and 4.3, based on the 

operational validation model for this dissertation study. In this section, figures 4.21 and 4.22 

illustrate how contextual factors, localized meanings, uses, and consequences are interrelated with 

each other for two stakeholder groups (organizations and test takers), based on findings from 

YBM’s documents, as YBM provided its own perspectives on the TOEIC and used other 

stakeholders’ voices that support and challenge YBM’s perspectives. Findings from organizations 

and test takers are reported sequentially in the following. 

 As shown in Figure 4.21 below, colored arrows with numbers were used to display 

relationships. These colors and numbers do not have meaning, but were used to sequentially report 

relationships. At the top of Figure 4.21 below, two codes in the category of contextual factors 

(organizations) are shown: codes Y 1.0.1 and Y 1.0.2 of globalization and globalization policy 

and issues in decision making from using the organization’s internal assessment. Globalization 

was the main concern of Korean society to raise the international competitiveness of domestic 

economies (Jeon, 2012). English language proficiency was perceived as one of the most important 

skills to achieve globalization. Korea paid attention to improving employees’ English language 

proficiency. Initially, they used their internal assessments, such as English interviews, but as 

reported earlier, these assessments resulted in decision errors and much cost to administer them. 

As the straight red arrows with numbers 1 and 2 were derived from these contextual factors, 

organizations perceived the TOEIC both as a tool to nurture global talent and as a tool to encourage 

employees to learn English (validity evidence for the explanation inference). The TOEIC was also 

seen as a fair, objective, credible, and cost-effective tool for decision making (validity evidence 

for the generalization inference) because the TOEIC is a standardized test that solved the issues 
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black squares = categories 

Figure 4.21. Relationships between codes from organizations (companies and government agencies) 
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of decision errors resulting from using their internal assessments to evaluate candidates’ English 

language proficiency. Their perceived meanings of TOEIC scores led to two uses of TOEIC scores, 

as the square and straight arrows with numbers 3 to 6 indicate. As the purple square arrow with 

number 3 shows in the middle of Figure 4.21, organizations’ perceptions of the TOEIC as a tool 

to nurture global talent led them to support their employees’ English learning as well as to use 

TOEIC scores for making high-stakes decisions such as hiring, promotion, and overseas 

assignments. Additionally, their perceptions of the TOEIC as a tool to encourage their employees 

to learn English led them to use TOEIC scores for promotional decisions and overseas assignments, 

as the two blue square arrows with number 4 indicate. In other words, employees should submit 

TOEIC scores to be promoted and assigned overseas, while being motivated to keep studying 

English. Besides these organizations’ perceptions of the TOEIC, the TOEIC was used for the 

organizations’ high-stakes decisions because of its standardization, as displayed by the black 

square arrow with number 5 on the right side of Figure 4.21. Because organizations experienced 

problems with decision errors and costs to administer their own assessments, such as English 

interviews, the TOEIC became so popular that 930 out of 1,000 major companies in Korea were 

using TOEIC LR scores for high-stakes decisions (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2008, February, p. 

12) and 1,200 companies and government agencies were using the TOEIC Speaking and Writing 

levels as well (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2012, February, p. 20), as reported earlier. One of the 

interesting findings is organizations’ perceptions of the TOEIC as a representation of candidates’ 

effort, a crucial attribute for hiring decisions, as the black straight arrow with number 6 shows at 

the right side of Figure 4.21. ETS did not intend this view of the TOEIC; it represents localized 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores, based on the meanings. 
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The organizations’ uses of TOEIC scores led to both positive and negative aspects of 

consequences. From organizations’ support of their employees’ English learning, employees could 

get increased TOEIC scores, as the purple straight arrow with number 7 indicates at the bottom 

left of Figure 4.21. In addition, employees felt confident with English communication, as they had 

learned English through organizations’ support (the orange square arrow with number 8). Using 

TOEIC scores for high-stakes decisions, organizations could make fair decisions about candidates 

and employees, and employees could feel more motivated to learn English through TOEIC 

preparation, as the green square arrows with number 9 indicate. Nevertheless, negative aspects of 

consequences were evident, as shown by purple straight arrows with the numbers 10, 11, and 12. 

Hiring decisions based on TOEIC scores led to more costs to train employees for international 

businesses, and using TOEIC scores for promotion and overseas assignments resulted in existing 

employees feeling burdened, because they did not take the TOEIC Speaking and Writing test when 

they applied for a job, for example.  

Because organizations widely used TOEIC scores for decision-making, job seekers and 

employees felt the TOEIC was high stakes, as shown in the red straight arrow with number 1 in 

Figure 4.22, below. Naturally, test takers (job seekers and employees) felt the TOEIC was a 

necessary tool to be hired and promoted, even to make their dreams come true. To do so, they 

attended TOEIC preparation institutes. As the red straight arrow with number 2 indicates, they 

prepared for the TOEIC at the institutes by learning test-wiseness strategies. Accordingly, rather 

than to improve their English language proficiency, they perceived TOEIC scores as a 

representation of test-wiseness strategies with much effort to achieve a high TOEIC score. This 

phenomenon is often called “teaching to the test” (Madaus, 1988, p. 38), which indicates teaching 
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is focused on improving students’ test scores, as the test is used for high-stakes decisions (Popham, 

2001).  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subcategories; and black squares = categories 

Figure 4.22. Relationships between codes from test takers 

 The high-stakes nature of the TOEIC in Korea affected test takers’ uses of TOEIC scores. 

Test takers who underwent the TOEIC to get a job or promoted started to prepare for the test as 
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early as possible and attended TOEIC preparation institutes, as the blue straight arrows with 

numbers 3, 4, and 5 indicate in Figure 4.22, above. YBM’s documents revealed that test takers’ 

uses of the TOEIC led to beneficial consequences in terms of benefits related to psychology and 

English skills. As the green straight arrow with number 6 indicates, test takers’ instrumental uses 

of the TOEIC (i.e., preparing for the TOEIC through visiting TOEIC preparation institutes to get 

a job or promoted) built their self-confidence and increased their motivation to learn English. In 

addition, test takers’ preparation for the TOEIC was a way to improve their English skills. As 

depicted by the purple arrows numbered 7, 8, and 9, TOEIC preparation enhanced test takers’ job 

interviews during the hiring processes, the contents of the TOEIC helped them use English in their 

workplaces, and test takers could improve their English skills.  

 While findings about YBM’s localized meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC 

generally showed positive results for Korean test users, findings reported in chapters 5 and 6 show 

both negative and positive consequences for test users. To investigate employers and employees’ 

perceptions of the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, and the 

consequences of TOEIC use, interviews with employers and employees were conducted; findings 

from interview data are reported in Chapter 5. Online questionnaires were also administered to 

281 employees. Findings from questionnaires are reported in Chapter 6. All the findings reported 

in Chapter 4 and those from interviews and online questionnaires are discussed in Chapter  7 to 

address research question 3: How are the intended (and localized) and perceived meanings and 

uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, and the consequences of such decisions in Korea-

based international business organizations aligned? 
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Chapter 5 

Findings from Interviews with Employers and Employees 

This chapter reports findings from interviews with six employers and ten employees who 

had worked for international businesses in Korea (i.e., the TOEIC in vivo: see chapters 1 and 3). 

These findings together answer RQ 2a to 2d, as follows:  

• RQ 2a. How do employers and employees perceive English constructs in international 

business workplaces in their companies?  

• RQ 2b: What are employers’ and employees’ perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions (hiring and promotion) and the consequences of such 

decisions in their companies? 

• RQ 2c: What relationships exist in employers’ and employees’ perceptions of English 

constructs?  

• RQ 2d: What relationships are in employers’ and employees’ perceptions regarding the 

TOEIC? 

Interview participants in this study were recruited from 15 companies across Korea,7 all of 

which were running international businesses. The uses of TOEIC for hiring and promotion, types 

of industry, and the sizes of 15 companies where participants were recruited varied, as illustrated 

in Appendix L. This enabled me to delve into the similarities and differences of a variety of 

participants’ perceptions of English constructs, the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions, and the consequences of such decisions within the context of their companies.  

                                                             

7 Among them, one employer and one employee were recruited from the same company.  
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This chapter consists of three sections. Section One presents the findings for RQ 2a, 

Section Two for RQ 2b, and Section Three for RQ 2c and RQ 2d. To answer RQ 2a, Section One 

reports the findings from the interview data from six employers and ten employees who were put 

together for analysis because they were commonly working for international businesses. Section 

One reports employers’ and employees’ perceptions of the constructs of English use in 

international business workplaces with three themes: (a) communication in businesses, (b) cultural 

understanding, and (c) business knowhow. These themes, covering participants’ perceptions of the 

required skills in international business workplaces, contribute a thorough description of the nature 

of English constructs in their business workplaces. 

In Section Two, findings from the participants were reported individually in two groups 

(i.e., employer and employee) to investigate the two stakeholders’ perceptions of the meanings 

and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions. In 

Section Two, four themes were commonly identified from each group: (a) contextual factors that 

may have affected their understanding of TOEIC scores and their uses, (b) understanding of 

TOEIC scores, (c) uses of TOEIC scores, and (d) consequences of TOEIC use. However, the codes 

from each stakeholder are different. These themes delineate the complex relationships between the 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions intertwined with contextual factors, 

each stakeholder’s experience in the workplace, and the consequences of such decisions in 

workplaces.  

In Section Three, relationships between codes were identified from analyses of interview 

data regarding English constructs in international business workplaces and the meanings and uses 

of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of TOEIC uses. In particular, 

complex relationships are reported respecting comparisons of each participant group based on 
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constant comparison methods (CCM). However, it was found there were no differences regarding 

English constructs among both employers and employees commonly. Employers and employees 

showed disparate perceptions to some extent regarding the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores 

for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions, as they had various roles in their 

companies. Based on the findings from employers and employees, Section Three reports the 

relationships between codes regarding English constructs and similarities and differences between 

the employers and employees’ perceptions in relation to the TOEIC.  

Figure 5.1, below, describes an overview of the findings from interview data for each 

research question and the research focus in sections one, two, and three. Participants are illustrated 

in ovals in the center of Figure 5.1, and themes are shown in black squares at the bottom of the 

Figure.  

 

Figure 5.1. An overview of findings from interview data for each research question 
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Figure 5.2 below further illustrates the findings in relation to the relevant inferences in this 

study’s operational validation model.  

 

Figure 5.2. An overview of the findings from interview data and their corresponding inferences in 

this study’s operational validation model 

Three themes reported in Section One regarding English constructs are validity evidence 

for the domain description inference. The theme of contextual factors (theme 1) in Section Two 

was not fit to the validation model, which is reported separately without directly linking to the 

inferences. The theme of understanding TOEIC scores (theme 2) in Section Two in Figure 5.2 is 
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the validity evidence for the explanation and extrapolation inferences. Meanwhile, the themes 

regarding the uses of TOEIC scores and the ramifications of TOEIC uses are relevant to the 

utilization and ramification inferences, respectively. Individual codes and subthemes of each 

theme identified from the interview data were printed in purple, according to appendices O and R. 

In codes in English constructs in Section One, BF (taken from BELF) was added to the codes and 

subthemes, while IR or IE (taken from interviews from employers or employees) was added to the 

codes and subthemes in Section Two. These codes and subthemes refer to the validity evidence in 

the discussion chapter (i.e., Chapter 7). Furthermore, in each code, numbers with parentheses are 

provided to indicate the number of participants out of 16 and the frequency of the code mentioned. 

Specific findings from interview data are provided in figures 5.3 to 5.12 in the following 

sections one and two, and the relationships in figures 5.13 to 5.15 in Section Three.  

Section One: Stakeholders’ Perceptions of English Constructs (Domain Description 

Inference) 

Overall, findings demonstrate three themes in black squares, as illustrated sequentially in 

Figure 5.3, below: (a) communication in businesses, (b) cultural understanding, and (c) business 

knowhow. These findings are the validity evidence for the domain description inference in this 

study’s operational validation model, as depicted in Figure 5.3, below. The findings further may 

provide directions for what to include in the TOEIC.  

The theme of communication in businesses presents the challenges the employers and 

employees encountered, their coping strategies to deal with the challenges, and important aspects 

of international businesses that they perceived, while the themes of cultural understanding and 

business knowhow refer to other important aspects that the interview participants perceived: 

understanding their business partners’ cultures and manners for successful international businesses, 
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respectively. It was discovered that English constructs in international business workplaces had 

complex dimensions beyond the linguistic capacity for businesses, as linguistic and non-linguistic 

factors were found. In the following sections, findings from the three themes are reported 

sequentially. 

 

Note. L: Listening; S: Speaking; R: Reading; and W: Writing. Dotted squares = codes; gray 

squircles = subthemes; and black squares = themes. Numbers with parentheses indicate the number 

of participants out of 16 and the frequency of the code mentioned. 

Figure 5.3. Three themes of English constructs in international business workplaces  
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In Figure 5.3, above, black squares indicate the three themes. Gray squircles in the theme 

of communication in businesses are subthemes, and dotted squares are codes generated from the 

interview data from six employers and ten employees in this study. While the theme of 

communication in businesses contains three subthemes, the themes of cultural understanding and 

business knowhow do not have subthemes, but two and three codes, respectively. In addition, the 

numbers with parentheses in dotted squares indicate the number of participants out of 16 and the 

frequency of the code mentioned. For example, in code BF 1.1.1 of English accents in L & S 

(Listening & Speaking) within subtheme BF 1.1 of communication challenges around the top left 

of Figure 5.3, numbers 11 and 18 with parentheses indicate that 11 participants mentioned the code 

18 times. Details of the findings are reported in the following sections.  

Communication in businesses. The theme of communication in businesses specifically 

demonstrates the communication challenges and coping strategies that deal with the challenges 

and important aspects of communication in relation to the communication dimensions of 

participants’ international business workplaces, as shown in Figure 5.4, below. Under the theme 

of communication in businesses, there are three subthemes—BF 1.1, BF 1.2, and BF 1.3 (i.e., gray 

squircles)—(a) communication challenges, (b) coping strategies to deal with the challenges, and 

(c) important aspects of communication in international businesses. Subtheme BF 1.1 of 

communication challenges at the top left of Figure 5.4 refers to the challenges that employer and 

employee participants encountered in their international business workplaces. This subtheme 

consists of the following codes—BF 1.1.1, BF 1.1.2, and BF 1.1.3—in the dotted squares: (a) 

English accents in L & S (listening and speaking), (b) different levels of English language 

proficiency, and (c) power dynamic. Subtheme 1.2 of coping strategies to deal with challenges at 

the top middle of Figure 5.4 pertains to strategies used to deal with communication challenges 
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through codes BF 1.2.1 and BF 1.2.2 of (a) the use of written communication and (b) (un)use of 

communicative strategies. Last, subtheme BF 1.3, the important aspects of communication in 

international businesses at the top right of Figure 5.4, relates to highly emphasized English abilities 

and skills for international businesses and language use in international business workplaces. 

These findings about English constructs are the validity evidence for the domain description 

inference based on the operational validation model for this study, as the findings provide an 

overview of the important skills required for international businesses, which the TOEIC might be 

required to reflect.  

 

Figure 5.4. Theme of communication in business and its subthemes and codes 



 

176 

 

Most employers and employees in this study commonly stated that they encountered 

communication challenges due to a variety of English accents in listening and speaking and 

different levels of English language proficiency between the participants and their business 

partners (codes BF 1.1.1 and BF 1.1.2: English accents in L & S and different levels of English 

language proficiency in Figure 5.4):  

“The most challenging thing in communication with business partners is difficulty in 

understanding business partners’ pronunciation. […] Because people in Asian countries 

have their own English accents, when I talked to engineers from Japan, China, and India, I 

had difficulty in understanding what they said.” (Employee 6)  

“I had cases when my intention was misunderstood by business partners. But, many business 

partners are not good at English. They do not understand what I said.” (Employee 7) 

In addition to the communication challenges regarding linguistic aspects, non-linguistic 

factors also led to communication challenges. Interestingly, four participants (employees) 

mentioned five times that communication challenges happened due to the power dynamic (code 

BF 1.1.3: power dynamic in Figure 5.4). The participants stated that their business partners did not 

accommodate their speech when they had power over the participants in international business 

workplaces. Specifically, although the participants had difficulty understanding because of the 

business partners’ English accents or rapid speech, the business partners were inconsiderate to the 

participants. Employee 9 shared an interesting story, indicating that external factors affect 

communication:  

“When we supply products, carriers in a certain country have power over us. In this case, 

the carriers naturally speak without considering our English language proficiency, and they 

do not rephrase or accommodate at all.” (Employee 9) 
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Coping strategies to deal with linguistic challenges were reported in codes BF 1.1.1 and 

BF 1.1.2 of English accents in L & S and different levels of English language proficiency in Figure 

5.4. Six participants (two employers and four employees) reported that they used written 

communication when they could not clearly understand their business partners’ words, by asking 

them to send emails about what they said (code BF 1.2.1: the use of written communication in 

Figure 5.4). Employee 3 reported:  

“I usually use the application called ‘WhatsApp’ or email instead of phone calls in case I 

can’t understand what my business partners said to me, due to their English accents.” 

(Employee 3) 

Employee 3 further pointed out that this mode of communication in international business 

workplaces is widely used to prevent business issues, for example, regarding the price of a product. 

In addition, linguistic challenges led participants to use communicative strategies (code BF 1.2.2: 

(un)use of communicative strategies in Figure 5.4, the most frequently mentioned by the most 

participants), such as asking for repetition, clarification and accommodation through slowing down 

their speech, using simpler words, and paraphrasing utterances for successful communication:  

“When I talked in long sentences, the business partner didn’t get it, but if I just used words 

or phrases in communication, the partner understood. So, I talked to the partner that way.” 

(Employee 4).  

“I speak slowly, with a consideration of the business partner’s level of English language 

proficiency, and I ask for repetition when I don’t get it, because English is not a native 

language to both of us.” (Employer 4) 
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However, as reported earlier, challenges due to the power dynamic (code BF 1.1.3: power 

dynamic in Figure 5.4) sometimes resulted in the unuse of communicative strategies, as the 

business partners were inconsiderate to the participants.  

Regarding subtheme BF 1.3 of important aspects of communication in international 

businesses, the use of coping strategies compensates for low English language proficiency, for 

example, the use of written communication for clarity, as reported above. Regarding code BF 1.3.1, 

not requiring high-level English language proficiency in Figure 5.4, employee 5 noted, “High-

level English language proficiency is not required for international businesses. Communication 

can be done with only a few key words.” Employer 2 further confirms, “[Y]ou don’t have to know 

all the vocabularies and grammar for international businesses if you have an adequate level of 

English language proficiency.”  

Alternatively, communication challenges due to various English accents and levels of 

English language proficiency led to the use of written communication as an alternative to deal with 

the challenges. In fact, the major communication method in international business workplaces is 

written communication, such as messenger applications and emails (code BF 1.3.2: the major 

mode of communication in the workplace in Figure 5.4). Using written communication facilitates 

interactions, and it helps to have recorded evidence to deal with business issues. Although about 

six participants mentioned in the interviews six times, this use of written communication is 

common in international business workplaces. Below are representative quotes from the 

participants:  

“I communicate with business partners over 50% via a messenger. Using a messenger is 

faster and more accurate for international businesses.” (Employee 5) 
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“I usually do not use phone calls to communicate, but emails to have recorded evidence, 

except for the cases that I need to solve some sensitive issues with the business partner on a 

phone call.” (Employee 1)  

Even though participants had an alternative to deal with communication challenges, most 

employer and employee participants emphasized the importance of understanding different 

varieties of English in international business workplaces (code BF 1.3.3: importance of 

comprehension of different varieties of English) in Figure 5.4: “In my opinion, there is nothing 

more important than understanding the business partner’s accents.” (Employee 1). This emphasis 

on understanding diverse English accents may be because participants communicated with their 

business partners through phone calls or in person at conferences (code BF 1.3.4: importance of 

English speaking and listening skills in Figure 5.4) in international business workplaces. Employer 

1 stated: 

“Listening and speaking skills in English are the most important skills in international 

business workplaces. Writing skills can be improved gradually with time. When you receive 

a business email, you can have more time to revise and edit to reply. However, speaking and 

listening happen instantly, without enough time. If you do not have English language 

proficiency in speaking and listening, there may be many issues.” (Employer 1) 

However, as reported earlier, international businesses do not require high-level English 

language proficiency. What employers and employees did was use shared key words to 

communicate with their business partners (code BF 1.3.5: importance of using shared key words 

regardless of grammar in L & S in Figure 5.4). When communicating with business partners 

through phone calls, business partners’ varying levels of English language proficiency may requi re 

both the participants in this study and their business partners to use shared key words during 
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communication. In international business workplaces, in each industry, there are several terms 

shared with business partners, such as product ingredients, shipping methods, and price. Because 

some business partners had low English language proficiency, 13 participants commonly stated 

that using the key words or share terms is very important for successful communication, regardless 

of grammar:  

“For example, main items in my company are polyol (chemical compound) and TDI 

(Toluene Diisocyanate: chemical compound for polyurethane). Some business partners 

asked ‘polyol, price, how much?’ on phone calls or through emails. I said: what about five 

zero ($50)? Because the business partners can count from one to ten, certain shared words 

are important to make business deals.” (Employer 5)  

Participants in this study frequently used key words such as shipping, prices and invoices 

in speaking and commonly stated that using key words is efficient and useful to understand what 

their business partners said to them:  

“Without focusing on grammar, I communicate using key words.” (Employee 6)  

“Although you only use frequently used terms without making full sentences, you can still 

communicate with your business partners. […] Although you had difficulty in understanding 

what the business partner said, you can easily figure it out based on the key words they 

used.” (Employee 8) 

Cultural understanding. Besides communication dimensions of participants’ international 

business workplaces, non-cognitive and non-linguistic factors were also reported as important 

aspects for international businesses. The theme of cultural understanding in Figure 5.5 below 

stresses the importance of understanding a business partner’s cultures and understanding cultural 

differences in communication.  
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Figure 5.5. Theme of cultural understandings and its codes 

The theme of cultural understanding in Figure 5.5 above delineates two codes, BF 2.0.1 

and BF 2.0.2: importance of understanding business partners’ cultures and an understanding of 

cultural differences in communication. Code BF 2.0.1 in Figure 5.5 relates to general aspects of 

cultures regarding everyday life settings, while code BF 2.0.2 in Figure 5.5 pertains to the business 

partner’s communication characteristics in international business workplaces.  

Five out of 16 participants, as shown in code BF 2.0.1, understanding business partners’ 

cultures, reported that, in international businesses, an understanding of cultural characteristics, 

such as foods, working time, holidays, and etiquette, are required for international businesses. 

Employee 3 clearly explained: “You need to understand business partners’ cultures. In some 

countries, people have breaks on Fridays and Saturdays, and work on Sundays. You should know 

the countries’ holidays as well, not to be rude to the business partner.”  

In addition to a business partner’s culture, five participants also noted that they needed to 

approach their business partners in a culturally appropriate manner during communication. This 

aspect of understanding cultural differences (code BF 2.0.2 in Figure 5.5) in communication might 

represent the communicative aspects of international business contexts. However, the participants 

described the approaches to business conversations with their business partners, depending on the 

culture of the country. For example, Employee 9 said, “People from a certain country tend to ask 

only what they need, but people from another country like to start with casual conversations in 

communication.” Employee 6 elaborated: “People from some countries do not usually ask directly 
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what they want, but indirectly do so. During communication, I should consider the cultural aspects 

of the country to figure out what they need.”  

As reported thus far, understanding various cultures and approaches to business 

conversations may be one of the most important business skills to make business deals. Companies 

that understand distinct cultures may be able to have global marketing strategies and expand their 

business, making it easier to move outside their domestic market.  

Business knowhow. The theme of business knowhow in Figure 5.6 below, as non-

cognitive and non-linguistic factors, pertains to business strategies to make business successful, 

highlighting the importance of identifying the partners’ needs, making good relationships with 

business partners, and being aware of business manners, besides the cultural understanding 

reported in the previous section.  

 

Figure 5.6. Theme of business knowhow and its codes 

The theme of business knowhow delineates the three codes BF 3.0.1, BF 3.0.2, and BF 

3.0.3: the importance of identifying the business partners’ needs, making good relationships, and 

having business manners in international business workplaces. This business knowhow is the key 

to making business deals and further delineates that international businesses require non-cognitive 

and non-linguistic aspects that extend beyond the measurement aspects of English language 

proficiency in the TOEIC for this study.  
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Employer 1 mentioned that one of the most important aspects of international businesses 

is to identify the business partner’s needs (code BF 3.0.1 in Figure 5.6), and this strategy facilitates 

a good relationship with the business partner:  

“The important thing is to catch what others want and to provide it to them. For example, I 

can figure it out in the first buyer meeting with some business conversations. I directly ask 

the buyer what he wants and how I can support him. When he asks for something, I answer 

that I can deal with almost everything he wants, and I will take full responsibility. From this 

conversation, the buyer will begin to trust me. (Employer 1)  

Starting from this kind of business conversation, Employer 1 emphasized the importance 

of building good relationships in international businesses (code BF 3.0.2 in Figure 5.6):  

“In international businesses, making a good relationship should not be like saying, ‘Hi’ or 

‘How are you doing?’. You should not just inform your business partners of the details of 

the product, but should build a good relationship with them and for them to get interested 

in what you have.” (Employer 1) 

Employee 2 pointed out why making a good relationship is important because, depending 

on relationships, other companies can steal one’s business: 

“If you do not have a good relationship with your business partner, you cannot get any 

business deals. For example, a business partner said to me, ‘The price of your product is 

good. Its quality is good, but I have a strong relationship with the other company. So, I make 

a business deal with that company. That is why businesspeople lobby so hard to attract their 

business partners.” (Employee 2) 

Another way to make an optimal relationship with business partners is to start business 

conversations with good manners (code BF 3.0.3 in Figure 5.6). Employee 1 gave an example:  
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“Politeness is also important. For example, when you send a follow-up email, ‘Why didn’t 

you reply to my email?’ and ‘I was wondering if you’ve had a chance to look at my last email; 

could you please follow up?’ sound quite different. Although you might not like a business 

partner, you shouldn’t offend the partner.” (Employee 1) 

Business is a person-to-person activity. Besides the linguistic aspects of business 

communication, other surrounding non-cognitive and non-linguistic factors, such as cultural 

understanding and business knowhow (the two themes in this study), need to be considered in 

international business workplaces. The findings above are important to understand how interview 

participants’ perceptions of English constructs in their workplaces affect their understanding and 

uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of TOEIC uses in the Korean 

context. Sections two and three below report findings from interviews with employer and 

employee participants for their perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection 

decisions and the consequences of such decisions, respectively.  

Section Two: Stakeholders’ Perceptions of Meanings, Uses, and Consequences of the 

TOEIC  

Interview questions for the perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection 

decisions and the consequences of such decisions were asked to both employers and employees to 

answer RQ 2b. Overall, the findings from the employers and employees delineate the complex 

relationships between the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, which are 

intertwined with contextual factors and their experience, and consequences of such decisions in 

international business workplaces. Four common themes were identified from analyses of 

participants’ interview data: (a) contextual factors, (b) understanding of TOEIC scores, (c) uses of 

TOEIC scores, and (d) consequences of TOEIC use. Generally, themes from employers and 
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employees are the same, but codes and subthemes diverge. Specifically, employers shared their 

perceptions of using TOEIC scores for decision making, as illustrated in Figure 5.11. However, 

employees depicted their personal experience, purposes for taking TOEIC, and their perceived 

positive consequences respecting TOEIC’s usefulness in listening, reading, speaking, and writing 

at their workplaces, as shown in figures 5.11 and 5.12.  

The findings from interview data are the validity evidence for the explanation, 

extrapolation, utilization, and ramification inferences by highlighting the interview participants’ 

perceived meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC in Korea. As Figure 5.2 shows at the 

beginning of this chapter, for the perceived meanings of TOEIC scores, only validity evidence was 

found for the explanation and extrapolation inferences from employers and employees. However, 

various aspects of the uses of TOEIC scores and the consequences of TOEIC uses were found for 

the utilization and ramification inferences.  

Details about the validity evidence are reported in the following sections. In the same way 

findings were reported in the previous section, black squares indicate themes, gray squircles are 

subthemes, and dotted squares are codes. In addition, numbers with parentheses in dotted squares 

indicate the number of participants and the frequency of the code mentioned. For example, in the 

code TOEIC preparation institutes at the top left of Figure 5.7 in the following section contextual 

factors, numbers 3 and 10 within parentheses (3, 10) indicate that three employers mentioned the 

code 10 times.  

Contextual factors. From analyses of interview data from the employers and employees 

in this study, the theme contextual factors was found with one same code (i.e., codes IR 1.0.1 and 

IE 1.0.1: test preparation institute) and two different subthemes, IR 1.1 and IE 1.1: Factors 

affecting TOEIC use from the employers and importance of TOEIC from the employees, as shown 
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in Figure 5.7, below. As depicted in Figure 5.2, the contextual factors affected stakeholders’ 

understanding of TOEIC scores and their uses. Details of the factors and their effects on the 

stakeholders (i.e., employers and employees) are reported in this section.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subthemes; and black squares = themes. Numbers 

within parentheses indicate the number of participants and the frequency of the code mentioned. 

Figure 5.7. Codes, subthemes, and themes regarding contextual factors  

Codes IR 1.0.1 and IE 1.0.1 of TOEIC preparation institute concern employers’ and 

employees’ understanding of TOEIC scores, while subthemes IR 1.1 and IE 1.1 of factors affecting 

TOEIC use from the employers and importance of TOEIC from the employees relate to their uses 

of TOEIC scores for selection decisions. Regarding reporting the code for the TOEIC preparation 

institute, both three employers out of six and seven employees out of ten reported ten and 25 times, 

respectively, that TOEIC preparation institutes teach university students and job seekers test-

wiseness strategies, which refer to “the ability to respond advantageously to items containing 

extraneous clues and, therefore, to obtain credit without knowledge of the subject matter being 

tested” (Tavakoli & Samian, 2014, p. 1877). The employers frequently heard that test takers could 
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achieve a high score through a short-term TOEIC course, while employees prepared for the TOEIC 

by taking courses at the institutes. For example, Employer 4 described that, when he interviewed 

candidates during hiring processes, he frequently encountered “candidates who had a high TOEIC 

score, but did not speak English at all.” This employer 4 jumped to the conclusion that candidates 

“achieved a high score through taking a short-term TOEIC course in a test-preparation institute.” 

This quote represents employers’ misbeliefs about TOEIC as an indicator of English language 

proficiency. It also indicates what Messick (1982, 1996) discussed as effects derived from test-

taking strategies, resulting in increased test scores that are inaccurately higher than the student’s 

ability, which is, therefore, harmful to score validity.  

As a past TOEIC taker, Employee 4 shared her experience while taking a one-month 

TOEIC LR course before she got her job: “At the test-preparation institute, instructors did not 

teach English, but how to pick up the correct answers.” Employee 8 also mentioned, “[I]nstructors 

in test-preparation institutes are so smart that they can teach test-wiseness strategies for test takers 

to achieve a high TOEIC LR score.”  

Recognizing the existence of TOEIC preparation institutes, one question that can be asked 

would be why employers use TOEIC scores. Employer 1 clearly delineated that he used them 

because of the unavailability of other English tests to replace the TOEIC. He reported, “[T]here 

was no alternative except for TOEIC in Korea to screen out applicants,” as he received many 

applications. Indeed, TOEIC is widely used in Korea. As half of the employers reported, as shown 

in code IR 1.1.2 of popularity at the far left of Figure 5.6, employer 2 explained that companies 

use TOEIC scores, “because TOEIC is the most popular English test in Korea” (code IR 1.1.2: 

popularity), without question. Because they witnessed other companies using TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions, the employers in this study also used the scores.  
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The employees in this study also recognized the effects of TOEIC preparation institutes. 

However, as the TOEIC is widely used for hiring and promotional decisions by Korean companies, 

the employees in this study had to take the TOEIC to obtain a job or to be promoted, as shown in 

subtheme IE 1.1, the importance of TOEIC, at the far right of Figure 5.6. During interviews with 

the employees, I asked them why they took the TOEIC. Eight employees out of 10 commonly 

stated that TOEIC scores are the one of the requirements for hiring and/or promotion. Employee 

4 stated, “TOEIC is the baseline, and if you do not have TOEIC scores, you cannot pass the first 

screening process for hiring.” As an example, employee 10 shared his experience while applying 

to companies before he attained a job: 

“When I had a score of 820 on the TOEIC LR, all of my applications were not successful. 

At that time, a perceived cut-off score was a score of 900. As soon as I got a score above 

900 on the test and submitted the score, I could pass the first hiring process and then move 

to the second round, English interviews.” (Employee 10) 

Employee 10 was working for one of the major companies in Korea, which may be why 

his applications were not successful with a relatively lower TOEIC score. That is the company that 

required higher TOEIC scores to screen out the large number of job applications. Employee 9 

further elaborated that those who do not have TOEIC scores are not qualified to apply for a job at 

major companies. Employee 8 further noted:  

“Without TOEIC scores, no one can work for the company they want. Frankly speaking, no 

one may want to work for a small company when they think of their effort , the costs, and 

their parents’ support during their undergraduate studies. However, without TOEIC scores, 

those who graduated from universities cannot apply for major companies.” (Employee 8) 
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Besides applications for major companies, it would be hard to find any companies, big or 

small, that do not use TOEIC scores in Korea. Employee 8 also said she would be trying to look 

for a company that did not use TOEIC scores; however, she could not find any at that time. The 

high stakes of TOEIC can also be found during promotional processes. Employee 2, who was 

working for a major company in Korea, reported that her employer uses TOEIC scores for 

promotional decisions. She described four criteria for promotion, each of which accounts for 25%: 

(a) TOEIC scores, (b) a supervisor’s evaluation, an annual evaluation, and a five-year performance 

evaluation, (c) executives’ evaluation, and (d) an evaluation of documents for future plans. She 

said, “[T]here are 25-point discrepancies in evaluations for promotion between those who have 

and who do not have TOEIC scores. Those who do not have TOEIC scores definitely would not be 

promoted.”  

Employee 10’s company also used TOEIC scores for giving additional points to the 

applicant for promotion, but the company set a cut-off level of 7 in the TOEIC Speaking for 

selecting employees for business trips or promotions. TOEIC still had high stakes for employees 

in both hiring and promotion processes.  

These contextual factors are important to examine because these factors may affect test 

stakeholders’ understanding and uses of test scores. In the following sections, the employers and 

employees’ understanding of TOEIC scores are reported, followed by their uses of the scores and 

the results of the test use.  

Understanding of TOEIC scores. From the analyses of interview data, the theme of 

understanding of TOEIC scores was commonly found from the employers’ and employees’ data 

in this study. The findings are the validity evidence for the explanation and extrapolation 

inferences in the operational validation model for this study. Although the common theme was 
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found from employers and employees, different subthemes and codes were found in each 

participant group. The theme of understanding of TOEIC scores from employers consists of two 

subthemes (i.e., subthemes IR 2.1 and IR 2.2 and IE 2.2 and IE 2.3: unintended meanings and 

English skills) including two codes (codes IR 2.1.1 and IR 2.1.2 in the subtheme of unintended 

meanings and IR 2.2.1 and IR 2.2.2 in subtheme of English skills) each from the employers. The 

theme from employees is composed of three subthemes (subthemes IE 2.1, IE 2.2, and IE 2.3), 

including four codes in the subtheme of unintended meanings (two codes shared with subtheme 

IE 2.1 of test-taking experience) and two codes in subtheme IE 2.3 of English skills, as shown in 

Figure 5.8, below.  

Largely, the codes of test-wiseness strategies, one’s effort, and under-representation 

commonly appear in the findings from the employers and employees, while various codes were 

found: code IR 2.2.1 of high TOEIC scores = Proficient in English in subtheme IR 2.2 of English 

skills from the employers at the bottom left of Figure 5.8, and code IE 2.1(2).2 of luckiness due to 

insufficient time for TOEIC Reading in subtheme IE 2.1 of test-taking experience, code IE 2.2.2 

of residence in English-speaking countries in subtheme IE 2.2 of unintended meanings, and code 

IE 2.3.2 of reflection of English skills to some extent in subtheme IE 2.3 of English skills from the 

employees at the bottom middle of Figure 5.8. The findings concerning the subthemes of 

unintended meanings, test-taking experience, and then English skills are reported sequentially in 

the following sections.  
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Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subthemes; and black squares = themes. Numbers 

with parentheses indicate the number of participants and the frequency of the code mentioned. 

Figure 5.8. Themes, subthemes, and codes about understanding TOEIC scores and their 

corresponding inferences to the operational validation model 

As shown in Figure 5.8 above, subthemes IR 2.1 from the employers and subthemes IE 

2.1 and IE 2.2 from the employees refer to the validity evidence for the explanation inference, 

while subthemes IR 2.2 and IE 2.3 are for the extrapolation inference. The findings are reported 

in the headings of explanation inference and extrapolation inference individually in the following 

sections.  

Explanation inference. The findings for the explanation inference are reported in this 

section, as pictured in Figure 5.9, below. The findings shown in subtheme IR 2.1 from the 

employers and subthemes IE 2.1 and IE 2.2 clearly show the unintended perceived meanings of 
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the stakeholders affected by contextual factors and the employees’ test-taking experience during 

the TOEIC.  

 

Figure 5.9. Validity evidence from interviews for the explanation inference 

Four employers in this study commonly viewed that a TOEIC score represents test takers’ 

use of test-wiseness strategies (as studied by Allan, 1992; Cohen, 1998; Cohen & Upton, 2007) to 

achieve a high TOEIC score (code IR 2.1.1: test-wiseness strategies at the far left of Figure 5.9). 

As reported in the previous section, contextual factors, TOEIC preparation institutes may have 

affected the employers’ and employees’ understanding of TOEIC scores. The four employers 

viewed TOEIC scores as an indicator of test-wiseness strategies when they encountered applicants 

who had a high TOEIC score, but limited fluency in English speaking. As a past test taker, 

Employer 1 elaborated:  

“The TOEIC is a standardized test. I had a high TOEIC LR score, but I didn’t think that I 

have a high level of English language proficiency. During the test, I could guess what 

content would follow and which answer to pick when I read a few sentences in the passages.” 

(Employer 1)  

Code IR 2.1.1 of test-wiseness strategies may represent the social aspects of high-stakes 

testing regarding the importance of TOEIC for test takers to stand out against the competition 
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during hiring processes by going to test-preparation institutes, leading to employers’ misbeliefs 

about TOEIC scores. Employer 2 also perceived that test takers had to attend the institutes to be 

competitive in hiring processes by achieving a high TOEIC score.  

Furthermore, employees shared their experiences in visiting a TOEIC preparation institute. 

For example, employee 8 revealed she was shocked to see how to answer correctly on the TOEIC 

LR at the institute. As an example, in part 2 of the TOEIC Listening, the correct answer can be 

inferred from the initial word of the question. A sample question from ETS (2012) shows that the 

question “Where is the meeting room?” starts with where and proceeds with three options: (A) To 

meet the new director, (B) It’s the first room on the right, and (C) Yes, at two o’clock. (The answer, 

of course, is [B]).  

Employee 1 shared his thoughts on a 990 score on the TOEIC LR: “990 points? Due to 

real English language ability? Test-wiseness strategies? I’m 100 percent sure that it is due to test-

wiseness strategies, because no one can answer perfectly.” However, employee 1 may have not 

had sufficient literacy for the TOEIC test due to the quote “no one can answer perfectly” because 

the TOEIC LR is a norm-referenced test, which is a relative evaluation of test takers’ performance. 

Nevertheless, employee 1’s perception of the TOEIC regarding test-wiseness strategies is 

consistent with other employees in this study, as shown in code IE 2.1(2).1 of test-wiseness 

strategies in subtheme IE 2.1 of test-taking experience in the middle of Figure 5.9. Employee 6 

had seen his friends achieve a high TOEIC score after attending TOEIC preparation institutes.  

“Specifically, I have seen many of my friends from the university go to TOEIC preparation 

institutes, learn to pick up the correct answers, and achieve high TOEIC scores. So, TOEIC 

scores look less credible to me.” (Employee 6) 
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The test-wiseness strategies in the TOEIC LR also appear in employees’ perceptions of the 

TOEIC Speaking test. Employee 8 stated that this kind of test-wiseness strategy was also applied 

to TOEIC speaking through “memorizing a sample answer and replacing words from the sample.” 

Instructors at TOEIC preparation institutes advise students to prepare for the TOEIC Speaking test 

this way.  

However, four employees commonly reported that they could not help using test-wiseness 

strategies in the TOEIC Reading test due to insufficient time allocated, as revealed in subtheme IE 

2.1 of test-taking experience in Figure 5.9. Employee 10 said: “On the TOEIC Reading, you should 

pick the correct answer as fast as possible right after reading the passages, like a machine.” Indeed, 

it may not be possible to read all the passages given on the TOEIC Reading test. As code IE 

2.1(2).2 of luckiness due to insufficient time for TOEIC Reading represents, Employee 1 mentioned, 

“You need luck to catch the relevant text to answer the question by chance.” Employees’ TOEIC-

taking experiences may have not been intended by the TOEIC developer, but they are the 

employees’ perceived meanings of TOEIC scores—and the unintended meanings of TOEIC scores.  

Another code that employers and employees commonly reported is one’s effort in Figure 

5.9 (codes IR 2.1.2 and IE 2.2.1). This attribute is highly valued in Korean society and importantly 

considered during hiring processes by employers, which will be reported in the following section 

regarding employers’ selection criteria. At the left side of Figure 5.9, three employers viewed 

TOEIC scores as a representation of test takers’ effort to achieve a high TOEIC score, because test 

preparation necessitates time and effort. In hiring processes, employer 6 viewed TOEIC scores as 

an indicator of how well the applicant has prepared for the job application. Employer 2 further 

stated his views. 
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“Those who have a score above 700 on the TOEIC LR are perceived as a diligent applicant, 

while those who have the score below are perceived as an applicant who has not put in much 

effort. So, I see candidates’ past and current attributes through TOEIC scores.” (Employer 

2) 

Six employees commonly reported that, to achieve a high TOEIC score, much time and 

effort are needed, regardless of whether test takers attended TOEIC courses in TOEIC preparation 

institutes or studied by themselves. Employee 5 said he did not see “the differences in terms of 

English skills between scores of 750 and 850 on the TOEIC LR,” but he could see “how much 

effort has been put in to achieve those TOEIC scores.” Conversely, Employee 8 stated, “it would 

be hard to say there is no relationship between TOEIC scores and English skills, but to achieve a 

higher TOEIC score, much effort is needed.”  

Regardless of the effort exerted to attain TOEIC scores, as shown in code IE 2.2.2 of 

residence in English-speaking countries at the right side of Figure 5.9, three employees also saw 

TOEIC scores as an indicator of residence in English-speaking countries, as test takers are 

naturally exposed to English in everyday-life situations, based on their friends’ experience. 

Employee 4 stayed in an English-speaking country for about nine months as an exchange student. 

She explained that she achieved a much higher TOEIC LR score after the exchange program:  

“I think that there is a difference in TOEIC scores, depending on the residence in English-

speaking countries. When I was in my first year of undergraduate studies, I got a score 

around 500 or 580 on the TOEIC LR. When I was back from the nine months exchange 

program and took the TOEIC LR, I got a score of 860.” (Employee 4) 
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Employee 4’s English language proficiency may have been much improved after the 

exchange program, with her frequent exposure to English in the English-speaking country. The 

higher TOEIC score may represent the employee’s improved English language proficiency. 

Extrapolation inference. The findings for the extrapolation inference are reported in this 

section, as shown in Figure 5.10, below. Findings shown in subtheme IR 2.2 from the employers 

and subthemes IE 2.3 depict the extent to which employers and employees perceive the TOEIC as 

representing the English language proficiency required for international business workplaces.  

 

Figure 5.10. Validity evidence from interviews for the extrapolation inference 

Regarding TOEIC’s reflection of English language proficiency, all the employers and nine 

employees out of ten commonly thought TOEIC scores may not fully reflect the use of English in 

international business workplaces (codes IR 2.2.2 of under-representation from the employers and 

IE 2.3.1 from the employees on the left side of each theme in Figure 5.10). These employers’ and 

employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC are not exclusive, according to their perceptions of English 

constructs in international business workplaces, which were reported in the previous section.  

As for the findings from employers regarding English language proficiency, all employers 

in this study reported that TOEIC scores may not fully reflect English constructs in international 

business workplaces (code IR 2.2.2 in Figure 5.10), while only two employers thought TOEIC 
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scores represented a high level of English language proficiency (code IR 2.2.1 in Figure 5.10). 

One of the employers (Employer 1) pointed out that there are a variety of English accents, and 

TOEIC did not represent these varieties: “In TOEIC, only Standard English varieties are included, 

but actually, there exists a variety of English in international business contexts. We have to meet 

and make businesses with people from different countries in the world” (Employer 1). Relating to 

TOEIC LR as an indicator of English-speaking skills, the employers commonly thought TOEIC 

LR’s scores are merely indices to evaluate an applicant’s potential to improve his/her English-

speaking skills. Rather, they used English interviews to assess the applicant’s English-speaking 

skills during hiring processes. Although they perceived that TOEIC scores do not fully reflect 

communicative English skills, they still expected that those who had a high TOEIC score would 

be highly proficient in English communication. Two employers (i.e., employers 1 and 4) expressed 

that “in most of the cases, I keep looking at those who have a high TOEIC score because I think 

that, in general, they can perform better than those with a lower TOEIC score in English 

communication” (Employer 1). Additionally, “I generally think those with a high TOEIC score 

can communicate well with international clients although there may be differences among 

applicants” (Employer 4). These employers’ perceptions may play an important role in screening 

out applicants, although they do not fully trust TOEIC scores concerning English language 

proficiency.  

Employees also showed contrasting views on TOEIC scores. In subtheme IE 2.3 of English 

skills at the middle of Figure 5.10, nine employees thought TOEIC scores under-represented 

English constructs in international business workplaces (code IE 2.3.1: under-representation), and 

eight employees disclosed that TOEIC scores reflect English skills to some extent (code IE 2.3.2: 

reflection of English skills to some extent). As an example, employee 4 elaborated:  
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“Uhm … I think TOEIC Listening section may reflect 30 to 40% of English use in 

international business workplaces. […] The Listening is helpful, for example, in relation to 

basic expressions for making and receiving phone calls at work. […] However, only native 

English speakers’ accents do not help for international businesses. It would be more helpful 

to include a variety of English accents from Southeastern Asians’ English accents. 

In the same vein, Employee 3 further reported that TOEIC Listening is to some extent 

meaningful to help understand that there are American, British, and Australian English accents, 

but “it is not helpful at all because TOEIC Listening only includes those accents,” as she did not 

have any native English-speaking business partners.  

Employee 1 made an interesting comment on the TOEIC, commenting: “Those who are 

good at English can achieve a high TOEIC score, while those who have a high TOEIC score are 

not necessarily good at English.” This may also indicate that TOEIC reflects the use of English in 

international business workplaces to some extent, like employee 4 above reported. Employee 3 

thought that levels between a 6 and 7 on the TOEIC Speaking depend on the length of responses, 

and the more one speaks, the higher English proficiency one has. Furthermore, employee 9 

believed scores of 700 and 900 show distinctions in vocabulary. Employee 10 also viewed that 

those who have a 700 and 800 on the TOEIC LR may not perform well in international businesses, 

but those who have a score of 900 can write clearly. Interestingly, employee 10 inferred writing 

skills from TOEIC LR scores, which may be seen as unintended interpretations of TOEIC LR 

scores. However, this inference may be appropriate, considering that studies (e.g., Powers & 

Powers, 2015) have reported high correlations between TOEIC LR scores and speaking and 

writing proficiencies. 
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Uses of TOEIC scores (Utilization inference). From the analyses of interview data, the 

theme uses of TOEIC scores was commonly found from the employers and employees in this study 

for the utilization inference. However, codes and subthemes in each theme are different, because 

they have different roles as decision makers and previous test takers, as depicted in Figure 5.11 

below. On the left side of Figure 5.11, three subthemes IR 3.1, IR 3.2, and IR 3.3 (a gate-keeping 

tool, selection criteria, and additional processes for assessing English skills) were found, including 

two codes for each subtheme from the employers. However, one code (a perceived cut-off score—

700 on the TOEIC LR) was shared by the two subthemes, IR 3.1 and IR 3.2, of a gate-keeping 

tool and selection criteria. The right side of Figure 5.11 revealed two subthemes, IE 3.1 and IE 3.2 

of instrumental use and TOEIC taking, including three and two codes, respectively, from the 

employees.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subthemes; and black squares = themes. Numbers 

with parentheses indicate the number of participants and the frequency of the code mentioned. 

Figure 5.11. Validity evidence from interviews for the utilization inference  



 

200 

 

In the theme uses of TOEIC scores, only one code (i.e., perceived cut-off score) commonly 

appear from the employers and the employees. However, their perceived cut-off scores were 

different, as the employees thought the cut-off score was much higher than that the employers set, 

which will be reported in detail later in this section. Comprehensively, findings from employers 

displayed their uses of the TOEIC for making high-stakes decisions, such as hiring and promotion, 

while the employees shared their experiences for getting a job and/or being promoted.  

As displayed in code IR 3.1.1, screening out, in subtheme IR 3.1 at the top left of Figure 

5.11 above, three employers stated that they used TOEIC scores for screening out applicants based 

on their TOEIC scores because they received many applications. In addition, this use of TOEIC 

scores for screening was affected by the fact that there was no alternative to replace the TOEIC, 

which was reported in the previous section, contextual factors. Employer 1 commented the TOEIC 

was quite useful only “for screening out” applicants, but it was no longer useful in the second 

round (i.e., English interviews) of hiring processes. Indeed, he stated the TOEIC scores of 

applicants who moved to the second round would not be considered at all for hiring. Employer 6 

further said, regarding the importance of understanding different cultures in international 

businesses:  

“I cannot help using TOEIC scores to screen out applicants in a short time although I think 

this use of TOEIC for only screening out is not a good practice, because I needed to assess 

how knowledgeable the applicant is about different cultures.” (Employer 6) 

 As the TOEIC does not provide any indications for assessing understandings of diverse 

cultures, employer 6 used TOEIC scores as a screening tool. The cut-off score for screening was 

700 on the TOEIC LR, as shown in code IR 3.1(2).2, perceived cut-off score—a score of 700 on 

the TOEIC LR). Applicants who scored above 700 went to the second round of hiring processes, 
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interviews in English. Employer 2 stated that he thought that those who scored over 700 had the 

same English skills and were qualified for the second round of hiring processes. This perceived 

cut-off score was commonly shared by the rest of the employers (five out of six employers). 

Interestingly, this cut-off score was also used to indicate an applicant’s character quality (i.e., 

diligence/effort, character, and confidence), which all six employers in this study highly valued 

about the applicant. This attribute was perceived as an important criterion in hiring processes (code 

IR 3.2.1: character quality), as shown in subtheme IR 3.2, selection criteria in Figure 5.11. 

Employer 3 delineated that “the key determinant during hiring processes is the candidate’s 

character, and I see that through TOEIC scores.” This is an interesting finding, that the quality of 

a candidate’s character can be evaluated based on a score of 700 on the TOEIC LR. Employer 2 

stated his view.  

“Those who have a score above 700 on the TOEIC LR are perceived as a diligent applicant, 

while those who have scores below 700 are perceived as an applicant who has not put in 

effort. So, I see the candidates’ past and current attributes through TOEIC scores.” 

(Employer 2) 

 Employers in this study used a 700 score on the TOEIC LR as a criterion for assessing 

applicants’ character quality and as their qualification for the second round of hiring processes. 

Employer 4 clearly described the hiring processes in his company:  

“I highly value a candidate’s character. So I do not set a high cut-off score, but think that it 

should be around a score of 700 on the TOEIC LR. […] However, it is hard to assess the 

candidate’s English language proficiency based on TOEIC scores, so I use English 

interviews to screen out those who do not speak English well, although they have a score 

above 700.” (Employer 4) 
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 This quote from Employer 4 indicates that the employers did not fully trust the TOEIC 

scores as a representation of the applicant’s English language proficiency, which was reported in 

the previous section regarding code IR 2.2.2, under-representation. As shown in subtheme IR 3.3 

of additional processes for assessing English skills at the bottom left of Figure 5.11, five employers 

administered additional procedures to assess applicants’ English language proficiency, mainly 

using interviews in English and requiring resumes in English. In the same vein as Employer 4’s 

quote above, Employer 2 explicitly stated, “I can assess the applicant’s English language 

proficiency using English interviews or requiring resumes in English.” Employer 6 clearly 

expressed his perceptions of TOEIC scores and the reason he was using interviews and resumes in 

English due to TOEIC’s under-representation of English language proficiency.  

“It might be due to my biases toward TOEIC scores, but I think TOEIC scores may not fully 

reflect one’s English communication skills, because I have seen that many applicants who 

have a high TOEIC score cannot speak properly. […] Therefore, I used group interviews in 

English by providing scenarios to assess their reactions to complaints or claims business 

partners may make. Although interviews would not take long, I could assess every required 

English skill during the interviews. Also, I required English resumes to assess an applicant’s 

English writing skills. Through this, I could successfully select qualified candidates. So, I 

did not use TOEIC scores to assess the candidates’ English skills at all.” (Employer 6) 

Employers’ administration of additional processes for assessing English skills would add 

more burden on job seekers because they should prepare for the TOEIC as well as English 

interviews during hiring processes. Employees in this study commonly reported that they had to 

prepare for both. Nevertheless, TOEIC scores were the main thing to prepare for, to move to the 

second round of hiring processes (i.e., English interviews).  
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Perceiving its stakes, employees in this study used the TOEIC only for instrumental 

purposes, to get a job or to be promoted, as seen on the right side of Figure 5.11, above. Subtheme 

IE 3.1, instrumental use, refers to employees’ use of TOEIC due to external factors, such as 

companies’ requirements for hiring and promotion, while subtheme IE 3.2, TOEIC taking, 

represents employees’ times for taking and preparing for the TOEIC.  

Employees in this study commonly stated that they took TOEIC only for hiring and/or 

promotion and their perceived cut-off score or level for hiring was above 900 on the TOEIC LR 

and a level higher than 6 on the TOEIC Speaking, which are even higher than companies’ 

requirements for TOEIC scores. Employee 3’s comments, below, clearly demonstrated employees’ 

purpose for TOEIC taking and their perceived cut-off score, or level, to obtain a job.  

“I only took the TOEIC LR to apply for a job in the company and other companies. I took 

the TOEIC Speaking to get promoted because the company requires TOEIC Speaking scores 

every five years. […] When I was preparing for the TOEIC LR before I got a job, I heard 

many times that students from liberal arts like me should have minimum scores of 850 or 

900 on the TOEIC LR to be competitive during hiring processes.” (Employee 3) 

Correspondingly, employee 6 remarked, “minimum requirements of TOEIC LR scores for a 

job application was around a score of 700. However, when you see those whose applications were 

successful, their TOEIC LR scores are above 900.” These employees’ perceived importance of 

TOEIC scores led them to prepare for the TOEIC as early and promptly as they could and to take 

the TOEIC during a certain season advised by TOEIC instructors in test-preparation institutes, as 

codes IE 3.2.1 and IE 3.2.2, time for TOEIC taking and time for TOEIC preparation, illustrate at 

the bottom right of Figure 5.11. Employee 8 started to prepare for the TOEIC when she was a 

third-year undergraduate student and explained why she started so early.  
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“I started to prepare for the TOEIC when I was the third year of undergraduate studies 

because TOEIC scores are valid for two years. During school breaks, I tried to get a TOEIC 

score because I thought I might not have enough time to prepare for the TOEIC while I 

prepared for a job application in the fourth year. […] If I had not had a TOEIC score 

beforehand, I may not have been able to fully focus on TOEIC preparation while preparing 

for a job application. Most students start to prepare for the TOEIC six months or one year 

before job seeking. They can use their TOEIC score until it expires.”  

Along with time for TOEIC preparation, employees 8 and 9 shared a very interesting 

comment on time for taking the TOEIC. They commonly reported that they were told that there 

were certain periods (i.e., March and September) to take the TOEIC, which refers to the seasonality 

of test taking. Employee 8 reported:  

“If you take the TOEIC in March or in September, you would be able to get the highest 

TOEIC score. It is because civil servants who are not familiar with TOEIC tests take the test 

to get additional points for promotion to achieve a score above 700 on the TOEIC LR. You 

would relatively have more people whose TOEIC scores aren’t higher than yours. During 

these time points, those who have had around 850 points would be able to get 900 points on 

the TOEIC LR.” (Employee 8) 

These employees’ perceived uses of TOEIC scores in this study clearly represent TOEIC’s 

stakes in Korea, as the test has been widely used for high-stakes decisions, such as hiring and 

promotion. 

Consequences of TOEIC use (Ramification inference). From the analyses of interview 

data, the theme consequences of TOEIC use was also commonly found from the employers and 

employees in this study, as the validity evidence for the ramification inference in this study’s 
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operational validation model. However, only negative aspects of consequences of TOEIC uses 

were found from employers, while both negative and positive aspects were found from employees , 

as shown in Figure 5.12, below. In the following, findings from employers are reported, followed 

by those from employees.  

 

Note. Dotted squares = codes; gray squircles = subthemes; and black squares = themes. Numbers 

within parentheses indicate the number of participants and the frequency of the code mentioned. 

Figure 5.12. Validity evidence from interviews for the ramification inference  

As shown in code IR 4.0.1 on the top left of Figure 5.12, four employers reported that their 

employees showed unsatisfactory performance in English at their workplaces although they had 

high TOEIC scores. They perceived that it was due to TOEIC’s under-representation of English 

skills, as reported in the previous section. Employer 1 shared his observations on an employee’s 

performance on business calls with his/her business partner.  
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“Sometimes, very interesting cases happen. One employee was talking to a business partner 

from India on the phone. The business partner had an Indian English accent and spoke so 

fast that the newly hired employee couldn’t understand what the partner was talking about. 

The employee had a really high TOEIC LR score, but had difficulty understanding the 

accents of the business partner.” (Employer 1) 

As the TOEIC Listening does not sufficiently reflect English varieties for international 

businesses, employers had to spend more to train employees (code IR 4.0.2: costs for training), as 

shown at the bottom left of Figure 5.12. Although only two employers reported explicitly, this 

expenditure for training employees for international businesses would be commonly incurred for 

any Korean company, considering the communication challenges that most employers and 

employees encountered in international business workplaces. Employer 1 clearly stated:  

“New employees who have been hired based on TOEIC scores cannot properly work for 

international businesses. […] I do not send the new employees to the field right after I hired 

them, but have more time (around six months) to train them to get used to international 

business. When we have fairs or business trips, the employees go there with their 

supervisors.” (Employer 1) 

While the employers shared their perceptions of the consequences of TOEIC uses regarding 

their employees’ business performance, the employees in this study shared their TOEIC-taking 

experiences respecting both negative and positive aspects of consequences of TOEIC uses. In 

subtheme IE 4.1, negative aspects, at the top right of Figure 5.12, code IE 4.1.1 of no improvement 

of English skills was explicitly mentioned by employees 3 and 8. They commonly reported that, 

while they were preparing for the TOEIC in TOEIC preparation institutes, they did not feel their 
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English skills improved due to instructors’ teaching of test-wiseness strategies, which was reported 

in the previous sections about the contextual factors and understanding of TOEIC scores. 

Regarding the costs of taking the TOEIC multiple times, two employees (employees 3 and 

8) reported that they had to take the TOEIC and saw their friends take the test multiple times to 

submit a high TOEIC score for potential employers. Employee 8 remarked that he took the TOEIC 

many times to prepare for job applications when he was doing his undergraduate studies. So did 

his friends: “[M]y friends retook the TOEIC because they had a low TOEIC LR score and TOEIC 

Speaking level. So, they had to spend more time and money to achieve high TOEIC scores, rather 

than to study hard their majors.” Realizing the stakes of the TOEIC, the other four employees 

commonly experienced a great deal of stress. Employee 4, for example, expressed that she hated 

taking the TOEIC to show her English language proficiency, although she could confidently 

communicate with international business partners: “I really felt stressed out because I had to 

submit a TOEIC score to show my English skills, although I am confident in communicating with 

business partners. I didn’t like that I had to do other things to prove my English skills.” Other 

employees also noticed that their colleagues felt stressed much, as their companies required 

employees to submit TOEIC scores for promotion. Employee 5 reported:  

“What I remember is that the company required a relatively lower TOEIC LR score around 

700 or 750 points for promotion. Young employees may feel that the requirement is easy to 

meet, but it was stressful to achieve that TOEIC LR score for those who had worked in the 

domestic market without using English in their workplaces for about 15 or 20 years.” 

(Employee 5) 



 

208 

 

Employee 7’s company required a TOEIC Speaking level for overseas business trips and 

promotions. She was told that most of her colleagues felt it was so trying to take TOEIC Speaking, 

and they would memorize sample answers to take the test.  

Contrary to the negative aspects employees perceived, TOEIC’s reflection of English skills 

to some extent (code IE 2.3.2 in Figure 5.10), which was reported in the previous section 

understanding of TOEIC scores, led to a degree of positive consequences, as displayed at the 

bottom right of Figure 5.12. Employee 8 reported, “TOEIC Listening is surely helpful, because I 

didn’t have opportunities to talk to English-speaking people” (code IE 4.2.1 in Figure 5.12). 

Employee 2 related that passages on the TOEIC Reading test could exemplify expressions used 

when writing a formal letter (code IE 4.2.2 in Figure 5.12):  

“TOEIC Reading already has examples for writing business emails or formal letters to 

business partners. In addition, the passages in TOEIC Reading clearly show the structure 

of writing, such as an introduction, the body, and the conclusion. […] The passages are 

good examples for writing emails and letters.” (Employee 2) 

Employees 6 and 8, who took the TOEIC Speaking test, commented on the test’s usefulness 

regarding their understanding of expressions used at their workplaces with a certain degree of 

doubt (code IE 4.2.3 in Figure 5.12). Employee 6 commented that “TOEIC Speaking would be 

helpful to understand expressions for describing details, but the more important thing is to use 

shared key words or terms used in international business contexts,” and Employee 8 expressed 

that “TOEIC Speaking itself may not be helpful for improving English skills, but it has some useful 

expressions in passages that I may use at the workplace later.” TOEIC may be also helpful in 

contexts such as Korea, where there are not many opportunities to be exposed to English. 

Employees 2 and 3 expressed they could not say TOEIC was useless, because they were exposed 
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to English while preparing for TOEIC (code IE 4.2.4 in Figure 5.12). Employee 5 also showed the 

same perspectives toward TOEIC, but emphasized the usefulness of progress measurement in 

English language proficiency (code IE 4.2.5 in Figure 5.12):  

“I cannot say that there were no benefits while preparing for TOEIC. The fact that I can 

identify my progresses in English skills with numbers on report cards is useful for me. Ah, 

I, anyway have a TOEIC score above 900. You may not have chances to see your English 

language proficiency without tests.” (Employee 5)  

The employees above showed contrasting views on TOEIC scores. They did not believe 

TOEIC scores accurately reflected English constructs in international business workplaces, but 

would be useful to some extent, as employees saw TOEIC preparation as a way to be exposed to 

English with measurement of their progress in English language proficiency.  

Section Three: Relationships in Findings between Employers and Employees 

Section Three illustrates the relationships between findings (themes, subthemes, and codes) 

from employers and employees reported in Section Two. In Section One, the relationships between 

findings were found in the theme communication in businesses while the codes in the other two 

themes, cultural understanding and business knowhow, did not show the relationships. However, 

the similarities and differences between employers’ and employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC 

were found in Section Two. In this section, the relationships of findings about the theme of the 

communication in businesses and the relationships of findings from employers and employees 

about the TOEIC are reported sequentially.  

Relationships between codes in the theme communication in businesses. English 

constructs in international business workplaces had complex dimensions beyond the linguistic 

capacity for businesses, as linguistic and non-linguistic factors were entwined and embedded in 
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each subtheme, as Figure 5.13 displays below. Figure 5.13 shows the relationships between codes 

with subthemes in the theme communication in businesses as any relationships of the theme with 

others (i.e., cultural understanding and business knowhow) were not found, based on interview 

data. The relationships among the codes and subthemes in the theme communication in businesses 

must be described, as the findings could provide in-depth descriptions of English constructs in 

international business workplaces.  

 

Figure 5.13. Relationships between findings in the theme communication in businesses 
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The colored arrows with numbers shown in Figure 5.13 were used only to describe the 

relationships visually. There is no meaning for using different colors with numbers. The straight 

and double arrows were made based on what the employers and employees said in the interviews.  

As red straight arrows with numbers 1 and 2 show on the top left of Figure 5.13, the 

subtheme BF 1.1 of communication challenges (which includes codes BF 1.1.1 and BF 1.1.2: 

English accents in L & S and different levels of English language proficiency) led to the 

participants’ use of communicative strategies (code BF 1.2.2: (un)use of communicative strategies), 

using a variety of strategies such as asking for repetition, clarification, accommodation, and 

paraphrasing. In addition, these challenges led employers and employees to use written 

communication, as the blue straight arrows with numbers 3 and 4 in Figure 5.13 indicate. This 

coping method was frequently used by asking business partners to send emails about what they 

said. However, as the black straight arrow with number 5 indicates, the participants’ business 

partners did not use communicative strategies, although the participants were struggling to 

understand what their business partners said. This situation often happened because of power 

dynamics (code BF 1.1.3), as their business partners had power over the participants.  

Comprehending their business partners’ English accents affected by their first languages 

was critical in international businesses, as businesspeople encounter many situations where people 

from different countries use English as a lingua franca. Therefore, the participants in this study 

emphasized that comprehending different English varieties was one of the most important aspects 

of international businesses, as the purple straight arrow with number 6 indicates in Figure 5.13. 

This emphasis on comprehending assorted English accents may be because English speaking and 

listening skills in international business workplaces were considered important. Because business 

deals often transpire through oral communication, there may be many business issues when one 
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does not have adequate English language proficiency in listening and speaking, as the purple 

straight arrow with number 7 shows on the middle right of Figure 5.13.  

As reported above, the participants in this study often used written communication to deal 

with communication challenges because of various English accents and different levels of English 

language proficiency. Therefore, written communication became the major communication 

method in international business workplaces, as the green straight arrow numbered 8 indicates.  

With a variety of communication challenges in international business workplaces, two 

other aspects were perceived as important: using shared key words and not requiring high-level 

English language proficiency, as the green straight arrows with numbers 9 and 10 show at the 

bottom right and top right of Figure 5.13, respectively. Indeed, participants commonly reported 

that they and their business partners usually used shared key words. This use made communication 

successful, despite their disparate levels of English language proficiency, respecting efficiency and 

usefulness. Thus, sharing key words was perceived as an important aspect of international business 

workplaces. Besides using shared key words, the utilization of coping strategies, such as the use 

of written communication and communicative strategies, resulted in not requiring a high level of 

English language proficiency in workplaces.  

Relationships between codes about perceptions of the TOEIC. Figures 5.14 and 5.15, 

below, demonstrate the relationships among the findings from analyses of interview data from this 

study’s employers and employees. The colored arrows with numbers shown in figures 5.14 and 

5.15, below, were used to show the relationships visually. The straight and double arrows were 

drawn based on employers and employees’ statements in interviews. As shown at the top left of 

figures 5.14 and 5.15 below, TOEIC preparation institutes (codes IR 1.0.1 and IE 1.0.1) that played 

a mediating role (red straight arrows with number 1) commonly affected employers’ and 
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employees’ understanding of TOEIC scores: TOEIC scores as an indicator of test-wiseness 

strategies. As the red straight arrows numbered 2 depict in each figure below, their understanding 

of TOEIC scores to indicate test-wiseness strategies led to employers’ administration of additional 

processes for assessing candidates’ English skills, such as conducting English interviews and 

requiring resumes in English (codes IR 3.3.1 and IR 3.3.2: interviews in English and resumes in 

English in subtheme IR 3.3, additional processes for assessing English skills), shown in Figure 

5.14. Meanwhile, employees perceived there was no improvement of their English skills (code IE 

4.1.1: no improvement of English skills), as revealed in Figure 5.15.  

While code IR 1.0.1 and IE 1.0.1, TOEIC preparation institutes, was commonly identified 

in the theme of contextual factors, disparate codes for the employers’ and employees’ use of 

TOEIC scores were identified. As the blue straight and square arrows with the number 3 

demonstrate in figures 5.14 and 5.15, employers’ perceptions that there were no alternatives to 

replace TOEIC (code IR 1.1.1: no alternatives to replace TOEIC) led them to use TOEIC scores 

as a gate-keeping tool to screen out applicants with a perceived cut-off score of 700 points on the 

TOEIC LR (codes IR 3.1.1 and IR 3.1.(2).2: screening out and perceived cut-off score [a score of 

700 on the TOEIC LR] in subtheme IR 3.1, a gate-keeping tool). However, employees’ perceived 

importance of TOEIC (codes IE 1.1.1 and IE 1.1.2: requirement for job application and 

requirement for promotion in subtheme IE 1.1, the importance of TOEIC) led them to use TOEIC 

scores instrumentally for the purpose of being hired and promoted along with their perceived 

higher cut-off score than the employers’ (codes IE 3.1.1, IE 3.1.2, and IE 3.1.3: hiring, promotion, 

and perceived cut-off score in subtheme IE 3.1 of instrumental use) and their taking TOEIC before 

they started to prepare for job applications (codes IE 3.2.1 and IE 3.2.2: time for TOEIC 

preparation and time for TOEIC taking in subtheme IE 3.2). In addition, the employees’ 
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instrumental use of TOEIC scores led them to extra spending on fees. They took TOEIC multiple 

times and felt stressed about meeting job requirements (being hired), as indicated by the purple 

square arrows numbered 4 (codes IE 4.1.2 and IE 4.1.3: costs and stress under the theme of 

consequences of TOEIC use at the bottom of Figure 5.15).  

While common relationships between TOEIC preparation institutes and employers’ and 

employees’ understanding of TOEIC scores as a reflection of test-wiseness strategies were 

identified, different relationships were found concerning their uses of TOEIC scores and their 

perceived consequences, because the employers used TOEIC scores for making high-stakes 

decisions, such as hiring and promotion, while employees used TOEIC scores for getting hired or 

promoted.  

For example, the employers’ perception of TOEIC scores as an indicator of one’s effort 

(code IR 2.1.2: one’s effort in Figure 5.14) led to their use of TOEIC scores as a tool to assess an 

applicant’s character, perceived as a selection criterion by employers. The quality of one’s 

character was also interactively related to the perceived cut-off score (700 on the TOEIC LR) as a 

selection criterion. The score of 700 was used to screen out applicants, as shown by the purple 

straight, double, and square arrows numbered 4, 5, and 6 in Figure 5.14. In addition, their use of 

TOEIC scores for assessing character led to the spending of time and effort to train employees to 

be familiar with international businesses, as shown by the yellow square arrow with the number 7 

in Figure 5.14.  

The reason costs were incurred to train employees was due to the timely needs of English 

language proficiency in international business workplaces. Both employers and employees 

commonly emphasized the importance of comprehending different varieties of English as well as 

the importance of using shared key words, regardless of grammar, in listening and speaking, 
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Figure 5.14. Relationships between codes from the employers 
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Figure 5.15. Relationships between codes from the employees 
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which were found in Section One of this chapter, as shown at the top right of figures 5.14 and 5.15. 

Both participant groups believed TOEIC under-represented English use in international business 

workplaces, as green straight arrows indicate with the number 8 in Figure 5.14 and with number 5 

in Figure 5.15. However, the employers’ perceptions of TOEIC scores led them to use additional 

processes for assessing candidates’ English skills, such as interviews and resumes in English, as 

reported earlier (as the green straight arrow with number 9 indicates). They perceived that their 

employees showed unsatisfactory work performance in English (as the green straight arrow with 

number 10 indicates). In contrast, the employees perceived that TOEIC scores reflected English 

skills to some extent, and they considered TOEIC helpful in terms of positive aspects, as the green 

straight arrow with number 6 indicates in Figure 5.15.  

In this chapter, the findings were reported in regard to six employers’ and ten employees’ 

perceptions of English constructs in international business workplaces, their understanding of 

TOEIC scores, their TOEIC uses, and consequences of those uses. These findings provide an in-

depth understanding to evaluate validity in the TOEIC in Korea. In Korea’s international business 

workplaces, the contextual factors that may be unique in the context affected employers’ and 

employees’ perceptions of TOEIC scores, their uses for selection decisions, and the consequences 

of TOEIC use.  

To investigate employees’ perceptions of the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions and their consequences, online questionnaires were distributed to a large group 

of employees (n = 281) across Korean-based international business companies to answer four sub-

research questions, RQ 2e to RQ 2h, as described in Chapter 6. The findings from the online  

questionnaire data further provide validity evidence for the inferences in this study’s operational 

validation model.  
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Chapter 6 

Findings from Data Set of Online Questionnaires for Employees 

This chapter present the results from analyzing the online questionnaire data from a large 

group of employees (n = 281) across Korea-based international business organizations (i.e., the 

TOEIC in vivo: see chapters 1 and 3). The questionnaire data were concurrently collected with 

interview data, the findings of which were reported in Chapter 5. Specifically, in both the 

interviews and online questionnaires, employees were commonly asked about their perceptions of 

English constructs, their perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, 

and the consequences of such decisions. However, while interviews were administered to gain an 

in-depth understanding of their perceptions to investigate the why and how, the online 

questionnaires were used to statistically investigate the relationships between employees’ 

perceptions, the findings of which are reported in this chapter.  

The online questionnaire instrument consisted of three sections to, besides interviews, 

further explore employees’ perceptions of English constructs in international business workplaces 

(Section A), their perceptions of  meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and 

the consequences of TOEIC use and such decisions (Section B; perceptions of the TOEIC for short) 

and the demographic characteristics of employees working for international businesses and their 

TOEIC test-taking experiences (Section C). These online questionnaire data answered the four 

sub-research questions to investigate inferences framed in this study’s operational validation 

model:  

 RQ 2e: What are a large group of employees’ experiences with TOEIC test taking? 
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 RQ 2f: How do a large group of employees perceive English constructs in international 

business workplaces, the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions 

(hiring and promotion), and the consequences of TOEIC use and the above decisions?  

 RQ 2g: To what extent do a large group of employees’ perceptions of English constructs 

and TOEIC meanings, uses, and consequences relate to each other?  

 RQ 2h: To what extent does a large group of employees’ perceptions explain their 

demographic characteristics and their TOEIC test-taking experiences? 

As illustrated in Figure 6.1 below, the four sub-research questions were answered using 

statistical analyses, including descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, and regression 

analysis. The results of the analyses are reported in the following four sections.  

 

Figure 6.1. An overview of the findings from the online questionnaire data, including the statistical 

analyses used and their corresponding inferences in the operational validation model of this study 

RQ 2e was addressed to investigate the employees’ TOEIC-taking experiences, which is 

validity evidence for the utilization inference, as described at the top of Figure 6.1, above. RQ 2f 

was addressed to investigate overall inferences from the domain description, explanation, and 
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extrapolation inferences (in relation to English constructs in international business workplaces and 

the meanings of TOEIC scores), except for the evaluation and generalization inferences, to the 

utilization and ramification inferences regarding the uses of TOEIC scores and the consequences 

of TOEIC uses. RQ 2g was addressed to identify the factor structures using exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) regarding English constructs and employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC regarding 

validity evidence for the domain description, explanation, utilization, and ramification inferences, 

and to investigate the relationships (i.e., effect size) between the factors identified from EFA. Last , 

RQ 2h was addressed to investigate the relationships between the findings for RQ 2e (descriptive 

statistics) and RQ 2g (results of EFA).  

Details of the sources from the online questionnaires and the software used for the 

statistical analyses are provided in Table 6.1, below.  

Table 6.1  

Overview of the Findings in Sections of Chapter 6 

RQs Section  Result Source Software 

RQ 2e Section One Descriptive statistics Section C from the online 

questionnaires 

SPSS 25 

RQ 2f Section Two Descriptive statistics  Sections A and B from the 

online questionnaires 

SPSS 25 

RQ 2g Section Three Results of exploratory factor 

analyses & correlation 

analyses 

Sections A and B from the 

online questionnaires 

Mplus 8.2 

RQ 2h Section Four Results of regression analyses Section A, B, and C from 

the online questionnaire 

Mplus 8.2 

 

To analyze the data set from the online questionnaires, I used SPSS 25 (IBM Corp., 2017) 

to conduct descriptive statistics for demographic characteristics and to test the multi-collinearity 
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of factors identified from EFA and the assumption of proportional odds (i.e., the same effects of 

an independent variable on the ordered dependent variable) for ordinal response variables. For 

EFA, correlation analyses, and regression analyses, I used Mplus 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). 

To answer the four sub-research questions above, the results of the online questionnaire data are 

reported in four sections: Section One for descriptive statistics about employees’ TOEIC test-

taking experiences (RQ 2e); Section Two for descriptive statistics about their perceptions of 

English constructs in international business workplaces and their perceptions of the TOEIC (RQ 

2f); Section Three for factor structures and their relationships from the employees’ perceptions of 

English constructs, and the meanings, uses, and consequences of TOEIC scores (RQ 2g); and 

Section Four for the relationships between their perceptions, demographic characteristics, and 

TOEIC test-taking experiences (RQ 2h).  

Section One: Test-taking Experience for RQ 2e (Utilization inference) 

This section summarizes employees’ TOEIC-taking experiences to answer research 

question 2e. This section’s findings are the validity evidence for the utilization inference in this 

study’s operational validation model. Employees’ TOEIC-taking experiences clearly show how 

they used TOEIC scores to prepare for the TOEIC in their contexts. The information relevant to 

their uses of the TOEIC includes purposes for TOEIC test taking, length of TOEIC preparation, 

number of attempts, and TOEIC scores for being hired and promoted, as illustrated in a table in 

Appendix R. The numbers with squares in the table in Appendix R continue Table 3.4’s 

demographic information in Chapter 3. Demographic information about and TOEIC-taking 

experiences of employee participants is used in regression analyses in this chapter’s Section Four.  

In the table in Appendix R, [12] to [16] depict the purposes for employees’ TOEIC test 

taking. When looking at the combined frequencies [12] to [16], most employees took TOEIC to 
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improve their English, get a job, and be promoted, accounting for 63.9% for yes and 36.1% for no 

([13]), 85.2% for yes and 14.8% for no ([15]), and 79% for yes and 21% for no ([16]). Meanwhile, 

about 50% of employees took the TOEIC to be placed to a position they wanted ([12]) and to 

measure their progress of English language proficiency ([14]). These statistics showed the 

employees’ instrumental (i.e., to get a job and to be promoted) and achievement (i.e., to improve 

their English) uses of the TOEIC. 

Results show that 75.4% (n = 212) of participants prepared for the TOEIC in institutes, 

such as TOEIC preparation institutes and TOEIC classes at universities ([17] in the table in 

Appendix R). Among the 212 participants, 74.5 % (n = 158) spent less than six months to two 

years in TOEIC preparation at the institutes ([18]). This trend was also evident in the length of 

time for TOEIC preparation, as 52.8% of the participants (n = 112) spent less than six months 

while 36.3% (n = 77) spent one to three years for TOEIC preparation ([19]). Regarding the number 

of attempts of TOEIC components ([20], [21], and [22]), the number of those who took the TOEIC 

once was the lowest (less than 20%), while the rest of them took TOEIC twice and three times or 

more (92% for the TOEIC LR, 80.7% for TOEIC Speaking, and 81.9% for TOEIC Writing, 

respectively). Overall, the majority of participants relatively spent less time of six months to one 

year to prepare for the TOEIC while taking the test multiple times.  

 The employees’ self-reported TOEIC scores are reported by each component of the TOEIC 

when they took the test either for being hired or promoted: the TOEIC Listening, the TOEIC 

Reading, the TOEIC Speaking, and the TOEIC Writing. The total scores in the TOEIC Listening 

and Reading are 450 points each as norm-referenced tests, and there are four and five score ranges 

in the TOEIC Listening and Reading, respectively, based on TOEIC LR score descriptors provided 

by ETS (2017): less than 200, 200–299, 300–399, and 400–495 on the TOEIC Listening and less 
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than 150, 150–249, 250–349, 350–449, and 450–495 on the TOEIC Reading. Conversely, there 

are eight levels (Level 1 to Level 8; from the lowest to highest) in the TOEIC Speaking and nine 

levels (Level 1 to Level 9: from the lowest to the highest) in the TOEIC Writing as criterion tests 

(ETS, 2016a).  

The employees’ self-reported TOEIC scores in the table in Appendix R (from [23] to [30]) 

reveal employees’ TOEIC scores submitted for being hired and promoted. The employees’ self-

reported scores from the TOEIC Listening for being hired and promoted ([23] and [24] in the table 

in Appendix R) showed most employees (52.7% and 53.8% for being hired and promoted, 

respectively) had higher scores (a range of 400–495) on the TOEIC Listening both for being hired 

and promoted, followed by score ranges of 300–399, 200–299, and less than 200. Contrarily, 

TOEIC Reading scores for being hired and promoted ([25] and [26] in the table in Appendix R) 

showed that the highest number of employees for being hired and promoted (54.7% and 48.7%, 

respectively) had scores between 350 and 449 on the TOEIC Reading both for being hired and 

promoted, followed by score ranges of 450–495, 250–349, 150–249, and less than 150.  

 The first- and second-highest levels on the TOEIC Speaking accounted for 39.6% and 37.7% 

on level 6 and 36.8% and 36.2% on level 7 for being hired and promoted ([27] and [28]), 

respectively. However, employees’ self-reported TOEIC Writing levels showed relatively even 

distributions across levels 6 to 8 for being hired and promoted. For example, for being hired ([29] 

in the table in Appendix R), level 7 accounted for 29.4%, followed by level 6 (25%) and level 8 

(22%), while level 8 had the biggest proportion (30.7%), followed by level 7 (29%) and level 6 

(19.4%) for being promoted ([30] in the table in Appendix R). This result shows employees’ 

English writing proficiency level has improved since they submitted the TOEIC Writing levels for 
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being hired, while employees’ TOEIC LR scores and TOEIC Speaking levels showed similar 

levels of English language proficiency for being hired and promoted. 

Section Two: Descriptive Statistics for RQ 2f 

To answer RQ 2f, descriptive statistics were calculated for the online questionnaire data 

from sections A and B in the online questionnaires: employees’ perceptions of English constructs 

and their perceptions of the TOEIC test. While 281 employees responded to the questions in 

Section A, the number of the employees who responded to questions in Section B varied from 62 

to 250, as illustrated in Table 6.2, below.  

Table 6.2  

Number of Responses to Each Component of the TOEIC 

Section Item N 

Section A English constructs  281 

Section B TOEIC Listening and Reading 250 

 Hiring 243 

 Promotion 195 

TOEIC Speaking 166 

 Hiring 144 

 Promotion 138 

TOEIC Writing 83 

 Hiring 68 

 Promotion 62 

 

As described in section of instrument in Chapter 3, employees were given the options to 

answer relevant items depending on their own use of TOEIC component scores (n = 250 for the 

TOEIC LR; n = 166 for the TOEIC Speaking; and 83 for the TOEIC Writing) and the use of 

TOEIC scores for being hired and promoted (n = 243 for being hired and n = 195 for being 

promoted regarding the TOEIC LR; n = 144 for being hired and n = 138 for being promoted 

regarding the TOEIC Speaking; and n = 68 for being hired and n = 62 for being promoted regarding 
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the TOEIC Writing). These results show that TOEIC LR scores were used most for being hired 

and promoted in South Korea. 

Employees’ perceptions of English constructs. Employees’ perceptions of English 

constructs from Section A in the online questionnaires are the validity evidence for the domain 

description inference, as illustrated in Figure 6.1, regarding the required skills for international 

businesses in their workplaces. Section A of the online questionnaires included 33 items that 

measured the employees’ (n = 281) perceptions of English constructs in international business 

workplaces in relation to three aspects—(a) multicultural competence (seven items), (b) business 

English as a lingua franca (21 items), and (c) business knowhow (five items)—based on the 

conceptualization of the Global Communicative Competence of a business professional by 

Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011). As discussed earlier in Chapter 1, multicultural 

competence requires the abilities to manage “communicative situations with representatives of 

different national, organizational, and professional cultures” (Kankaanranta & Louhiala-Salminen, 

2013, p. 28) relating to interactions with business partners. Competence in business English as a 

lingua franca or English as a business lingua franca (BELF) refers to abilities to use core English 

in international business situations, such as directness, politeness, and use of comprehensible 

expressions, while business knowhow pertains to business-specific knowledge, including business 

strategies on how to operate a business, which is one of the most important aspects of operating 

international businesses. 

On a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree), as shown in a table 

within Appendix S, the means of item scores ranged from the lowest score of 4.19 (BELF_12: For 

my communication to succeed, I have to pronounce like native English speakers) to the highest 

score of 6.31 (BK_1: Communication is an essential part of business). Among the items, BELF_11 
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and BELF_12 inquired about employees’ perceptions regarding the use of native-like English 

language proficiency in international business workplaces. While the mean of BELF_12 showed 

the lowest mean value among the items, the item of BELF_11 (i.e., For my communication to 

succeed, I have to use grammatically correct forms of Standard English) in relation to Standard 

English had a higher mean value of 5.05. Participants may have felt that native-like pronunciation 

may be hard to acquire, but they should use the correct form of Standard English varieties.  

In the table in Appendix S, the second-lowest and -highest means of the item scores ranged 

from 4.42 (BELF_19: For communication, I try to copy international business partners’ English 

accents) to 6.20 (BELF_9: For my communication to succeed, I have to know the English 

vocabulary of my own business area.). The mean values of the items BELF_19 and BELF_9 

indicate the employees did not fully consider it necessary to speak like their business partners’ 

English accents, while they felt they needed to know certain English vocabularies used in their 

workplaces to facilitate communication with international business partners.  

The standard deviations of the items ranged from .83 (MC_1) to 1.379 (BELF_19). In 

general, items with higher means had smaller standard deviation values, indicating a ceiling effect 

that means there is little variance. All items were negatively skewed, which shows more responses 

are concentrated on the right side (i.e., to the 7 = strongly agree). The item B_K_1 had the lowest 

negative skewness value of -1.706 and the highest kurtosis value of 3.888. These values 

demonstrate employees’ responses to the item B_K_1 were more concentrated on the right side 

than other items, and more employees’ responses were located in the extreme rather than around 

the mean.  

Employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC. Employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC from 

Section B in the online questionnaires are the validity evidence for the explanation, extrapolation, 
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utilization, and ramification inferences, as illustrated in Figure 6.1, respecting their perceptions of 

the meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC. Section B of the online questionnaires 

consisted of six dimensions of items that measured employees’ perceptions of (a) the meanings of 

TOEIC scores (three items for each component of the TOEIC), (b) values embedded in TOEIC 

scores (five items each), (c) the importance of the TOEIC (four items each), (d) employer’s hiring 

(four items each) and/or promotional (four items each) decision-making processes using TOEIC 

scores, (e) the consequences of the TOEIC (five items each, except for six items for TOEIC LR), 

and (f) the consequences of the hiring (nine items) and/or promotional (nine items) decisions (see 

Chapter 3). The results of descriptive statistics for (a) the meanings of TOEIC scores were validity 

evidence for the explanation and extrapolation inferences; for (b) values embedded in TOEIC 

scores for the explanation inference; for (c) the importance of the TOEIC and (d) employers’ hiring 

and/or promotional decision-making processes using TOEIC scores for the utilization inference; 

and for (e) and (f) for the ramification inference.  

Before descriptive statistics, the collected data were analyzed to examine whether there 

were significant differences between responses to each TOEIC component using the Kruskal-

Wallis test (i.e., non-parametric testing), as similar questions for each component of the TOEIC 

were posed to employees, depending on the components employees used for attaining jobs and/or 

for being promoted. It was to put responses to items of each component of the TOEIC together 

when there were no significant differences. There were no significant differences (p > .05) in 

responses to items regarding the meanings of TOEIC scores in the TOEIC LR, TOEIC Speaking, 

and TOEIC Writing. Some items regarding values embedded in TOEIC scores, the importance of 

the scores, and the consequences of the TOEIC showed significant differences (p < .05) between 

responses to each TOEIC component, except for responses for the hiring and/or promotional 
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decision-making processes in each component of the TOEIC (p > .05). For descriptive analyses, I 

decided to analyze the responses for the TOEIC components individually, as there were significant 

and marginalized differences in the responses.  

Tables in Appendix T and U reveal the descriptive statistics of each component of the 

TOEIC along with hiring and promotional decisions and the consequences of such decisions on a 

7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). The results from each component 

of the TOEIC are reported sequentially, as follows in the table in Appendix T: (1) meanings of 

TOEIC scores, (2) values, (3) importance of the TOEIC, (4) hiring and promotion, and (5) 

consequences of TOEIC use, to compare employees’ perceptions depending on the TOEIC 

component. In addition, descriptive statistics of the consequences of selection decisions (hiring 

and promotion) in the table in Appendix U are as follows.  

In the table in Appendix T, three items each Listening and Reading, Speaking and Writing 

test for the meanings of the TOEIC components (MEAN_L_1, 2, and 3; MEAN_R_1, 2, and 3; 

MEAN_S_1, 2, and 3; and MEAN_W_1, 2, and 3) were individually asked to employees  

depending on the component employees used for getting hired and/or promoted. Examples of 

questions are as follows:  

• MEAN_R_1: TOEIC Reading score is an accurate indicator of the quality of English 

language use in international businesses. 

• MEAN_R_2: TOEIC Reading is a useful tool to measure English reading ability for 

international businesses.  

• MEAN_R_3: The passages (or texts) of TOEIC Reading are similar to English language 

use in international businesses. 
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The first and second items were asked to investigate validity evidence for the explanation 

inference, while the third items for the domain description inference. As reported in the table in 

Appendix T, the mean values of the first and second items in each component ranged from 4.38 to 

4.72, and the results regarding the meanings of TOEIC scores generally showed similar patterns  

across the four components (L & R, S, and W), respecting the lowest mean of the third item in 

each component (MEAN_L3, MEAN_R3, MEAN_S3, and MEAN_W3). The mean value of the 

MEAN_W3 item (M = 4.46) was relatively higher than those of the third items on the TOEIC 

Listening (M = 4.05), Reading (M = 4.09), and Speaking (M = 4.09). Moreover, the mean values 

of the three items on the TOEIC Writing were the highest among items regarding the meanings of 

TOEIC Listening, Reading, and Speaking. These statistics indicate that the employees perceived 

TOEIC Writing reflected the use of English better than other TOEIC components.  

Five items from each component were individually asked to employees to explore the 

values embedded in each of the TOEIC components (VAL_LR_1, 2, 3, 4, and 5; VAL_S_1, 2, 3, 

4, and 5; and VAL_W_1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) regarding the explanation inference, depending on the 

component they used for attaining hiring and/or promotions. Examples of the questions on the 

TOEIC Listening and Reading are as follows:  

• VAL_LR_1: The length of studying English leads to a high TOEIC LR score. 

• VAL_LR_2: The length of staying in English-speaking countries leads to a high TOEIC 

LR score. 

• VAL_LR_3: Efforts (e.g., time, cost, and energy) put into test preparation lead to a high 

TOEIC LR score. 

• VAL_LR_4: Learning English daily leads to a high TOEIC LR score. 

• VAL_LR_5: The use of test-taking tips leads to a high TOEIC LR score. 
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Interestingly, the employees’ responses to questions of the values in each component varied. 

The item with the highest mean among items regarding the values of the TOEIC LR was 

VAL_LR_5 (M = 5.44), which inquired about the use of test-taking tips leading to a high TOEIC 

LR score. Conversely, VAL_S_2 (M = 5.15), about the length of stay in English-speaking 

countries leading to a high TOEIC Speaking level, had the highest mean among the items on the 

TOEIC Speaking. In addition, VAL_W_4 (M = 5.29), about learning English daily leading to a 

high TOEIC Writing level, had the highest mean among the items on the TOEIC Writing. The first 

items in each of the TOEIC LR and TOEIC Speaking (VAL_LR_1 and VAL_S_1) had the lowest 

means (M = 4.38; M = 4.22, respectively), which indicates that the length of time studying English 

may not lead to more significant effects on a high TOEIC LR score and a high TOEIC Speaking 

level. However, the second item on the TOEIC Writing (VAL_W_2) had the lowest mean (M = 

4.60), which refers to one’s length of stay in English-speaking countries leading to a high TOEIC 

Writing level. Broadly speaking, these statistics represent the potential major factors that led to 

high scores or levels on the TOEIC based on the highest mean values in each component, as TOEIC 

LR scores are pushed high with test-taking tips (VAL_LR_5); TOEIC Speaking levels, by the 

length of stay in English-speaking countries (VAL_S_2); and TOEIC Writing levels, by learning 

English daily (VAL_W_4). Learning English daily also greatly affected TOEIC LR scores and 

TOEIC Speaking levels. VAL_LR_4 and VAL_S_4 had the second-highest means, while 

VAL_W_3, about the efforts poured into test preparation leading a high TOEIC Writing level, had 

the second-highest means. The results concerning descriptive statistics about values showed 

employees’ different perceptions of each component of the TOEIC.  

Four items each for the importance of TOEIC components (IM_LR_1, 2, 3, and 4; IM_S_1, 

2, 3, and 4; and IM_W_1, 2, 3, and 4) for the utilization inference were also individually asked to 
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employees. Examples of questions are as follows:  

• IM_LR_1: TOEIC LR is important for me to improve my English listening and reading 

ability. 

• IM_LR_2: TOEIC LR is important for me to see my progress in learning English 

listening and reading. 

• IM_LR_3: TOEIC LR is important for me to get a job in Korea. 

• IM_LR_4: TOEIC LR is important for me to be promoted in my company. 

As reported in the table in Appendix T, results concerning the importance of TOEIC scores 

generally showed the same patterns in terms of the highest means of the third items and the second-

highest means in the fourth items among the items regarding the importance of TOEIC scores, 

which asked about the importance of TOEIC to get a job and to be promoted, respectively. The 

mean value of IM_LR_3 item (M = 5.56) was relatively higher than those of the third items on the 

TOEIC Speaking (M = 5.46) and TOEIC Writing (M = 5.14). So was the mean value of the 

IM_LR_4 item. These statistics indicate that the employees attached more importance to the 

TOEIC when they used the scores or levels for high-stakes contexts than when they used TOEIC 

for improving and measuring their progress in English language proficiency.  

To investigate the utilization inference regarding employers’ decision-making processes, 

eight items each for TOEIC components were asked about employees’ perceptions of employers’  

hiring and promotional decisions based on scores or levels of the TOEIC LR, TOEIC Speaking, 

and TOEIC Writing, as follows:  

• HR_LR_1: I feel that the company has clearly informed me of why TOEIC LR score 

would be used for hiring decisions. 

• HR_LR_2: I feel that the company clearly informed me of how TOEIC LR score would 
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be used for hiring decisions. 

• HR_LR_3: I feel that the company has clearly provided information on a cut score on 

the TOEIC LR for hiring decisions. 

• HR_LR_4: I feel that the use of the TOEIC LR score is fair for hiring decisions 

regarding giving equal opportunities to applicants. 

The same questions about employers’ promotional decisions as those about hiring 

decisions were asked to employees by replacing hiring decisions with promotional decisions. 

Overall, the first two items among those regarding hiring and promotional decisions had the first- 

and second-lowest means. The first and second items were about employees’ perceptions of the 

company’s clear provision of information to employees about why and how the company used 

TOEIC scores for hiring and promotional decisions. However, the fourth items among the items 

regarding hiring and promotional decisions (e.g., HR_LR_4 and PRO_LR_4) generally had the 

highest means across TOEIC components, except for PRO_S_4 (M = 4.31), as having the second 

highest means, compared to PRO_S_3 (M = 4.33). Overall, items regarding hiring and promotional 

decisions generally had lower means than other questions on the online questionnaires. 

To investigate the ramification inference regarding general consequences of TOEIC use, 

employees were asked about five items of each component to explore the washback effect and 

expenditure for taking the TOEIC, except for the items on the TOEIC LR with individual first 

questions for TOEIC Listening and TOEIC Reading (i.e., CON_L_1 and CON_R_1), resulting in 

six questions in total for the TOEIC LR. Examples of the questions are as follows:  

• CON_L_1: TOEIC Listening preparation helped improve my English listening ability 

for international business.  

• CON_R_1: TOEIC Reading preparation helped improve my English reading ability for 



 

233 

 

international business. 

• CON_LR_2: TOEIC LR score motivated me to study English listening and reading 

harder. 

• CON_LR_3: TOEIC LR report card provided me with useful feedback for learning 

English listening and reading. 

• CON_LR_4: I spent a reasonable amount of money for TOEIC LR preparation. 

• CON_LR_5: I spent reasonable amount of money to take the TOEIC LR. 

Among the items, the second items (about the TOEIC’s motivation to study English) in 

relation to the washback effect of each TOEIC component had the highest means: CON_LR_2 (M 

= 4.58), CON_S_2 (M = 4.77), and CON_W_2 (M = 4.82), while items about expenditures to take 

the TOEIC (e.g., CON_LR_5) had the lowest means among the items regarding hiring and 

promotional decisions as well as among all the items from Section B on the online questionnaire: 

CON_LR_5 (M = 3.22), CON_S_5 (M = 3.34), and CON_W_5 (M = 3.76).  

To further investigate the ramification inference regarding employers’ hiring and/or 

promotional decisions based on scores or levels of the TOEIC LR, TOEIC Speaking, and TOEIC 

Writing, nine items each for hiring and promotional decisions (in total, 18 items) were asked to 

the employees. The table in Appendix U summarizes employees’ perceptions about the 

consequences of employers’ selection decisions. Employees who used TOEIC scores to get hired 

only responded to items regarding consequences of employers’ hiring decisions, while those who 

used TOEIC scores for promotion responded to items regarding consequences of employer’s 

promotional decisions. In addition, those who used TOEIC scores for both getting hired and 

promoted responded to all items about the consequences of employers’ hiring and promotional 

decisions.  
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• CON_HR_1: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led to beneficial (good) 

consequences/outcomes/results for me.  

• CON_HR_2: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to get a job I wanted.  

• CON_HR_3: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to work competently for 

international businesses. 

• CON_HR_4: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to feel confident in 

international businesses. 

• CON_HR_5: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to be motivated to achieve 

successful international businesses. 

• CON_HR_6: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to understand different 

cultures.  

• CON_HR_7: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to feel confident in English 

communication with international clients. 

• CON_HR_8: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to be motivated to study 

English hard for international businesses.  

• CON_HR_9: Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to achieve successful 

communication with international clients. 

The same questions about the consequences of promotional decisions as those about the 

consequences of hiring decisions were asked to the employees by replacing hiring decisions with 

promotional decisions. 

In the table in Appendix U, the first and second items (e.g., CON_HR_1 and CON_HR_2; 

and CON_PRO_1 and COM_PRO_2) asked about general consequences of hiring and 

promotional decisions in relation to beneficial consequences of selection decisions and being 



 

235 

 

promoted or getting the job that employees wanted. The items had the highest and second-highest 

means in each of the consequences of hiring and promotional decisions: CON_HR_1 (M = 4.88), 

CON_PRO_1 (M = 4.74), CON_HR_2 (M = 4.73), and CON_PRO_2 (M = 4.54). However, the 

sixth items (i.e., CON_HR_6 and CON_PRO_6) about employees’ perceptions of hiring and 

promotional decisions leading to understanding different cultures showed the lowest means (M = 

3.87; M = 3.97, respectively).  

Section Three: Exploratory Factor Analysis and Correlation Analyses for RQ 2g 

EFA was performed with the questionnaire data from Section A and Section B in the online 

questionnaires separately to identify the factor structures for further statistical analyses such as 

correlation analyses. Three factors were identified from the questionnaire data from Section A, 

while four factors were found from the data from Section B. The factors identified are the validity 

evidence for the domain description (from Section A), explanation, utilization, and ramification 

(from Section B) inferences. The following subsections report findings about the latent constructs 

from EFA for Section A and Section B in the online questionnaire data. 

Procedures for determining the dimensionality of the data set. As described in Chapter 

3, there are a range of procedures for determining the dimensionality of the data set. In this study, 

various methods were used: Kaiser criterion (K1), a scree plot, and indices of chi-square statistics, 

CFI, TLI, and RMSEA with the oblimin (i.e., oblique) rotation method (Muthén & Muthén, 2017).  

Questionnaire data from Section A. The number of factors based on the Kaiser criterion 

(K1) (a criterion for determining the number of factors that have eigenvalues above .1) was eight. 

The scree plot, as shown in Figure 6.1 below, suggests a three-factor model. However, the Kaiser 

criterion (K1) and the scree plot test have been reported as insufficient to determine the number of 
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factors respecting generating too many factors in K1 and rendering factor selection completely 

subjective in the scree plot (Gorsuch, 1983; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007; Thompson, 2004). 

 

Figure 6.2. The scree plot for the data about English constructs  

Therefore, additional indices of chi-square, comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis 

Fit Index (TLI), standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), and the root mean square error 

of approximation (RMSEA) were used to determine the number of factors. Table 6.3, below, 

provides indices of model fit for the individual factor models (one to five factors) to determine the 

number of factors. The lower or non-significant chi-square values indicate that the model 

adequately reproduces sample variance/covariance matrix (i.e., better fit). However, it is hard to 

interpret the chi-square values. Therefore, I provided the ratio of the chi-square to the degree of 

freedom (χ2 /df) with a value less than 2.0, which is regarded as a good model fit (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2013). Values of the CFI and a TLI above .95 indicate a good model fit, while a value of 

the SRMR at .08 and below supports good fit between the target model and data (Hu & Bentler, 

1999). In addition, an RMSEA value less than .05 indicates good fit, adequate fit between .05 

and .08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), and mediocre fit between .08 and .10 (MacCallum, Widaman, 

Zhang, & Hong, 1999). Models with an RMSEA value of .10 and above should be rejected. The 

one-factor model was removed due to the SRMR and RMSEA indices (above .1).  
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Table 6.3  

Model Fit Indices of Competing Models for the Constructs of English in the Initial EFA 

Model WLSMV 

χ2 (df) 

p value WLSMV 

χ2 /(df) 

CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA (90% CI) 

1-factor 2314.291 (495) <.001 4.68 .709 .689 .112 .114 (.110-.119) 

2-factor 1523.000 (463) <.001 3.29 .830 .807 .082 .090 (.085-.095) 

3-factor 1017.826 (432) <.001 2.37 .906 .885 .059 .069 (.064-.075) 

4-factor 867.332 (402) <.001 2.16 .926 .902 .054 .064 (.058-.070) 

5-factor 722.085 (373) <.001 1.94 .944 .921 .046 .058 (.051-.064) 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Fit Index; SRMR = Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; and 90% CI = 90% 

confidence interval of the RMSEA. 

As shown in Table 6.3 above, the values of the chi-square, SRMR, and RMSEA were 

lowered, which indicated better fit because the number of factors was increased. Meanwhile, the 

CFI and TLI indices were increased, which also indicated better fit. Among the factor models, 

EFA was conducted with two- to five-factor models with the WLSMV extraction method and the 

oblimin (i.e., oblique) rotation method to identify the simplest and the most interpretable factor 

model. At the end, the three-factor model with oblimin rotation resulted in the simplest, most 

interpretable factor model respecting the number of items correlated with factors (i.e., a minimum 

of three items for a factor). However, some items (MC_3, MC_4, MC_5, BELF_4, BELF_10, and 

BELF_19) showed low factor loadings (less than .3) as well as cross loadings with the differences 

of the loadings within .1.  

Table 6.4  

Model Fit Indices of the Competing Models for the Constructs of English in the repeated EFA 

Model WLSMV 

χ2 (df) 

p value WLSMV 

χ2 /(df) 

CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA (90% CI) 

2-factor 1083.208 (274) <.001 3.95 .848 .820 .081 .103 (.096-.109) 

3-factor 641.039 (250) <.001 2.56 .927 .905 .056 .075 (.068-.082) 

4-factor 522.853 (227) <.001 2.30 .945 .921 .048 .068 (.060-.076) 
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5-factor 408.501 (205) <.001 1.99 .962 .940 .041 .059 (.051-.068) 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Fit Index; SRMR = Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = the root mean square error of approximation; and 90% CI = 90% 

confidence interval of the RMSEA 

Based on the indices shown in Table 6.4 above, EFA was repeated with two- to five-factor 

models. At the end, the three-factor model with oblimin rotation resulted in the simplest, most 

interpretable factor model regarding the number of items correlated with factors (i.e., a minimum 

of three items for a factor). The three factors accounted for 48.30% of the variance. All the items 

loaded moderately to highly onto each factor. Table 6.5 below illustrates the factor loadings of the 

items.  

Table 6.5  

Oblimin Rotated Factor Matrix of the Constructs of English 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

MC_1 .767* -.059 .005 
MC_2 .722* .029 .052 
MC_6 -.095* .522* .083 

MC_7 .080 .545* .091 
BELF_1 .479* .253* .245* 
BELF_2 .758* .208* .176* 
BELF_3 .433*    -.112*     .297* 
BELF_5 .665*     .162*    -.027 
BELF_6 .690*     .187*    -.065 

BELF_7 .284*     .412*     .112* 
BELF_8 .515*     .252*     .133* 
BELF_9 .807*    -.013     -.074 
BELF_11 .184*     .638*    .041 
BELF_12 -.097*     .658*     .031 
BELF_13 .571*    -.016     .293* 

BELF_14 .512*     .221*     .020 
BELF_15 .550*     .162*     .130* 

BELF_16 -.052     -.013     .755* 

BELF_17 -.002     .028 .881* 

BELF_18 -.026     .095*     .788* 

BELF_20 .508*    -.055     .357* 

BELF_21 .531*     .003     .260* 
B_K_1 .873*    -.096*    -.184* 
B_K_2 .698*     .104*    -.061 
B_K_3 .712*     .099*    -.051 
B_K_4 .470*     .147*     .086 
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Cronbach’s alpha  .914 .685 .817 

Note. *p < .05  

Eighteen items loaded onto the first factor, while five and three items loaded onto the 

second and third factors, respectively. The first factor was named global communicative 

competence (i.e., important aspects of international business workplaces, such as cultural 

understandings, business English as a lingua franca, and business knowhow). The second factor 

related to interactions with business partners in business communication, while the third factor 

pertained to accommodating one’s business partners using easy English (see Table 6.8 below for 

the items relevant to each factor). 

• Factor 1: Global communicative competence 

• Factor 2: Business communication skills  

• Factor 3: The ability to use easy English  

Factor 1 explains a variety of items that asked about multicultural competence, competence 

in business English as a lingua franca (BELF), and business knowhow (Louhiala-Salminen & 

Kankaanranta, 2011). Therefore, Factor 1 was named global communicative competence. 

However, Factor 2 specifically explains business communication skills respecting friendly, 

considerate business communication with business partners, which includes ways of 

communication regarding linguistic and non-linguistic aspects of business communication. Factor 

3 was named the ability to use easy English, as the three items (BELF 16, 17, and 18) pertained to 

the use of short English sentences, easy English, and easy English grammar for international 

business partners. These three items were distinct from using accommodation strategies (included 

in Factor 1) by using a simpler language for interlocutors. These factors are the validity evidence 

for the domain description inference regarding the skills required for international businesses in 

employees’ workplaces.  
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Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficients based on standardized items for Factor 

1 were .911 (very good), while the coefficients for Factor 2 and Factor 3 were .685 (minimally 

acceptable) and .818 (very good), respectively (DeVellis, 2012).  

Table 6.6 below summarizes the correlations between factors. Overall, the factors 

identified showed weak correlations. Specifically, Factor 3 showed weak correlations with Factor 

1 (r = .274; p < .05) and Factor 2 (r = .148; p < .05). A correlation coefficient between Factor 1 

and Factor 2 was also weak (r = .166; p < .05).  

Table 6.6  

Oblimin Factor Correlations Regarding English Constructs 

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Factor 1 1.000   

Factor 2 .166* 1.000  

Factor 3 .274* .148* 1.000 

Note. *p < .05 

Table 6.7 below summarizes the factor structure, which provides evidence for convergent 

and discriminant validity for the factor solution. The factor structure is used to examine the 

adequacy of the factor solution based on the pattern matrix as well as to gauge the convergent and 

discriminant validity of the measure. Indices from the pattern and factor structure matrices do not 

have be identical, but should not be much different.  

Table 6.7  

Rotated Factor Structure of English Constructs 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

MC_1 .755     .067     .196 
MC_2 .712     .141     .150 
MC_6 .014     .519     .134 
MC_7 .195     .572     .194 

BELF_1 .504     -.138     .339 

BELF_2 .772     -.056     .353 
BELF_3 .496     .004     .399 
BELF_5 .684     .268     .179 
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BELF_6 .703     .292     .151 
BELF_7 .383     .476     .250 
BELF_8 .594     .357     .312 
BELF_9 .784     .110     .145 
BELF_11 .300     .674     .186 

BELF_12 .021     .647     .102 
BELF_13 .648     .122     .447 
BELF_14 .554     .308     .192 
BELF_15 .612     .273     .305 

BELF_16 .153     .090     .739 

BELF_17 .244     .158     .884 

BELF_18 .206     .207     .795 

BELF_20 .596     .082     .488 
BELF_21 .603     .129     .406 
B_K_1 .807     .021     .040 
B_K_2 .699     .210     .145 
B_K_3 .714     .209     .158 

B_K_4 .518     .237     .236 

 

Additionally, summative factor scores were calculated for subsequent statistical analyses, 

such as correlation analyses, in a later section by averaging the summing scores for all variables 

representing a factor (DiStefano, Zhu, & Mîndrilă, 2009), because the sum score method is 

desirable when the scales that collect the ordinal data are of an exploratory nature (Hair, Black, 

Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006).  

Table 6.8 summarizes the descriptive statistics of the three factors regarding employees’ 

perceptions of English constructs, including factor labels, items loading highly on each of the 

factors, means, and standard deviations of the factor scores.  

 

Table 6.8  

Descriptive Statistics of Factors Regarding Perceptions of the Constructs of English 

Factor Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Global communicative 
competence 

MC_1, MC_2, BELF_1, BELF_2, 

BELF_3, BELF_5, BELF_6, 
BELF_8, BELF_9, BELF_13, 

BELF_14, BELF_15, BELF_20, 
BELF_21, B_K_1, B_K_2, 

B_K_3, B_K_4 

5.90 .619 -1.228 2.259 
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Business communication 
skills 

MC_6, MC_7, BELF_7, 
BELF_11, BELF_12 

 
4.91 .778 -.456 .857 

The ability to use easy 
English 

BELF_16, BELF_17, BELF_18 
 

5.13 .931 -.287 -.122 

 

Out of the three factors, global communicative competence had the highest mean value (M 

= 5.90), the lowest skewness of -1.228, and the highest kurtosis value of 2.259, while its standard 

deviation value was the lowest (.619). These statistics mean that the employees perceived that 

global communicative competence was highly required for international business workplaces.  

Questionnaire data from Section B. The number of factors based on the Kaiser criterion 

(K1) was 19. The scree plot, as shown in Figure 6.2 below, suggests one to five factors. 

 

Figure 6.3. The scree plot for the data concerning perceptions of the TOEIC 

Additional indices such as CFI, TLI, SRMR, and RMSEA were also used to determine the 

number of factors for questionnaire data from Section B. Table 6.9 below summarizes indices of 

model fit for the individual factor models in terms of determining the number of factors. Based on 
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the criteria of CFI and TLI, SRMR and RMSEA, EFA was conducted with one to five factor 

models.  

In addition, an RMSEA value less than .05 indicates good fit, an adequate fit between .05 

and .08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), and a mediocre fit between .08 and .10 (MacCallum et al., 

1999). Models with an RMSEA value of .10 and above should be rejected. The one- and two-

factor models were removed because of the SRMR indices (above .1). 

Table 6.9  

Model Fit Indices of Competing Models for the Perceptions of the TOEIC in the Initial EFA 

Model WLSMV  

χ2 (df) 

p value WLSMV  

χ2 /(df) 

CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA (90% CI) 

1-factor 9115.262 (4559) <.001 2.00 .875 .872 .136 .060 (.058-.061) 

2-factor 7798.936 (4463) <.001 1.75 .909 .905 .113 .052 (.050-.053) 

3-factor 6884.925 (4368) <.001 1.58 .931 .926 .099 .045 (.043-.047) 

4-factor 6067.469 (4274) <.001 1.42 .951 .946 .087 .039 (.036-.041) 

5-factor 5699.578 (4181) <.001 1.36 .958 .954 .078 .036 (.034-.038) 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Fit Index; SRMR = Standardized Root 

Mean Square Residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; and 90% CI = 90% 

confidence interval of the RMSEA. 

Once deciding the number of factors (1 to 5), EFA was conducted with the WLSMV 

extraction method using the oblimin rotation method. Each factor solution was interpreted, and the 

quality of variables measuring the factors regarding loadings, cross loadings, and the number of 

variables that loaded onto the factor were also evaluated. The four solution turned out to be the 

simplest, most interpretable factor model. However, five poor items (i.e., HR_W_4, PRO_W_4, 

CON_LR_5, CON_S_5, and CON_W_5), which measured employees’ perceptions of the fairness 

of using TOEIC Writing levels for hiring and promotion (HR_W_4 and PRO_W_4) and the 

consequences of expenses to take the TOEIC LR, S, and W components (CON_LR_5, CON_S_5, 

and CON_W_5), were eliminated because the two items showed different loadings on a factor 
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from other relevant items (HR_LR_4; PRO_LR_4; HR_S_4; and PRO_S_4) and the three items 

showed with cross-loadings with the differences of loading within .1. Table 6.10 below 

demonstrates model fit indices after eliminating the five items.  

Table 6.10  

Model Fit Indices of Competing Models for Perceptions of the TOEIC in Repeated EFA 

Model WLSMV  

χ2 (df) 

p value WLSMV  

χ2 /(df) 

CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA (90% CI) 

3-factor 6264.928 (3913) <.001 1.60 .935 .930 .095 .046 (.044-.048) 

4-factor 5414.999 (3824) <.001 1.42 .956 .952 .081 .038 (.036-.041) 

5-factor 5075.821 (3911) <.001 1.30 .963 .958 .072 .036 (.033-.038) 

 

Based on the indices, EFA was repeated with three- to five-factor models. The four-factor 

solution with oblimin rotation also resulted in the simplest, most interpretable factor model 

regarding the number of items correlated with factors (i.e., a minimum of three items for a factor) 

among the three- to five-factor solutions. The four factors accounted for 62.57% of the variance. 

All the items loaded moderately to highly onto each factor, except for three items (i.e., VAL_S_5 

= .394; VAL_W_2 = .360; and PRO_S_4 = .344). These items were kept on the corresponding 

factors despite low loadings of the three items, as the rest of the relevant items in different 

components of the TOEIC showed relatively higher factor loadings on the corresponding factors. 

A table in Appendix V illustrates the factor loadings of various items.  

As shown in the table in Appendix V, 40 items loaded onto Factor 1, 22 items onto Factor 

2, 11 items onto Factor 3, and 19 items onto Factor 4. The four factors are labeled as follows:  

• Factor 4: English language proficiency on the TOEIC 

• Factor 5: Selection decision-making procedures using the TOEIC 

• Factor 6: Stakes of the TOEIC 

• Factor 7: Consequences of TOEIC use 
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Factor 4 explains items that asked about employees’ understanding of TOEIC scores, the 

importance of the scores, and consequences of TOEIC use concerning English language 

proficiency regarding validity evidence for the explanation inference. Factor 5 includes items 

about employees’ perceptions of employers’ hiring and promotional processes pertaining to the 

validity evidence for the utilization inference. Factor 6 relates to the employees’ perceived stakes 

of the TOEIC respecting validity evidence for the utilization inference. Last, Factor 7 explains 

items about the consequences of TOEIC use (e.g., employees’ use of TOEIC scores and employers’ 

hiring and promotional decisions) regarding validity evidence for the ramification inference. As 

reported at the bottom of the table in Appendix V, Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency 

coefficients based on standardized items for the four factors were found to be very good, ranging 

from .856 to .973 (DeVellis, 2012).  

Table 6.11 below summarizes the correlations between factors. Factor 7 was moderately 

correlated with Factor 4 (r = .512; p < .05) and Factor 5 (r = .493; p < .05). In addition, weak 

correlations were identified between Factor 4 and Factor 5 (r = .363; p < .05), and the rest showed 

no significant correlation between factors.  

Table 6.11  

Oblimin Factor Correlations of TOEIC Perceptions 

Factor Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 

Factor 4 1.000    

Factor 5 .363* 1.000   

Factor 6 .101 .060 1.000  

Factor 7 .512* .493* .044 1.000 

Note. *p < .05 

 

A table in Appendix W summarizes the factor structure. As described in the previous 

section, the factor structure provides evidence for convergent and discriminant validity evidence 

for the factor solution. Indices from the pattern and factor structure matrices need not be identical, 
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but should not be much different. Although indices of three items (MEAN_S_3, CON_S_3 and 

CON_PRO_1, highlighted in red in the table in Appendix W) showed a difference in the pattern 

and factor structure matrices, the differences were within .01.  

For subsequent analyses such as correlation analyses, summative factor scores were also 

calculated. Table 6.12 summarizes the descriptive statistics of the four factors regarding the 

employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC, including factor labels, items loading highly on each of the 

factors, means, and standard deviations of the factor scores.  

Table 6.12  

Descriptive Statistics of Factors Regarding Perceptions of the TOEIC 

Factor Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Factor 4: English 
language proficiency 

on the TOEIC 

MEAN_L_1, MEAN_L_2, MEAN_L_3, 

MEAN_R_1, MEAN_R_2, MEAN_R_3, 
VAL_LR_1, VAL_LR_2, VAL_LR_3, 

VAL_LR_4, IM_LR_1, IM_LR_2, 
CON_L_1, CON_R_1, CON_LR_2, 

CON_LR_3, MEAN_S_1, MEAN_S_2, 
MEAN_S_3, VAL_S_1, VAL_S_2, 

VAL_S_3, VAL_S_4, IM_S_1, IM_S_2, 
CON_S_1, CON_S_2, CON_S_3, 

MEAN_W_1, MEAN_W_2, MEAN_W_3, 
VAL_W_1, VAL_W_2, VAL_W_3, 

VAL_W_4, IM_W_1, IM_W_2, 
CON_W_1, CON_W_2, CON_W_3 

4.38 .715 .064 .882 

Factor 5: Selection 
decision-making 
procedures using the 

TOEIC 

HR _LR_1, HR _LR_2, HR _LR_3, HR 

_LR_4, PRO_LR_1, PRO_LR_2, 
PRO_LR_3, PRO_LR_4, HR _S_1, HR 
_S_2, HR _S_3, HR _S_4, PRO_S_1, 

PRO_S_2, PRO_S_3, PRO_S_4, HR _W_1, 
HR _W_2, HR_W_3, PRO_W_1, 

PRO_W_2, PRO_W_3 

4.04 .716 .042 1.020 

Factor 6: Stakes of 
the TOEIC 

VAL_LR_5, IM_LR_3, IM_LR_4,  

VAL_S_5, IM_S_3, IM_S_4, VAL_W_5, 
IM_W_3, IM_W_4, CON_HR_1, 

CON_PRO_1 

4.76 .620 .392 .612 
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Factor 7: 
Consequences of 
TOEIC use 

CON_LR_4, CON_S_4, CON_W_4, 

CON_HR_2, CON_HR_3, CON_HR_4, 
CON_HR_5, CON_HR_6, CON_HR_7, 

CON_HR_8, CON_HR_9, CON_PRO_2, 
CON_PRO_3, CON_PRO_4, CON_PRO_5, 
CON_PRO_6, CON_PRO_7, CON_PRO_8, 

CON_PRO_9 

4.23 1.028 -.457 -.021 

 

Out of the four factors, Factor 5—that is, perceptions of selection decision making (use)—

had the lowest mean (M = 4.04), with the highest kurtosis value of 1.020. These values indicate 

that the employees’ responses were more closely centered on the mean value of 4.04. Conversely, 

Factor 6—that is, the beneficial consequences of using the TOEIC for high-stakes decisions 

(consequences)—had the highest mean of 4.76 with the second-lowest kurtosis value of .612. 

These values present the fact that employees’ perceptions of the high-stakes nature of the TOEIC 

and their responses were relatively evenly distributed.  

Generally, factors regarding perceptions of the TOEIC had the lower mean values (ranging 

from 4.04 to 4.76) than mean values of factors about English constructs in international business 

workplaces (ranging from 4.91 to 5.90) reported in the previous section.  

Relationships between factors from sections A and B. Calculating factor scores from 

EFA in previous sections, correlation analyses were conducted between factors from the data set 

of sections A and B in the online questionnaires; Table 6.13, below, shows the correlation 

coefficients. The results of correlation analyses show the effect size and further provide 

information about the interconnection between validity evidence for the domain description, 

explanation, utilization, and ramification inferences. Factors 1 to 3 pertain to English constructs in 

international business workplaces (questionnaire data from Section A), while factors 4 to 7 are 

related to the employees’ perceptions of the meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC in 

their workplaces (questionnaire data from Section B).  
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Table 6.13  

Factor Score Correlations about Perceptions of English Constructs and the TOEIC 

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4  Factor 5  Factor 6  Factor 7  

Factor 1: Global 

communicative 

competence 

1.000       

Factor 2: Business 

communication skills 

.298** 1.000      

Factor 3: The ability to 

use easy 

.309** .214** 1.000     

Factor 4: English 

language proficiency 

on the TOEIC 

.143* .291** .167** 1.000    

Factor 5: Selection 

decision-making 

procedures using the 

TOEIC 

-.012 .220** .111* .625** 1.000   

Factor 6: Stakes of the 

TOEIC 

.409** .260** .087 .490** .332** 1.000  

Factor 7: 

Consequences of 

TOEIC use 

.018 .297** .018 .708** .637** .408** 1.000 

Note. * p < .05 (two-tailed); ** p < .01 (two-tailed) 

Factors in relation to English constructs in international business workplaces were weakly 

correlated, ranging from r = .214 (p < .01) to r = .309 (p < .01). As factors about English constructs 

in international business workplaces are distinct from each other, these weak correlation 

coefficients were expected. Conversely, factors 4, 5, 6, and 7 were weakly to highly correlated, 

ranging from r = .332 (p < .01) between Factor 5 and Factor 6 to r = .708 (p < .01) and r = .637 (p 

< .01) between Factor 4 and Factor 5 and between Factor 4 and Factor 7, respectively. These 

correlation coefficients represent the relationships between the meanings of TOEIC scores (i.e., 

Factor 4) respecting English language proficiency in the TOEIC, selection decision-making 

procedures based on TOEIC scores (i.e., Factor 5), and the consequences of the TOEIC use (i.e., 
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Factor 7). In addition, factors 4 and 7 were moderately correlated with Factor 6 (r = .490; p < .01 

and r = 408; p < .01, respectively).  

From the correlation analyses, factors 1 to 3 overall showed three dimensions of English 

constructs being weakly correlated, while factors 4 to 7 were relatively more correlated, 

representing the relationships between the meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC.  

Section Four: Regression Analyses for RQ 2h 

Besides the relationships between factors in the previous section, this section reports the 

results from regression analyses of the seven factors reported in Section Three, with demographic 

variables reported in Chapter 3 and variables about TOEIC test-taking experiences reported in 

Section One of Chapter 6. Regression analyses were conducted to investigate the seven factors’ 

association with demographic characteristics and TOEIC test-taking experiences.  

It was hypothesized that factors (as independent variables) explained the demographic 

characteristics and TOEIC test-taking experiences (as dependent variables) because the dependent 

variables were highly and conceptually related to the employees’ perceptions of English constructs 

in international business workplaces and their TOEIC test-taking experiences. For example, 

employees who had studied English in English-speaking countries (i.e., [4] Studied English in 

English-speaking countries) from demographic characteristics were hypothesized to be negatively 

explained by factors (Factors 1 to 3) in relation to English constructs in international business 

workplaces because they already experienced the use of Standard English while studying in 

English-speaking countries. It was also hypothesized that variable [6], Lengths of working at the 

present division (i.e., international business division), may be positively explained by factors 1 to 

3, as the employees’ perceptions of business English may have been affected by their work 

experience, depending on the length of time they worked for international businesses.  
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Overall, the results of regression analyses show that (a) the validity evidence for the domain 

description inference (i.e., factors 1 and 3) and for the ramification inference (i.e., Factor 7) are 

related to employees’ length of work experience for international businesses; that (b) listening and 

speaking skills were more important skills associated with validity evidence for the explanation 

inference (i.e., Factor 4) and for the domain description inference (i.e., Factor 1); and that (c) the 

purposes for taking the TOEIC were highly associated with validity evidence for the domain 

description (i.e., Factor 1), the explanation inferences (i.e., Factor 4), the utilization inference (i.e., 

Factor 6), and the ramification inference (i.e., Factor 7).  

Specifically, (a) the length of work experience in an international business division was 

explained by Factor 1 (global communicative competence), Factor 3 (the ability to use easy 

English), and Factor 7 (consequences of TOEIC use). In other words, English constructs in 

international business workplaces explained those who had more work experience for international 

businesses. Employees’ perceptions of consequences of TOEIC use (toward positive) also 

explained those who had more work experience. These results may indicate that (a) employees 

perceive English constructs in international business workplaces as necessary English skills and 

would feel TOEIC use had positive consequences, as they had more work experience at 

international businesses, (b) employees perceived that listening and speaking were more important 

than reading and writing regarding Factor 4 (English language proficiency on the TOEIC) at 

international business workplaces and Factor 1 (global communicative competence), and (c) the 

purposes for taking the TOEIC were interrelated with employees’ perceptions of English 

constructs and their perceived meanings, uses, and consequences. For example, Factor 4 (English 

language proficiency on the TOEIC) was positively associated with the purposes of TOEIC test 

taking (to improve English skills), and Factor 7 (Consequences of TOEIC use) was also positively 
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associated with the purposes of TOEIC test taking in relation to improving English and measuring 

one’s progress in English. Factor 7 was negatively associated with the purpose of TOEIC test 

taking (to get a job). However, Factor 6 (Stakes of the TOEIC) was positively associated with the 

purpose of TOEIC test-taking (to get promoted). 

Reporting the results, specifically, variables in Table 6.14, below, were included for 

regression analyses. Variables [6], [10], and [11] in Table 6.14, below, were related to employees’ 

demographic characteristics in international business workplaces, while variables [12] to [22] 

pertain to employees’ TOEIC test-taking experience. In Table 6.14, types of regression were also 

described when the variables were used as dependent variables, while having the seven factors as 

independent variables, as described in the data analysis section of Chapter 3. 

Table 6.14  

Variables of Demographic Characteristics and TOEIC Test-taking Experience for Regression 

Analyses 

Variable Types of regression 

(depending on 
dependent variables) 

[4] Studied English in English-speaking countries (D_Q_6) Multiple  

[6] Length of time worked at the present division (D_Q_8) Multinomial  

[10] Important English skills in workplaces (D_Q_10) Multinomial  

[11] Percentages of communication with NNES (D_Q_13_1) Simple linear  

[12]–[16] Purposes of TOEIC test-taking (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) Multiple  

[17] Prepared for the TOEIC in institutes (D_Q_15) Multiple  

[18] Length of TOEIC preparation in institutes (D_Q_15_2) Multinomial  

[19] Length of time spent in TOEIC preparation (D_Q_16) Ordinal  

[20] Number of attempts: TOEIC LR (D_Q18_LR) Multinomial  

[21] Number of attempts: TOEIC Speaking (D_Q18_S) Multinomial  

[22] Number of attempts: TOEIC Writing (D_Q18_W) Multinomial  

Note. Numbers in square brackets refer to the numbers in Table 3.5 and the table in Appendix R; 

original question numbers in the online questionnaire are provided using parentheses. Multiple = 
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multiple logistic regression; Multinomial = multinomial logistic regression; Ordinal = ordinal 

logistic regression; and Simple linear = simple linear regression.  

Results of regression analyses for demographic characteristics. From the results of the 

regression analyses, only two variables as dependent variables were explained by four factors 

(factors 1, 3, 4, and 7): [6] Lengths of time worked at the present division (D_Q_8) and [10] 

Important English skills in workplaces (D_Q_10). These variables were analyzed using 

multinomial logistic regression analyses. In multinomial logistic regression analysis, the results 

would be different depending on which response category is set as the reference category. I 

performed individual analyses by changing the reference category and selectively reports the 

meaningful results in tables 6.16 and 6.18, as follows.  

Table 6.15  

Frequency and Percentage of Each Response Category in the D_Q8_DEP 

Item Response variable N % 

[6] D_Q_8: Length of time 

working at the present 

division 

Less than 1 year 15 5.3% 

1 and 2 years 37 13.2% 

2 and 3 years 39 13.9% 

3 and 4 years 53 18.9% 

4 and 5 years 35 12.5% 

5 and 6 years 21 7.5% 

More than 6 years 81 28.8% 

Total 281 100.0% 

 

When reporting the results of variable [6], Length of time working at the present division, 

this item had seven unordered responses, as shown in Table 6.15 above. The results of the first 

(less than 1 year) and second (1 and 2 years) categories selected as the reference category are 

reported, because they showed more meaningful findings. Broadly, results showed that factors (i.e., 
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factors 1 and 3) about English constructs in international business workplaces explained those who 

had more work experience at a division in their companies. Factor 7 (consequences of TOEIC use 

[selection decisions]) in relation to the TOEIC was also associated with those who had more work 

experience.  

Table 6.16  

Results of Regression Analyses for Demographic Variables (DQ_8) 

Regression type Variable Estimate p-value OR 95% CI 

Multinomial logistic regression [6-1-1] 2 and 3 years 

(Reference category: Less than 

1 year) 

F7 0.966 *p = .041 2.628 [1.038, 6.652] 

[6-1-2] 3 and 4 years 

F4 -1.649 *p = .016 0.192 [0.051, 0.731] 

 F7 1.149 *p = .013 3.156 [1.279, 7.788] 

 [6-1-3] 4 and 5 years 

 F7 0.989 *p = .041 2.689 [1.043, 6.930] 

 [6-1-4] 5 and 6 years 

 F3 1.088 *p = .013 2.968 [1.261, 6.990] 

 [6-1-5] more than 6 years 

 F7 0.886 *p = .039 2.426 [1.044, 5.638] 

(Reference category: 1 and 2 

years) 

[6-2-1] 2 and 3 years 

F1 0.941 *p = .044 2.564 [1.027, 6.397] 

 [6-2-2] 3 and 4 years 

 F4 -1.103 *p = .039 0.332 [0.117, 0.944] 

 [6-2-3] 4 and 5 years 

 F1 1.088 *p = .024 2.969 [1.151, 7.660] 

 [6-2-4] 5 and 6 years 

 F3 0.861 *p = .027 2.365 [1.104, 5.068] 

 [6-2-5] More than 6 years 

 F1 0.880 *p = .021 2.412 [1.141, 5.098] 

Note. N = 281. CI = confidence interval. * p < .05. 

As shown in Table 6.16 above, response categories of “two and three years,” “three and 

four years,” “five and six years,” and “more than six years” were found to be statistically 

significant with some factors (i.e., factors 3, 4, and 7) when setting the first category (less than one 

year) as the reference category. However, “two and three years,” “three and four years,” “four and 

five years,” “five and six years,” and “more than six years” were found to be statistically significant 



 

254 

 

with some factors (i.e., factors 1, 3, and 4) when setting the second category (one and two years) 

as the reference category.  

In reporting the results of multinomial logistic regression analyses with setting the first 

category (Less than one year) as the reference category, when a one-unit increase in Factor 7 

(consequences of TOEIC use), specifically in relation to the consequences of selection decisions, 

the odds for “those who had two and three years’ work experience” to “those who had less than 

one year of work experience” would be expected to increase by 2.268, if other factors in the model 

are held constant. In other words, the probability of being “those who had two and three years of 

work experience” would be 2.268 times more likely (95% CI, 1.038 to 6.652), p = .041, than “those 

who had less than one year of work experience,” given a one-unit increase in Factor 7. This 

probability was also evident, as employees’ work experience was getting increasingly greater 

(three and four years, four and five years, and more than six years) than those who had less than 

one year of work experience.  

One notable finding was discerned in the result of [6-1-4] about five and six years of work 

experience regarding Factor 3 (i.e., the ability to use easy English). Given a one-unit increase in 

Factor 3, the probability of “those who had five and six years’ work experience” would be 2.968 

times more likely (95% CI, 1.261 to 6.990), p = .013, than “those who had less than one-year work 

experience.” Similarly, regarding the multinomial logistic regression analyses, while setting the 

second category (one and two years) as the reference category, it was found that, generally, when 

there is a one-unit increase in Factor 1 (i.e., global communicative competence), “those who had 

more than two years’ work experience” would be more likely than “those who had one and two 

years’ work experience.”  
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Noticeably, when there was a one-unit increase in Factor 4 (i.e., English language 

proficiency on the TOEIC), the probability of “those who had three and four years’ work 

experience” would be 0.192 and 0.332 times less likely (95% CI, 0.051 to 0.731), p = .016, and 

(95% CI, 0.117 to 0.944), p = .039, respectively, than “those who had less than one year of work 

experience” and “those who had one and two years’ work experience,” respectively, if other factors 

in the model are held constant. From these results, those had more work experience in international 

businesses had positive perceptions of English constructs and negative perceptions of the English 

language proficiency on the TOEIC (specifically for those who had three and four years’ work 

experience).  

Table 6.17  

Frequency and Percentage of Each Response Category in the D_Q10 

Item Response variable N % 

[10] D_Q_10: Important 

English skills at 

workplaces 

L (Listening) 13 4.6% 

R (Reading) 9 3.2% 

S (Speaking) 45 16.0% 

W (Writing) 8 2.8% 

L & S 97 34.5% 

R & W 19 6.8% 

L, R, S & W 90 32.0% 

Total 281 100.0% 

 

In reporting the results of multinomial logistic regression analyses for D_Q10: Important 

English skills at workplaces, this item also had seven unordered responses, as shown in Table 6.17 

above. The results of the fifth (Listening and Speaking: L & S) category selected as the reference 

category are reported, because they showed more meaningful findings. Generally, the results 

showed that, in general, “Listening and Speaking” were perceived as more important compared to 

only “Speaking,” and “Reading and Writing” individually in relation to global communicative 
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competence (i.e., Factor 1), and Factor 4 related to the TOEIC was associated with the important 

language skills in workplaces.  

Table 6.18  

Results of Regression Analyses for Demographic Variables (DQ_10) 

Regression type Variable Estimate p-value OR 95% CI 

Multinomial logistic regression 

(Reference category: Listening 

and Speaking) 

[10-1-2] Speaking  

F1 -1.045 *p = .004 0.352 [0.174, 0.712] 

[10-1-3] Reading and Writing  

 F4 -1.429 *p = .014 0.240 [0.076, 0.753] 

Note. N = 281. CI = confidence interval. * p < .05. 

As shown in Table 6.18 above, the response categories of “Listening” and “Reading and 

Writing” were found to be statistically significant with some factors (i.e., factors 1 and 4) when 

setting the fifth category (Listening and Speaking) as the reference category.  

Regarding the setting of the “Listening and Speaking” category as the reference category, 

when there was a one-unit increase in Factor 1 (global communicative competence), the 

probability of perceiving “Speaking” as an important skill was 0.352 times less likely (95% CI, 

0.174, to 0.712), p = .004, than perceiving “Listening and Speaking” as important skills in 

workplaces. Conversely, the probability of perceiving “Listening and Speaking” over “Speaking” 

as important skills was increased by 2.841 times, given a one-unit increase in Factor 1. In addition, 

the probability of perceiving “Reading and Writing” as important skills was also 0.240 times less 

likely (95% CI, 0.076 to 0.753), p = .014, than perceiving “Listening and Speaking” as important 

skills in workplaces when there was a one-unit increase in Factor 4 (English language proficiency 

on the TOEIC).  

Results of regression analyses for TOEIC test-taking experience. Table 6.19 below 

illustrates the results of multiple, ordinal, and multinomial logistic regression analyses for 
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variables of the purposes of TOEIC test-taking ([12]–[16]), the length of time spent in TOEIC 

preparation ([19]), and the number of TOEIC attempts ([20] and ([21]), which only show 

statistically significant relationships between the seven factors and the variables, with the results 

of some variables (i.e., ([17], [18], and [22]) excluded.  

Table 6.19  

Results of Regression Analyses for TOEIC Test-taking Experience 

Regression type Variable Estimate p-value OR 95% CI 

Multiple logistic regression [12-3] Took the TOEIC W to be placed (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F1 -1.372* *p = .044 0.254 [0.067, 0.964] 

Multiple logistic regression [13-1] Took the TOEIC LR to improve English (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F4 0.946* *p = .009 2.576 [1.265, 5.243] 

 F7 0.843* *p = .001 2.323 [1.423, 3.793] 

Multiple logistic regression [13-2] Took the TOEIC S to improve English (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F4 1.084* *p = .027 2.955 [1.132, 7.717] 

 F7 1.136* *p < .001 3.113 [1.687, 5.747] 

Multiple logistic regression [13-3] Took the TOEIC W to improve English (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F4         1.194* *p = .048 3.300 [1.011, 10.764] 

Multiple logistic regression [14-1] Took the TOEIC LR to measure progress of English (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F7 0.917* *p < .001 2.501 [1.618, 3.866] 

Multiple logistic regression [14-2] Took the TOEIC S to measure progress of English (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F6 -0.697* *p = .037 0.498 [0.259, 0.959] 

 F7 0.868* *p = .001 2.381 [1.427, 3.973] 

Multiple logistic regression [14-3] Took the TOEIC W to measure progress of English (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F1 1.111* *p = .034 3.037 [1.088, 8.474] 

Multiple logistic regression [15-1] Took the TOEIC LR to get a job 

 F7 -0.631* *p = .029 0.532 [0.302, 0.937] 

Multiple logistic regression [16-1] Took the TOEIC LR to be promoted (D_Q_14_1, 2, 3) 

 F1 -0.761* *p = .021 0.467 [0.244, 0.893] 

 F6 1.029* *p = .002 2.798 [1.457, 5.375] 

Ordinal logistic regression [19] Length of time spent for TOEIC preparation (D_Q_16) 

 F1 -0.698* *p = .001 0.498 [0.331, 0.747] 

 F6 0.435* *p =.022 1.544 [1.065, 2.240] 

Multinomial logistic regression  

(Reference category: Once) 

[21-1] TOEIC Speaking attempt (twice) (D_Q18_S) 

F6 0.995* *p =.023 2.706 [1.149, 6.375] 

[21-2] TOEIC Speaking attempt (three times) (D_Q18_S) 

F4 0.935* *p =.040 2.547 [1.046, 6.205] 

[22-1] TOEIC Writing attempt (twice) (D_Q18_W) 

F4 -1.440* *p =.046 0.237 [0.058, 0.975] 

F6 1.612* *p =.038 5.011 [1.097, 22.889] 

Note. OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval 
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Reporting the results of regression analyses depends on types of regression analyses: 

multiple logistic regression, ordinal regression, and multinomial regression. As described earlier, 

for the dependent variables that had dichotomous responses (i.e., yes or no), multiple logistic 

regression was used to investigate to what extent factors (as independent variables) explain each 

dependent variable. Dependent variables about the purposes of TOEIC test taking showed 

statistically significant relationships with factors (i.e., explained by the factors).  

Factor 1 (i.e., global communicative competence) was negatively associated with taking 

the TOEIC to be placed and promoted, while it was positively associated with taking the TOEIC 

to measure one’s progress with English, meaning employees used the TOEIC to measure their 

progress in English language proficiency as they perceived English constructs for international 

businesses. For example, the dependent variable ([12-3] Took the TOEIC Writing to be placed) 

was negatively explained by Factor 1. With a one-unit increase in Factor 1 as an independent 

variable, holding other factors at a fixed value, the probability of responding “yes” (took the 

TOEIC Writing to be placed) is 0.254 times lower (95% CI, 0.067 to 0.964), p = .044, than that of 

“no.” This value means that, in terms of percent change, a 74.6% (1 – 0.254 = 0.746) decrease in 

the odds for “yes” (took the TOEIC Writing to be placed) is shown at a one-unit increase in Factor 

1. In other words, the odds for “yes” (took the TOEIC Writing to be placed) were 74.6% lower 

than the odds for “no” (did not take the TOEIC Writing to be placed). Contrarily, the odds for “no” 

(did not take the TOEIC Writing to be placed) were increased by 3.94 times (1 / 0.254 = 3.94) for 

a one-unit increase in Factor 1 and were 294% (3.94 – 1 = 2.94) higher than the odds for “yes” 

(took the TOEIC Writing to be placed). In addition, F1 was also negatively associated with one 

dependent variable ([16-1] Took the TOEIC LR to be promoted). With a one-unit increase in 

Factor 1, the probability of responding “yes” (took the TOEIC LR to be promoted) is 0.467 times, 
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which means that a 53.3% (0.467 – 1 = -0.533) decrease was shown at the one-unit increase in 

Factor 1.  

However, F1 was positively associated with the dependent variable of [14-3], Took the 

TOEIC Writing to measure one’s progress of English. When there was a one-unit increase in Factor 

1, the odds for “yes” (took the TOEIC Writing to measure progress of English) were 203.7% (3.037 

– 1 = 2.037) higher than “no” (did not take the TOEIC Writing to measure progress of English).  

However, Factor 6 (i.e., stakes of the TOEIC), and Factor 7 (i.e., consequences of TOEIC 

use) in relation to employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC were positively and negatively associated 

with the dependent variables regarding the purposes for TOEIC test taking, while Factor 4 (i.e., 

English language proficiency on the TOEIC) was associated with dependent variables only 

positively. It was found that Factor 4 and Factor 7 were related to low-stakes TOEIC use, such as 

taking the TOEIC to improve English skills and to measure one’s English progress, while Factor 

6 was associated with high-stakes TOEIC use. For example, Factor 7 was positively associated 

with the dependent variables of [13-1], [13-2], [13-3], [14-1], and [14-2], all of which concerned 

low-stakes TOEIC use, while Factor 7 was negatively associated with the dependent variable of 

[15-1], which was about high-stakes TOEIC use (to get a job). Factor 6, though, was negatively 

associated with the dependent variable of [14-2] about taking TOEIC Speaking to measure one’s 

English progress (low-stakes TOEIC use) and positively associated with the dependent variable of 

[16-1] about taking TOEIC Listening and Reading to get promoted (high-stakes TOEIC use).  

With a one-unit increase in Factor 7, the probability of responding “yes” ([15-1] about 

taking TOEIC Listening and Reading to get a job; high-stakes TOEIC use) was 0.532 times (95% 

CI, 0.302 to 0.937), p = .029, which means that a 46.8% (0.532 – 1 = 0.468) decrease was shown 

at the one-unit increase in Factor 7. Conversely, the odds for “no” (did not take TOEIC Listening 
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and Reading to get a job) were 88% higher than the odds for “yes” (took the TOEIC Listening and 

Reading to get a job) at a one-unit increase in Factor 7.  

Regarding the results of regression analyses with Factor 6, with a one-unit increase in 

Factor 6, the probability of responding “yes” ([14-2] took the TOEIC Speaking to measure 

progress of English) was 0.498 times (95% CI, 0.259 to 0.959), p = .037, which means that a 50.2% 

(0.498 – 1 = -0.502) decrease was shown at the one-unit increase in Factor 6. However, with a 

one-unit increase in Factor 6, the probability of responding “yes” ([16-1] took the TOEIC Listening 

and Reading to be promoted) is 2.798 times (95% CI, 1.457 to 5.375), p = .002, which means that 

179.8% (2.798 – 1 = 1.798) higher than the odds for “no” was shown at the one-unit increase in 

Factor 6, while Factor 1 was negatively associated with the variable [16-1], as reported earlier. 

Regarding the results of ordinal logistic regression analyses for [19] Length of time spent 

for TOEIC preparation, it was found that a one-unit increase in Factor 1 (global communicative 

competence) explained the 0.698 decrease and the probability of the low and middle categories of 

item [19] (i.e., from less than 6 months to 4–5 years) versus the high category of item [19] (i.e., 

more than 5 years) is 0.498 times greater (95% CI, 0.331 to 0.747), p = .001, when one unit in 

Factor 1 increases, if other factors in the model are held constant. The same decrease, 0.498 times, 

is found between the low category (less than 6 months) and middle and high categories.  

However, it was found that a one-unit increase in Factor 6 (i.e., stakes of the TOEIC) 

explained a 0.435 increase in item [19] and was 1.544 times greater (95% CI, 1.065 to 2.240), p 

= .022, between the low and middle categories and the high category of item [19] and between the 

low category and middle and high categories. These results showed the negative relationships 

between global communicative competence and the length of TOEIC preparation, with positive 

relationships between the stakes of the TOEIC and the length of TOEIC preparation.  
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In multinomial regression analyses for factors as independent variables and the number of 

TOEIC attempts as dependent variables when referring to “once,” the major findings were that 

Factor 6 (stakes of the TOEIC) was positively associated with the number of TOEIC Speaking 

(twice) and Writing (twice) attempts ([21-1] and [22-1]), affecting 2.706 times (95% CI, 1.149 to 

6.372), p = .023, and 5.011 times (95% CI, 1.097 to 22.889), p = .038, respectively. 

Major findings from regression analyses are discussed subsequently in Chapter 7, 

specifically sections three and four regarding the domain description, explanation, utilization, and 

ramification inferences in this study’s operational validation model.  
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Chapter 7 

Discussion  

This chapter answers research question 3, which was addressed in Chapter 1, by discussing 

to what extent ETS’s intended meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC have been 

achieved and what they have not achieved and why. Major findings reported in chapters 4, 5 and 

6 are discussed based on the operational validation model for this study, illustrated in Chapter 3.  

The operational validation model specified seven types of inferences to be evaluated: five 

inferences (from the domain description to the extrapolation inferences) for the meanings of 

TOEIC scores, the utilization inference for the use of the scores, and the ramification inference for 

the consequences of TOEIC use. Based on this validation model, I investigated ETS’s intended 

and YBM’s localized meanings and uses of TOEIC scores, and the consequences of TOEIC use 

(i.e., the TOEIC in vitro and in situ), as intended by the TOEIC developer and localized by the 

TOEIC administrator (YBM) in Korea, respectively (reported in Chapter 4). In addition, employers’ 

and employees’ (as TOEIC users) perceptions of English constructs in international business 

workplaces and their perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and 

the consequences of such TOEIC use (i.e., the TOEIC in vivo) were examined (reported in chapters 

5 and 6). It was important to investigate the constructs of English to understand the extent to which 

the TOEIC reflects the language use situations in international business workplaces. The overall 

research focus of this dissertation study based on the operational validation model is given in 

Figure 7.1.  
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Figure 7.1. Research foci based on the operational validation model of this study 

In Figure 7.1, ovals patterned in blue on the left side represent data or claims investigated 

in this study regarding the intended and localized meanings, uses, and consequences from ETS 

and YBM (i.e., the TOEIC in vitro and in situ), while yellow-patterned ovals on the right side of 

Figure 7.1 show the data or claims based on employers’ and employees’ perceived meanings, uses, 

and consequences of such TOEIC use (i.e., the TOEIC in vivo). The colorless ovals are the parts 

that were not investigated in this study concerning employers and employees, as they may not have 

sufficient knowledge of scoring and the generalization processes of TOEIC scores. In both ovals 
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on the left and right sides of Figure 7.1, the first six from top down (from the target domain to the 

predicted score) are the data or claims related to the domain description inference to the 

extrapolation inference, which pertain to the meanings of TOEIC scores, followed by the seventh 

oval of the decisions claim (related to the utilization inference) and by the eighth oval of the 

consequences claim related to the ramification inference. Except for the blank ovals in the middle 

of Figure 7.1, these inferences were investigated by addressing three specific research questions 

below: 

RQ 1. What are the intended and localized meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for 

selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions framed by the test developers (ETS) 

and the local test administrator (YBM) in Korea?  

RQ 2. What are the perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions 

and the consequences of such decisions by employers and employees in Korea-based international 

business organizations? 

RQ 3. How are intended (and localized) and perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores 

for selection decisions and the consequences of such decisions in Korea-based international 

business organizations aligned? 

RQ 1 was answered in Chapter 4 by reporting the results from ETS’s and further from 

YBM’s documents, while RQ 2 was answered in chapters 5 and 6 by reporting the findings from 

interviews with 16 employers and employees and online questionnaires with 281 employees. In 

this chapter, RQ 3 is answered by juxtaposing the findings from each stakeholder group and 

discussing them together. Validation conducted in this doctoral dissertation study is to collect 

validity evidence to evaluate to what extent the intended meanings, uses, and consequences of the 



 

265 

 

TOEIC have been achieved. By discussing the findings from this study, validity in the TOEIC is 

evaluated in this chapter.  

The discussion in this chapter is conducted based on the argument structure (see Figure 

2.6), which frames claims, warrants, backing, rebuttals, and rebuttal evidence for each inference 

in the operation validation model of this study. In figures 7.2 to 7.8, the findings from this study 

that either support the warrants or rebuttals are provided using the codes, subcategories, categories, 

subthemes, or themes from chapters 4 and 5 and the specific results from questionnaire data 

(highlighted in green). Rebuttal evidence that was unavailable was highlighted in red (e.g., figures 

7.3 and 7.4).  

As shown in Figure 7.1, this chapter consists of four sections, as depicted on the right side 

of the figure: contextual factors, meanings of TOEIC scores, uses of TOEIC scores, and 

consequences of TOEIC use. Section One discusses the findings regarding the contextual factors 

missing in ETS’s documents, but evident in YBM’s documents and interviews with employers and 

employees, and further discusses the contextual factors missed in contemporary validation 

frameworks so far and how to address this research gap. Sections two, three, and four discuss 

findings concerning the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores and the consequences of TOEIC use 

by comparing findings from ETS and YBM to those from employers and employees in this study.  

Section One: Contextual Factors 

One of the major findings in this study is the existence of contextual factors that play into 

validation, which I did not expect. The findings about contextual factors do not directly answer 

the research questions addressed in this study, but may explain the how and why TOEIC scores 

were understood and used in Korea as Zumbo (2015) noted that assessment in in vitro is understood 

and used in quite different ways in vivo. This point is evident in figures 4.21 and 4.22 from YBM’s 
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documents in Chapter 4 and figures 5.14 and 5.15 from interview data in Chapter 5 in terms of 

contextual factors that affected TOEIC users’ understanding (meanings) and uses of TOEIC scores 

and the consequences in Korea. Hence, there is a need to include contextual factors in validation 

models. Such a finding may be valuable and support previous studies, regarding social, cultural, 

and political aspects of language testing (Im & McNamara, 2017; McNamara & Roever, 2006; 

Shohamy, 2001, 2007), as well as direct future studies.  

However, ETS may not have considered including contextual factors into TOEIC 

validation because the test developer cannot control variability in the different contexts where the 

test is used. Nevertheless, it was clear from the local TOEIC administrator (YBM) and TOEIC 

users (employers and employees) in the Korean context. The following subsections discuss the 

relationships between contextual factors and TOEIC users’ understanding and uses of TOEIC 

scores based on the findings of the study and discuss the need to include contextual factors in 

future validation studies.  

Social pressures affecting stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores. 

The findings about contextual factors from YBM’s documents provide the historical, social, and 

political background for using TOEIC scores (codes Y 1.0.1, Y 1.0.2, Y 1.0.3, and Y 1.0.4 in 

Figure 4.13), while the findings from interview data portray the factors for current uses of TOEIC 

scores (codes IR 1.0.1, IR 1.1.1, and IR 1.1.2 and codes IE 1.0.1, IE 1.1.1, and IE 1.1.2 in figures 

5.14 and 5.15). For example, findings from YBM’s documents revealed the TOEIC became 

popular because the Korean government pursued the society’s globalization (code Y 1.0.1). 

Accordingly, organizations (i.e., companies and government agencies) started to replace their own 

assessments such as English interviews with the TOEIC because of decision errors and the costs 

resulting from administering the internal assessments (code Y 1.0.2). As the popularity of the 
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TOEIC grew in Korean society, the TOEIC became a social phenomenon everyone needed to 

undergo. Consequently, test takers felt higher stakes for the TOEIC (code Y 2.3.1), and they 

attended TOEIC preparation institutes (code Y 1.0.4) to achieve a higher TOEIC score for hiring 

and/or promotion. Furthermore, these contextual factors affected the stakeholders’ understanding 

of TOEIC scores, such as a necessary test and one’s dream (codes Y 2.3.1 and Y 2.3.2 in Figure 

4.22) and their uses, such as employers’ utilizing TOEIC scores for a gate-keeping tool (subtheme 

IR 3.1 in Figure 5.14) and test takers’ (employees’) time for TOEIC preparation (in the third year) 

(code IE 3.2.1 in Figure 5.15) from interview data. The employees in the interviews commonly 

reported that TOEIC preparation institutes were popular, which affected their understanding of 

TOEIC scores as a reflection of test-wiseness strategies (code IE 2.1(2).1 in Figure 5.15), while 

the employers used the TOEIC because of its popularity in the Korean context and the lack of 

alternatives to replace it (codes IR 1.1.1 and IR 1.1.2 in Figure 5.14). Furthermore, the stakes of 

the TOEIC were high for the test takers (subcategory Y 2.3 in Figure 4.22), as employers used the 

TOEIC for hiring and promotional decisions, as found in code Y 1.0.3 of organizations’ 

requirement in Figure 4.22.  

Contextual factors in validation. The findings discussed in the previous section echo 

investigations of contextual factors in validation processes with Kane’s (2013) argument that 

validity changes over time, depending on score use contexts. In other words, the findings in this 

study assert that it is no longer possible to separate contextual factors from validation (Shepard, 

2000). As the findings clearly showed the relationships between contextual factors and TOEIC 

stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores, what stakeholders believe and how they 

use test scores are affected by contextual factors. These relationships are also consistent with Im 

and McNamara (2017), as the researchers clearly reported that the admission officers in 
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universities understood TOEIC LR scores as an indicator of one’s diligence and efforts based on 

cultural values and used the scores due to social pressures, such as the TOEIC fee and graduates’ 

employment.  

Although some researchers (e.g., Mehrens, 1997; Popham, 1997) argue that it is too 

complex to discuss the social aspects of testing in test validation, it is necessary to investigate the 

contextual factors if validation researchers attempt to validate the interpretations and uses of test 

scores, which are affected by contextual factors. However, factors that affect the meanings and 

uses of test scores vary. Accordingly, regarding validity, one type of interpretation and uses of test 

scores may be valid in one context, but may not be valid in other contexts. Nevertheless, there is 

an urgent need to build an explicit validation approach to fully include the social aspects of testing 

in validation. 

While the construct, content, and criterion-referenced validities were the main foci in one 

question and three validities’ approach respecting the validating of a test’s psychometric properties, 

contemporary views of validation have included social aspects of testing, such as value 

implications and social consequences, ever since Messick’s (1989) seminal work in validity. 

However, it is still a limitation that contemporary validation approaches restrict the scope of 

investigating social aspects of testing and do not fully provide explicit guidelines (e.g., Chapelle 

et al., 2008; Kane, 2006, 2013; Mislevy et al., 2003). Furthermore, as discussed in empirical studies 

using an argument-based approach in Chapter 2, most empirical studies investigated construct 

validity, focusing on the domain description, scoring, generalization, and extrapolation inferences  

(e.g., Chapelle, Chung, et al., 2010; Chung, 2014; Gaillard, 2014; Jia, 2013; Kumazawa et al., 

2016; Pardo-Ballester, 2010). Although it is necessary to investigate these inferences, it may be 
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still the same with evaluating the psychometric properties of a test, and it may not be different 

from the one question and three validities approach.  

Validation requires evaluating the extent to which the intended interpretations and uses of 

test scores have been achieved. This means that validation should be conducted to investigate how 

different stakeholders interpret and use test scores, considering the contextual factors in a given 

context, as noted by Moss et al. (2006): “Externally mandated tests are always interpreted and used 

in a particular local context, which shape and are shaped by them” (p. 145). As reported from 

YBM’s documents, findings about localized meanings, uses, and consequences clearly show the 

historical backgrounds of the introduction of the TOEIC because of the globalization policy and 

the prevalence of TOEIC preparation institutes affected by companies’ uses of TOEIC scores in 

the Korean context. What needs to follow would be to conceptualize a validation framework that 

provides systematic procedures of validation to include contextual factors in test validation in a 

particular context.  

This dissertation study is one of few that have empirically investigated the contextual 

factors and their effects on stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores. The findings 

reported specifically in chapters 4 and 5 would be data for a validation framework that includes 

contextual factors in validation.  

Section Two: Meanings of TOEIC Scores (Domain Description to Extrapolation Inferences) 

The meanings of TOEIC scores are relevant to the first five inferences (the domain 

description to extrapolation inferences) and six claims (from the target domain to the predicted 

score) in Figure 7.1. ETS laid out explicit claims and provided strong evidence to support the five 

inferences by conducting validation research for the TOEIC, as reported in Figure 4.3 in Chapter 

4. On the one hand, the findings from YBM’s documents described the contentious issues 
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regarding the evaluation, explanation, and extrapolation inferences (i.e., distinct localized 

meanings of TOEIC scores in the Korean context), while supporting the generalization, utilization, 

and ramification inferences. On the other hand, the findings from interviews with employers and 

employees challenged the domain description, explanation, extrapolation, and ramification 

inferences and partly supported the utilization inference, while the findings from questionnaire 

data generally supported the explanation, extrapolation, utilization, and ramification inferences, 

except for the domain description inference.  

Using argument structures that frame claims, warrants, backing, rebuttals, and rebuttal 

evidence, discussion in this section highlights the extent to which ETS’s intended meanings for 

TOEIC scores are aligned with YBM’s localized meanings, employers’ and employees’ perceived 

meanings of TOEIC scores found from YBM’s documents, interview data from both employers 

and employees, and online questionnaire data from employees.  

Domain description inference. The domain description inference is discussed regarding 

what skills are required in international business workplaces and to what extent the TOEIC 

represents the skills. To support the warrant “test questions simulate real-life situations that are 

relevant to the global workplace,” ETS has provided a great deal of evidence by conducting 

validation research respecting needs analysis for TOEIC specification, as portrayed in Figure 7.2.  
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Figure 7.2. Argument structure for the domain description inference of the TOEIC 

However, the findings from this study challenged the warrants based on the interview and 

online questionnaire data, as shown by the rebuttal and rebuttal evidence from this dissertation 

study on the right side of Figure 7.2, above. Specifically, the findings about employers’ and 

employees’ perceptions of the TOEIC and their perceptions of English constructs in international 

business workplaces clearly were consistent with the previous literature that had conceptually 

discussed the international tests’ under-representation of the actual use of English in an 

international environment (e.g., Canagarajah, 2006; Jenkins & Leung, 2014; McNamara, 2012). 

For example, the findings from interview and questionnaire data from employers and employees 

represent different constructs of English in international business workplaces from the TOEIC by 
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highlighting the use of coping strategies (subtheme BF 1.2), such as written communication (code 

BF 1.2.1) and the use of communicative strategies, such as accommodation (code BF 1.2.2).  

The previous studies on which this study was based for investigating English constructs in 

international business workplaces were Kankaanranta and Louhiala-Salminen (2013), Louhiala-

Salminen, Charles, and Kankaanranta (2005), and Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011). 

The researchers proposed Business English as a Lingua Franca or English as a Business Lingua 

Franca, which refers to the use of English in international business workplaces, and defined the 

necessary abilities as global communicative competence, which consists of three dimensions: (a) 

multicultural competence, (b) competence in BELF, and (c) business knowhow.  

The findings of this study were mainly consistent with the previous studies, as reported 

from interviews and online questionnaire data in chapters 5 and 6, respectively. However, the 

findings of this study also showed differences. As described in Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1, the three 

dimensions of multicultural competence, competence in BELF, and business knowhow are 

interconnected. However, the findings from interview data provided three individual dimensions 

of the skills needed for international businesses: communication in businesses, cultural 

understanding, and business knowhow (three themes in Figure 5.3). The theme communication in 

businesses may correspond to competence in BELF in Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta 

(2011). However, the theme elaborated more in-depth English constructs in international business 

workplaces by reporting the relationships between communication challenges, coping strategies to 

deal with the challenges, and important aspects of communication in international businesses (see 

Figure 5.13). The relationships from this study explain how and why international business 

workers use English in their workplaces.  
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Furthermore, the theme of cultural understanding from the interview data in this study may 

correspond to the multicultural competence in Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011). 

While multicultural competence is located under competence in BELF and business knowhow in 

Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011), the theme stands alone as one of three individual 

dimensions of skills needed for international businesses.  

The findings from the online questionnaire data also showed different aspects regarding 

English constructs in international business workplaces. EFA for English constructs resulted in 

three different factors: global communicative competence, business communication skills, and the 

ability to use easy English. Factor 1 of the global communicative competence identified from the 

online questionnaire data is an overarching concept that includes the Louhiala-Salminen and 

Kankaanranta’s (2011) conceptualization. However, the findings from EFA further provided the 

other two more specific dimensions of business communication skills and the ability to use easy 

English, as the three factors showed weak correlation coefficients, ranging from r = .214 (p < .01) 

to r = .309 (p < .01). Factor 2 of business communication skills may be consistent with codes BF 

3.0.2 and BF 3.0.3, making good relationships and business manner, under the theme of business 

knowhow from interview data in Figure 5.3, as Factor 2 explains friendly, considerate business 

communication with business partners. Factor 3, the ability to use easy English, may correspond 

to codes BF 1.3.1 and BF 1.3.5, not requiring high-level English language proficiency and the 

importance of using shared key words regardless of grammar in listening and speaking under the 

theme of communication in businesses in Figure 5.3.  

Overall, the findings from the interview and questionnaire data in this study generally 

support the concept of global communicative competence (Kankaanranta & Louhiala-Salminen, 

2013; Louhiala-Salminen, Charles, & Kankaanranta, 2005; Louhiala-Salminen & Kankaanranta, 
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2011) and further elaborated the communication challenges, strategies to cope with, and important 

aspects of communication in international businesses through interviews, as confirmed by the 

factors through EFA: global communicative competence (i.e., Factor 1) with specific dimensions 

of business communication skills (i.e., Factor 2) and the use of easy English (i.e., Factor 3) from 

the online questionnaire data in this study.  

Based on English constructs in international business workplaces, the findings from 

interview data from all of the employers (n = 6) and nine employees out of ten commonly showed 

the TOEIC LR’s under-representation of English constructs in international business workplaces 

(codes IR 2.2.2 and IE 2.3.1 in figures 5.14 and 5.15, respectively). These findings are not 

exclusive from their perceptions of English constructs in international business workplaces (codes 

BF 1.3.3 and BF 1.3.5 in figures 5.14 and 5.15), which were reported in Chapter 5 (indicated by 

the green straight arrows with number 8 in Figure 5.14 and with number 5 in 5.15). As an example, 

employer 1 reported a variety of English accents in international business workplaces, but the 

TOEIC LR, which included Standard English, does not fully include these varieties (code IR 2.2.2). 

This TOEIC LR’s lack of inclusion of different varieties of English led to unsatisfactory work 

performance in English (the green square arrow with number 10 from codes IR 2.2.2 to IR 4.0.1 

in Figure 5.14), which will be discussed in Section Four later.  

Furthermore, the third questions regarding the meanings of TOEIC scores in the online 

questionnaires (MEAN_L_3, MEAN_R_3, and MEAN_S_3 in Appendix T) in each component 

of the TOEIC except for the TOEIC Writing had the lowest mean values of 4.09 (MEAN_L3), 

4.05 (MEAN_R_3), and 4.09 (MEAN_S_3) regarding whether tasks or questions of the TOEIC 

are similar to English language use in international business workplaces among the questions for 

the meanings of TOEIC scores. These lower means of the last questions may also not be exclusive 
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from employers’ and employees’ perceptions of English constructs in international business 

workplaces, which highlighted the use of communicative strategies when communication 

challenges resulted from a variety of English accents and different levels of English language 

proficiency. 

The comprehending of different varieties of English is one of abilities Harding and 

McNamara (2017) defined for English as a lingua franca. They further defined abilities in relation 

to the use of communication strategies, such as meaning negotiation, intelligibility, appropriate 

pragmatics, accommodation, and repairing breakdowns in communication. The needs to 

incorporate these abilities into language testing were also found from interview and online 

questionnaire data about employees’ perceptions of English constructs in international business 

workplaces reported in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6. The results from regression analyses further 

showed that the more work experience employees had, the more positive perceptions of Factor 1 

(global communicative competence) and Factor 3 (the ability to use easy English) ([6-1-4], [6-2-

1], [6-2-3], [6-2-4], and [6-2-5] in Table 6.16) along with negative perceptions of Factor 4 (English 

language proficiency on the TOEIC).  

However, it may be too hard for ETS to design TOEIC items and tasks to elicit these 

abilities, as radical revisions and modifications of the test are required. There may also be fairness 

issues regarding potential differential item functioning (DIF) for those who are unfamiliar with 

assorted varieties of English, with the use of communication strategies when adopting English as 

a lingua franca. For example, some empirical studies (e.g., Major, Fitzmaurice, Bunta, & 

Balasubramanian, 2002) examined whether the inclusion of non-native English speakers’ accents 

in the listening section of the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) would affect the 

listening comprehension of native and non-native English speakers. Harding (2012) also 
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investigated whether test takers gained advantages from the shared first language speaker on the 

listening sub-test of the University Test of English as a Second Language (UTESL). Both studies 

showed that non-native English speakers’ varieties discriminated a certain group of test takers, 

which threatened the validity of score meanings. Conversely, some studies (e.g., Taylor, 2002; Xi 

& Mollaun, 2011) on the inclusion of non-native English speakers as raters in high-stakes testing 

showed that non-native English speaker raters performed as well as native speaker raters. 

McNamara (2012, 2014), however, calls for revolutionary change to conceptualize English 

language proficiency respecting successful communication rather than the gradual application of 

English as a lingua franca to the competence of native English speakers. This is true of the TOEIC. 

This important issue must be addressed to ensure that employers can make valid judgments about 

an employee’s English language proficiency, thereby avoiding gratuitous negative consequences 

on the individuals, the company, and the society. It is expected that the findings of this study may 

contribute to the item and task developments for the TOEIC to accurately reflect the necessary 

abilities in international business workplaces.  

Evaluation and generalization inferences. The evaluation inference in the operational 

validation model of this study pertains to the adequacy of a scoring rubric and scoring procedures 

on the TOEIC. The other inference for ensuring the validity of TOEIC scores is the generalization 

inference, which refers to estimates of the consistency of test scores over test tasks and testing 

contexts (Kane, 2013). 

In this study, evidence for the evaluation and generalization inferences was not collected 

because of test users’ lack of knowledge in scoring and generalization procedures. Indeed, the 

scoring and generalization processes (codes ETS 1.2.2, ETS 1.2.3, and ETS 1.3.1) are complicated, 

and the details of the processes are not available to the public. However, those inferences based on 
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a review of the TOEIC are discussed in this subsection. For the evaluation inference, the most 

notable effort made by ETS is to conduct a systematic, thorough system of scoring on the TOEIC 

by examining TOEIC scores across multiple TOEIC administrations to support the warrant that 

“scores on the TOEIC LR are determined by the number of correct answers, and TOEIC SW test 

responses are scored based on the specific evaluation criteria,” as shown at the top left side of 

Figure 7.3, below. 

 

Figure 7.3. Argument structure for the evaluation inference of the TOEIC 

Specifically, using the “Online Scoring Network” (ETS, 2010, p. 6) for the TOEIC SW 

(code ETS 1.2.4: scoring process [multiple raters: TOEIC SW] in subcategory ETS 1.2, the 

appropriateness of scoring in Figure 4.4) was the most valuable method to enhance the accuracy 

and consistency of raters’ scoring. The analysis of scoring data between September 2012 and 
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January 2013 shows that this systematic scoring procedure has led to average agreement rates for 

the scoring consistency of each item on the TOEIC SW that are mostly over 99% (Qu & Ricker-

Pedley, 2013). ETS provided adequate evidence to support the validity of scoring. However, the 

findings from YBM’s documents (code Y 2.0.1: scoring process in Figure 4.15) may call for more 

efforts to provide more information about scoring processes to stakeholders. Test takers’ 

perceptions of the scoring processes were quite different from what ETS and YBM provided (e.g., 

Korea TOEIC Committee, 2011, October): “[I]t looks like raters are marking without listening to 

the whole responses of a test taker because the number of test takers from Korea is over the tens 

of thousands” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, August, p. 20). In addition, test takers perceived 

that they could achieve more points, even if they kept talking and talking anything irrelevant while 

answering questions during the TOEIC Speaking (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2013, August). 

Although test takers had varying perceptions of the scoring processes, it is ETS’s and YBM’s 

responsibility to provide more sufficient information to help them understand the meanings of 

TOEIC scores more accurately. Otherwise, test takers may have a misguided understanding and 

uses of TOEIC scores. Furthermore, test users may anticipate studies on the item difficulty and 

discrimination of the updated version of the TOEIC LR, as items have been significantly revised. 

For the generalization inference in the operational validation model of this study, ETS 

provided strong evidence for internal consistency and test–retest reliability, as reported in Chapter 

4, to support the warrant “TOEIC scores are consistent, and not improperly influenced by factors 

unrelated to language ability” (code ETS 1.3.1: score consistency) at the top left side of Figure 7.4, 

below, and to provide test users with a reliable measure to help them make valid decisions about 

test takers.  
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Figure 7.4. Argument structure for the generalization inference of the TOEIC 

 Supporting validity evidence for the generalization inference was found from YBM’s 

documents (codes Y 2.1.1, Y 2.1.2, and Y 2.1.3 in Figure 7.4, above). Organizations (i.e., 

companies and government agencies) showed positive perceptions of the TOEIC, as they could 

minimize the decision errors resulting from using their internal assessments to evaluate candidates’ 

English language proficiency.  

The validity evidence from ETS and YBM that was provided for the evaluation and 

generalization inferences are necessary conditions for TOEIC scores to be valid for decision 

making. The reliability of a test was perceived as important in criterion-referenced validation 

studies, which examined the correlations between test scores and the scores of other (existing) 

criterion measures hypothesized to measure the same constructs (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014; 
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Cureton, 1951; Fulcher, 2015). However, being reliable does not satisfy being valid. For example, 

when a test does not consistently measure test takers’ abilities over time, the test may be reliable, 

but not valid. The findings from YBM’s documents (codes Y 2.1.1, Y 2.1.2, and Y 2.1.3) included 

subcategory Y 2.1, standardization. As Kane (2013) noted, standardization may threaten the 

extrapolation inference regarding the under-representation of the target domain. More important 

aspects than internal consistency and reliability are the evidence for the explanation and 

extrapolation inferences that pertain to the extent to which TOEIC accurately measures the 

intended constructs and TOEIC scores predict the test taker’s performance in the real-life settings. 

These inferences may be the most important qualities of the TOEIC to help test users feel confident 

when using TOEIC scores for decision making.  

Explanation inference. The explanation inference pertains to whether TOEIC accurately 

measures its intended constructs, including the extent to which TOEIC scores means equally to all 

stakeholders. The explanation inference in this subsection is discussed in terms of theoretical 

constructs underlying the TOEIC and construct-irrelevant variances such as test-wiseness 

strategies and stakeholders’ values associated with the TOEIC.  

As shown in Figure 7.5, the warrants for the construct claim are that (a) TOEIC scores are 

consistent with the theoretical construct underlying the design of TOEIC (Yoo & Manna, 2017), 

(b) TOEIC score interpretations about someone’s English skills are unbiased and fair (e.g., in 

regard to gender and disability) (ETS, 2018m, para 2), and (c) TOEIC scores reflect real-world 

ability (ETS, 2018m, para 2; code ETS 1.4.1: meaningful, fair, and relevant to the real world in 

Figure 4.8). These warrants are supported by evaluating construct representation and construct-

irrelevant variance (Messick, 1989) and construct structure consistent with the underlying TOEIC 

design. ETS provides sufficient evidence to support the construct claim for the explanation 
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inference that links the universe score (consistent score) to the construct claim. This inference was 

also supported by findings from YBM’s documents regarding codes Y 2.2.1 and Y 2.2.2: a tool to 

nurture global talent and a tool to encourage English learning, as organizations perceived the 

TOEIC as a reflection of English language proficiency in international business workplaces. 

Furthermore, the mean values of MEAN_L_1 and 2, MEAN_R_1 and 2, MEAN_S_1 and 2, and 

MEAN_W_1 and 2 from the online questionnaire data ranged from 4.38 to 4.72. The summative 

factor score of Factor 4 (i.e., English language proficiency on the TOEIC) was 4.38 by reporting 

higher mean values above 4 (on a 7-point Likert scale: from strongly disagree to strongly agree).  

 

Figure 7.5. Argument structure for the explanation inference of the TOEIC 
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Based on these findings from questionnaire data, a large number of employees generally 

perceived the TOEIC as a good indicator of English language proficiency, with less agreement on 

similarities between the tasks or questions on the TOEIC and those in real-life workplace settings 

(MEAN_L, R and S_3 in Appendix T, discussed in the domain description inference). As the 

TOEIC is an English language proficiency test with a variety of items that measure English 

listening, reading, speaking, and writing skills, the employees who responded to items on the 

online questionnaire may have perceived the TOEIC as an indicator of English language 

proficiency.  

However, when it comes to the latter questions, employees agreed less with the statements 

of question 3 in each component of the TOEIC. As discussed earlier regarding the domain 

description inference, the employers and employees in this study reported the different constructs 

of English in international business workplaces (codes BFs in Figure 5.13 and factors 1, 2, and 3) 

from the constructs on the TOEIC, which require more interactional competence using a variety 

of communication strategies. However, the psychometric–structuralist theory that was the basis 

for the TOEIC design (Spolsky, 1995) and “represent[s] one of the few remaining examples of a 

purely multiple-choice format, standardized, international language test” (O’Sullivan, 2019, p. 

250). Regardless of whether TOEIC scores confirm the theoretical constructs underlying the 

TOEIC design using statistical analyses such as CFA (Yoo & Manna, 2017) and DIF (Yoo et al., 

2019), the findings in this study do not confirm the theoretical constructs underlying the TOEIC 

design; the rebuttal evidence is provided on the right side of Figure 7.5.  

Elder, McNamara, H. Kim, Pill, and Sato (2017) point out that test constructs in language 

testing have been defined by language specialists. Elder and McNamara (2016), Jacoby and 

McNamara (1999), and H. Kim and Elder (2009) commonly call for listening to actual language 
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users who have insights into the language use situations for defining language proficiency in 

specific-purpose language tests like the TOEIC. What the findings in this study suggest is to call 

for including current international business workers in TOEIC validation.  

Another point to be discussed is based on Zumbo’s (2015) biological concepts of in vitro 

(i.e., intended interpretations and uses of test scores) and in vivo (i.e., stakeholders’ perceived 

interpretations and uses of test scores). That is, the intended meanings and uses of test scores may 

be distorted and changed when the test is fully administered in a particular context. The findings 

from YBM’s documents, interviews with employers and employees, and online questionnaires 

with employees explicitly showed the construct-irrelevant variances, for example, test-wiseness 

strategies (code Y 2.4.1, code IR 2.1.1, and code IE 2.1(2).1) in the Korean context. These 

attributes have resulted from the contextual factors herein, as the stakes of the TOEIC are high and 

may have not been investigated during ETS’s TOEIC validation. Before or during the test, test 

takers may use their knowledge about the target language and may also be dependent on their test-

wiseness. As these test-wiseness strategies are considered construct-irrelevant variance (Messick, 

1996), ETS revised the TOEIC Speaking items, as previous TOEIC preparation led to rote 

memorization and the use of test-wiseness strategies during the TOEIC Speaking (Park & Bredlau, 

2014). However, increasing familiarity with the TOEIC and test-wiseness strategies may help test 

takers use their knowledge optimally by reducing the psychological burden (e.g., test anxiety; Ma 

& Cheng, 2018), which increases the validity of score interpretations of a test. However, one 

finding evident in this study is that the employers and employees in the interviews did not view 

test-wiseness strategies positively, but as a way to inflate TOEIC scores. Both participant groups 

did not trust TOEIC scores as an accurate indicator of English language proficiency because of the 

test takers’ use of test-wiseness strategies. Whether the use of test-wiseness strategies may threaten 
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or increase validity is an important issue for test validation, as test-preparation institutes are quite 

common over the world, and these test-wiseness strategies have been under-researched in the 

previous literature (e.g., Allan, 1992; Amer, 1993). 

Besides the test-wiseness strategies in the meanings of TOEIC scores, the view of TOEIC 

scores as a reflection of one’s effort was common across YBM’s documents and interviews with 

employers and employees (code Y 2.4.2, code IR 2.1.2, and code IE 2.2.1), which is consistent 

with Im and McNamara (2017) and other previous studies that reported test users’ understanding 

of test scores as one’s effort in the American and Australian contexts (e.g., Elder, 1997, Ginther & 

Elder, 2014; O’Loughlin, 2011, 2013). Furthermore, additional unintended meanings of TOEIC 

scores in the Korean context, such as the length of residence in English-speaking countries (code 

Y 2.0.2 and code IE 2.2.2), a necessary test, and mandatory to make one’s dream come true (codes 

Y 2.3.1 and Y 2.3.2) due to the TOEIC’s stakes were found from YBM’s documents, interviews, 

and questionnaire data. Generally speaking, items about values summarized these unintended 

meanings of TOEIC scores, reporting the high mean values from 4.60 to 5.44 respecting residence 

in English-speaking countries (VAL_L, R, S and W_2), efforts (VAL_L, R, S and W_3), everyday 

learning (VAL_L, R, S and W_4), and test-wiseness strategies (VAL_L, R, S and W_5).  

Although these views of TOEIC scores may be the unintended meanings, as construct-

irrelevant variances affected by the cultural values of the Korean society, stakeholders’ 

understanding of TOEIC scores may be valid in the Korean context if there have been positive 

results from decision making based on the interpretations of TOEIC scores. Specifically, an 

employer’s evaluation of a candidate’s character quality (i.e., one’s effort) for the hiring criterion 

using TOEIC scores may also be valid to the employers, to hire more diligent and more dedicated 

candidate for their companies, which will be discussed in the following sections. What ETS may 
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need to consider is that its intended meanings for TOEIC scores may be interpreted in a different 

way in a given context and there is a need to investigate localized and unintended meanings of 

TOEIC scores, to ensure positive consequences.  

Extrapolation inference. The last inference regarding the meanings of TOEIC scores to 

be discussed is the extrapolation inference, which pertains to the prediction of test takers’ 

performance in real-life settings, based on their TOEIC scores. The extrapolation inference in this 

subsection is discussed concerning the TOEIC’s reflection of employees’ performance in 

international business workplaces.  

As shown at the top left side of Figure 7.6 below, the warrant for the extrapolation inference 

is “TOEIC scores relate to on-the-job performance for jobs that require English language skills 

and TOEIC scores relate to other English proficiency tests” (Powers, 2010a, p. 1.6). While ETS 

has provided sufficient evidence to support the warrants, the findings in this study partly support 

the warrant (code IR 2.2.1: high TOEIC scores = Proficient in English and code IE 2.3.2: reflection 

of English skills to some extent) and challenge the warrant based on the employees’ unsatisfactory 

work performance in English at workplaces (code IR 4.0.1: unsatisfactory work performance), 

TOEIC’s under-representation of English skills in international business workplaces (codes IR 

2.2.2 and IE 2.3.1, affected by the employers’ and employees’ perceptions of English constructs 

[i.e., codes BF 1.3.3 and BF 1.3.5], discussed earlier in previous sections), and controversial issues 

regarding TOEIC LR’s reflection of English-speaking skills (code Y 2.0.3: TOEIC LR: 

Controversial issue in terms of reflection of English-speaking skills).  
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Figure 7.6. Argument structure for the extrapolation inference of the TOEIC 

ETS has collected validity evidence for the extrapolation inference, primarily from Korea 

and Japan, using test takers’ self-assessments of their language skills in performing a variety of 

English communication tasks (ETS, 2010, 2013; Powers, Kim, Yu, et al., 2010; Powers & Powers, 

2015). The correlations between self-reported responses on each skill and related TOEIC scores 

ranged from the .40s to .50s, which are regarded as relatively strong in social science research 

(Cohen, 1998). In addition, ETS validation studies (e.g., Liao, Qu, & Morgan, 2010; J. Liu & 

Costanzo, 2013; Wilson, 1989, 1999, 2001; Wilson et al., 2004) reported high correlations between 

the TOEIC LR and tests that measure English-speaking skills (e.g., the TOEIC Speaking).  
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Despite this evidence, there has been controversy regarding whether TOEIC LR scores can 

reflect English-speaking skills in the Korean context (code Y 2.0.3). This work discerned that 

views of the TOEIC LR as an indicator of English-speaking skills have not been supported. The 

YBM executive stated, “although he/she gets TOEIC LR scores above 900, it may not be possible 

to say that a test taker can speak English fluently. […] TOEIC LR is not a test that assesses all 

aspects of English language proficiency, and therefore, the LR scores should be used for assessing 

basic English proficiency” (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2007, June, p. 7). Additionally, the TOEIC 

Speaking and Writing tests were introduced to address test users’ concerns that some employees 

lacked English speaking and writing skills despite their high scores on the TOEIC LR (Chapman 

& Newfields, 2008; ETS, 2010; Powers & Powers, 2015; Powers, Kim, & Weng, 2010). This issue 

of the TOEIC LR’s reflection of English-speaking skills may have been raised because of the 

prevalence of TOEIC preparation institutes (code Y 1.0.4, code IR 1.0.1, and code IE 1.0.1) in 

Korea because test takers learn and use test-wiseness strategies to achieve a higher TOEIC score 

without improving their knowledge about English. This phenomenon was described by the YBM 

executive: “[T]he reason those who have TOEIC LR scores above 900 do not speak English 

fluently is that they only learned listening and reading skills with going to language schools”  

(Korea TOEIC Committee, 2005, February, p. 3).  

What is corresponding to Messick’s (1989) construct validity is whether TOEIC scores 

accurately represent performance in real-life settings (i.e., international business workplaces in this 

study). Despite ETS’s investigation of the correlation between test takers’ self-assessments of their 

language skills and a variety of English communication tasks (ETS, 2010, 2013; Powers, Kim, Yu, 

et al., 2010; Powers & Powers, 2015), what supplemented this study is that the employers and 

employees in the interviews reported the TOEIC’s under-representation of English constructs in 
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international business workplaces regarding English skills in actual international business contexts  

(code IR 2.2.2 and code IE 2.3.1). The TOEIC may be an important indicator for employers to 

make selection decisions, as they collect predictor information (Gatewood, Field, & Barrick, 2008) 

by using TOEIC scores and additional processes. Although Powers (2013) pointed out that a 

variety of evidence should be used to make selection decisions, it may need to be discussed how 

predictable employers think TOEIC scores are for employees’ job performance. As reported in 

Figure 5.15 and shown as rebuttal evidence highlighted in purple in Figure 7.6 above, the 

employers showed their negative perceptions of their employees’ unsatisfactory work performance 

in English in the workplace (code IR 4.0.1). 

Discussing the components of the TOEIC, specifically the TOEIC Speaking, which may 

measure more communicative aspects, the TOEIC Speaking may not be capturing certain aspects 

of communication that are vital in international workplaces. As discussed in the section about the 

domain description inference, some empirical studies on English communication clearly 

demonstrate that interactive communication skills (e.g., meaning negotiation, accommodation, and 

repair) are vital to international business workplaces (Kankaanranta & Louhiala-Salminen, 2013; 

Louhiala-Salminen, Charles, & Kankaanranta, 2005; Louhiala-Salminen & Kankaanranta, 2011). 

However, given that the TOEIC Speaking is delivered in a single-candidate format through a 

computer, it may not fully measure these communication skills adequately. There has been little 

research thus far regarding neither how to engage a wider range of communication skills within 

the TOEIC Speaking, nor how well TOEIC scores reflect actual communication performance in 

the target domain. This should be an important research agenda for future TOEIC research. The 

fitness of the language test for its target context is a fundamental consideration in test validation 

(Elder & Harding, 2008). It would, therefore, be worthwhile to consider the inclusion of English 
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features in international business workplaces in the TOEIC to ensure more valid interpretations 

and decisions about applicants’ English abilities in international business contexts. 

Section Three: Uses of TOEIC Scores (Utilization Inference) 

The uses of TOEIC scores are relevant to the utilization inference that links the target score 

to the decisions based on it. For test users to wield TOEIC scores with full confidence, ETS 

collected evidence for the warrants for the inference: “[S]core users (a) better understand their 

English requirements, (b) correctly interpret the TOEIC scores, and (c) make fair and equitable 

decisions” (ETS, 2018c, para 2), as displayed at the top left of Figure 7.7, below.  

 

Figure 7.7. Argument structure for the utilization inference of the TOEIC 
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As reported in Chapter 4, ETS has made much effort to help test users understand the 

meanings of TOEIC scores when they use them for making decisions by publishing documents 

such as can-do statements, score descriptors, user guides, and examinee handbooks for employers 

and test takers and by conducting standard setting studies (e.g., Tannenbaum, 2013; Tannenbaum 

& Baron, 2013, 2015; Tannenbaum & Wylie, 2008). The findings in this study generally showed 

that organizations and test takers from YBM’s documents in Chapter 4 used TOEIC scores for 

making hiring and promotional decisions (subcategory Y 3.1 and codes Y 3.2.1, Y 3.2.2, and Y 

3.2.3 in subcategory Y 3.2) as well as achievement and instrumental uses of TOEIC scores 

(subcategory Y 3.3) as intended as provided on the bottom left of Figure 7.7.  

However, as described at the bottom right of the figure, unapproved uses of TOEIC scores 

by government agencies and enterprises were found from YBM’s documents (code Y 3.2.4: 

replacement of English subject with the TOEIC). In addition, TOEIC scores were interpreted in 

different ways from intended interpretations (code IR 3.2.1: character quality) found from 

interview data) by employers, which led to additional processes administered to assess candidates’ 

English language proficiency (codes IR 3.3.1 and IR 3.3.2: interviews and resumes in English). 

Furthermore, there were big differences between employers’ minimum requirements for the 

TOEIC and employees’ TOEIC scores on average respecting who got hired (code Y 3.4.1) and 

between the minimum requirements and test takers’ perceived cut-off scores (code Y 3.4.2), and 

TOEIC scores were used with lack of transparency of decision-making processes (HR_LR, S and 

W and PRO_LR, S and W 1, 2, and 3 in Appendix V) found from the online questionnaire data.  

This section discusses findings concerning the uses of TOEIC scores in international 

business workplaces against ETS’s intended and YBM’s localized uses of the scores. In relation 

to the uses of TOEIC scores, two aspects are discussed concerning the rebuttals at the top right of 
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Figure 7.7: (a) uses of TOEIC scores affected by contextual factors and (b) the transparency of 

decision-making processes.  

Uses of TOEIC scores affected by contextual factors. Findings about YBM’s localized 

uses of TOEIC scores showed consistency with ETS’s intended uses of TOEIC scores, regarding 

companies’ uses of TOEIC scores for making selection decisions and their support for employees’ 

English learning and test takers’ uses of TOEIC in Chapters 4. However, some uses of TOEIC 

scores had been affected by contextual factors and showed different uses of the scores from the 

intended uses in the Korean context. For example, the code Y 3.2.4, replacement of an English 

subject with the TOEIC, by government agencies showed the social pressures in Korea regarding 

helping test takers relieve their burdens because they can use TOEIC scores for job seeking at a 

company if they fail to gain licensing and certification from government agencies. This finding is 

unique in the Korean context and showed that test use is also affected by contextual factors in a 

particular context. This use of TOEIC scores may also need to be investigated further, as it is not 

specified by ETS.  

From the interview data, employers used TOEIC scores for hiring and promotional 

decisions, which were consistent with ETS’s intended uses, to evaluate candidates’ English 

language proficiency. However, they perceived the score of 700 on the TOEIC LR as the cutoff 

for hiring decisions because they thought it represented both a candidate’s character, as an 

indicator of his/her diligence, and his/her English language proficiency to work for the company. 

Their understanding and uses of TOEIC scores, which was not found in Oliveri and Tannenbaum’s 

(2017) study, would be rebuttal evidence for the warrant (a) regarding the score users’ better 

understanding of their English requirements, shown at the top left of Figure 7.7. Indeed, standard 

setting studies for employment and promotion have not been fully conducted by ETS. However, 
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some studies have linked TOEIC scores to other standards such as the CEFR and STANAG (in 

military communication), internationally trained nurses, and students for university admissions 

and graduation (Tannenbaum, 2010; Tannenbaum & Baron, 2013, 2015; Tannenbaum & Wylie, 

2008). As McNamara, Knoch, and Fan (2019) noted, decisions regarding the setting of standards 

are not based on empirical standard setting studies, but on authorities’ values (e.g., employers in 

this study). Employer participants in this study did not refer to the standard setting studies. Nor 

was their cut-off score of 700 on the TOEIC LR based on empirical studies, but their own 

experiences in international business workplaces. Considering the largest number of score users 

for employment and promotion, there is an urgent need to carry out a standard-setting study that 

provides a guideline for selection decisions depending on the job requirements for particular 

departments.  

In reality, based on the findings from YBM’s documents, employees who got hired had 

very high TOEIC LR scores, although the minimum requirements for the TOEIC LR scores were 

above about 700 points (codes Y 3.4.1 and Y 3.4.2 in subcategory Y 3.4). These findings from 

YBM’s documents explain why test takers are trying to achieve a higher score to get hired by 

going to TOEIC preparation institutes and, furthermore, organizations’ uses of TOEIC as a gate-

keeping tool. The findings from interview data clearly showed employers used TOEIC scores for 

a gate-keeping tool (code IR 3.1.1, screening out concerning code IR 3.1(2).2, the perceived cut-

off score [a score of 700 on the TOEIC LR] in subtheme IR 3.1 in Figure 5.14) during the hiring 

procedures to screen out candidates (Shin & Im, 2011), which is consistent with Oliveri and 

Tannenbaum (2017). They further administered additional hiring procedures, such as English 

interviews, to assess candidates’ English language proficiency (codes IR 3.3.1 and IR 3.3.2). 

Although ETS recommends using multiple sources of evidence to make selection decisions 
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(Powers, 2013), the employers’ uses of additional processes were found to be caused by their views 

on TOEIC scores as a representation of test-wiseness strategies and TOEIC’s under-representation 

of English constructs in international business workplaces, which is the rebuttal evidence for 

warrant (b) regarding score users’ interpretation of TOEIC scores, displayed at the top left of 

Figure 7.7. Nevertheless, employers’ uses of additional processes may not only be caused by their 

misbeliefs about TOEIC scores, but the usefulness of TOEIC scores as a criterion to evaluate 

character quality (code IR 3.2.1). Potočnik, Latorre, Dereli, and Tacer (2014) remarked that 

selection criteria include linguistic ability, previous experience with a multinational envi ronment, 

personality traits, knowledge, skills, and competencies, such as cultural empathy, cross-cultural 

team building, international negotiation skills and self-confidence, person–organization fit, and 

other various aspects. As reported in Figure 5.14, all six employers considered a candidate’s 

character quality as an important criterion for international businesses and used TOEIC scores to 

evaluate the candidate’s character quality. Their uses of TOEIC scores this way may need to be 

further investigated concerning whether they have effected positive or negative consequences for 

the companies.  

As organizations use TOEIC scores for selection decisions, the findings from the 

questionnaire data, specifically, items (IM_LR_3 and 4, IM_S_3 and 4; and IM_W_3 and 4) for 

the importance of the TOEIC showed the employees’ perceived stakes and importance of the 

TOEIC (high mean values above 5). As TOEIC scores were used for making high-stakes selection 

decisions, the employees in the interviews commonly reported that they took the TOEIC to be 

hired and/or promoted (i.e., purpose of the test as in Shih, 2007). These findings are consistent 

with Sun (2016) respecting test takers’ instrumental uses and are related to social factors that affect 

test takers’ perceptions of test importance and test-taking purposes (Bachman, 2007; Fox & Cheng, 
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2007; Ryan, 2002). These high-stakes led test takers to prepare for the TOEIC as early as they 

could. The findings about the time for TOEIC preparation (code IE 3.2.1) from the interview data 

(i.e., taking the TOEIC in the third year of undergraduate studies) also show the effects of the 

expiration policy for TOEIC scores. Employees started to prepare for the TOEIC and tried to 

achieve higher TOEIC scores when they were in their third year of undergraduate studies, with a 

focus on writing resumes and letters of interest for a job application in their fourth year. Along 

with the time for TOEIC preparation, employees 8 and 9 shared a very interesting comment on the 

time for taking the TOEIC (code IE 3.2.2). They commonly reported that they were told that there 

are certain periods (i.e., March and September) to obtain higher TOEIC scores, which refers to the 

seasonality of test-taking. These results also represent that test takers’ uses of TOEIC scores are 

affected by contextual factors in the Korean context, and ETS or YBM needs to conduct further 

investigation on this seasonality of test-taking in Korea to provide reliable TOEIC scores. 

 Overall, the findings in this study illustrate that closer attention should be paid to the 

contextual factors that affect stakeholders’ uses and understanding of TOEIC scores. While ETS’s 

studies on decision makers’ uses of TOEIC scores targeted setting the standard for decision making 

and describing decision makers’ uses of TOEIC scores, the findings in this study provide more 

detailed descriptions of the uses of TOEIC scores and the reasons for those uses.  

Transparency of decision-making processes. Although the employers in the interviews 

used TOEIC scores consistent with the ETS’s intended uses, the online questionnaire data (i.e.,  

HR_LR, S and W and PRO_LR, S and W 1, 2, and 3 in Appendix V) from employees showed 

relatively negative perceptions of employers’ decision-making processes, although they perceived 

that employers’ TOEIC use for decision-making is fair in terms of giving an equal opportunity to 

candidates. Items, regarding whether the company clearly informed the reasons and the way 
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TOEIC scores would be used of candidates, had the lowest mean values, ranging from 3.73 to 4.34 

(see Appendix T). These values may have resulted from a lack of transparency concerning 

decision-making processes in the Korean companies, which is not evaluated in existing validation 

frameworks.  

Indeed, the findings from the questionnaire data are the rebuttal evidence for warrant (c) 

for the decision claim regarding the score users’ fair and equitable decision making, shown at the 

top left of Figure 7.7. Korean companies rarely specify why and how TOEIC scores are used. This 

lack of transparent decision-making processes also led test takers to try to achieve the highest 

TOEIC scores they could by attending TOEIC preparation institutes. Although some companies 

provided a cut-off score of 700 on the TOEIC LR, for example, the employees in this study 

reported that their perceived cut-off scores were even higher (above 900 points) than the companies’ 

requirements based on their observations of those who got hired by companies.  

The transparency of decision-making processes may be one of the most important qualities 

when fairness is viewed in light of social justice (Kunnan, 2000, 2004, 2018; McNamara & Roever, 

2006; Shohamy, 2000. Wene and Espejo (1999) noted that clear communication regarding 

transparent decision-making processes between stakeholders (i.e., those who make decisions and 

are affected by them) is required to pursue social good. In Korea, there have been issues of 

recruitment irregularities. For example, JoonAng Ilbo, a major Korean newspaper, reported that 

182 cases of recruitment irregularities among 1,205 government agencies and public enterprises 

were detected in the public sector (JoongAng Ilbo, 2019, February 21). One case is that a candidate 

whose father was an executive earned a high score on interviews, although his/her scores on the 

first round of the hiring process (document screening and a written test) were quite low. However, 

these recruitment irregularities in the public sector can be detected easily, because those 
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government agencies and enterprises have relatively more transparent criteria than companies 

(JoongAng Ilbo, 2017, September 30). In fact, one executive of a major company in Korea stated 

that Korean companies maintain employment rights in their own ways. Although there is 

employment law for companies’ employment, it is just a legislative recommendation, which is not 

legally binding in Korea.  

However, the validation models reviewed in Chapter 2 do not provide steps for evaluating 

the transparency of decision-making processes. Some (e.g., the AUA: Bachman & Palmer, 2010) 

evaluate whether decisions are based on stakeholders’ agreement, legislation, and requirements. 

Specifically, value sensitivity (i.e., one of the warrants for a decision claim in Bachman and 

Palmer’s [2010] AUA) considers “the context of educational and societal value systems, as well 

as legal requirements and regulations” (p. 111). However, like the case in the Korean context, there 

is a need to evaluate if decision-making processes are sufficiently transparent to job candidates.  

Section Four: Consequences of TOEIC Use (Ramification Inference) 

Consequences of TOEIC uses correspond to the ramification inference in the operational 

validation model for this study, which links decisions to consequences. This inference may be one 

of the most important qualities of validity and the main criterion for evaluation (Kane, 2013).  

The warrants found at ETS’s website to support these general claims for the ramification 

inference are that the TOEIC program “(a) maintains high professional standards; (b) appropriate 

models of language proficiency to guide the TOEIC design; and (c) provides effective support for 

both English teachers and learners” (ETS, 2018k, para 2), as illustrated in Figure 7.8, below.  
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Figure 7.8. Argument structure for the ramification inference of the TOEIC 

 Findings regarding consequences of the TOEIC use in this section are discussed respecting 

two aspects: (a) the washback effect with the stakes of the TOEIC and (b) the consequences of 

TOEIC and TOEIC uses (selection decisions) in international business workplaces. The findings 

in this study generally show both positive and negative aspects of consequences, as shown in 

Figure 7.8, above. 

Washback effect. The existing number of empirical studies on the washback of the TOEIC 

is limited (see Booth, 2012; Choi, 2008) despite the widespread use of the TOEIC, particularly in 

Korea and Japan. Although this study did not fully investigate the washback effect of the TOEIC 

on teaching and learning in language programs, the consequences of TOEIC use (i.e., the washback 

of the TOEIC behind teaching and learning) are discussed in this section regarding the social, 
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cultural, and political aspects associated with TOEIC uses and consequences (i.e., stakes of the 

TOEIC in the Korean context).  

According to Shih’s (2007) definitions of the test factors that affect the washback of a test, 

the stakes of the test, its immediate importance, and the purpose of the test associated with the 

washback effect of learning strategies and learning motivation, were found in this dissertation 

study. Overall, both negative and positive washback effects on employees as test takers in this 

study were found from the interview data regarding learning strategies and from online 

questionnaire data regarding learning motivation.  

When it comes to the test factors, the stakes of a test are highly related to test takers’ 

performance and the outcomes of test use in high-stakes contexts in particular (Cheng, Klinger, 

Fox, Doe, Jin, & Wu, 2013). While Cheng et al.’s (2013) study investigated the relationships 

between the cognitive factors of test takers, such as motivation, test anxiety, and their performance 

on a test in three high-stakes contexts, the findings of this dissertation study revealed the 

relationships between the TOEIC’s stakes in the Korean context and test takers’ uses of the TOEIC.  

Specifically, the contextual factors (i.e., companies’ requirements) exerted more negative 

washback effects on the employees’ test preparation practices (i.e., learning strategies as in Shih, 

2007), leading to the cramming strategy concerning learning test-wiseness strategies and, 

consequently, to no improvement of English skills (code IE 4.1.1 of no improvement of English 

skills, resulting from code IE 2.1(2).1 of test-wiseness strategies). This phenomenon can be seen 

in contexts where tests are used to make high-stakes decisions such as university admissions and 

hiring/promotional decisions. Because of the stakes and the importance of a test, cramming schools 

and coaching programs are popularly administered over the world (Newfields, 2005; Ren, 2011). 

The TOEIC may have become a tool to be hired and/or promoted in the Korean context. This 
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phenomenon may not have positive benefits to test takers as learners of English through TOEIC 

preparation, which are unintended consequences of the TOEIC.  

The stakes of a test may also be highly related to motivation in second-language learning 

as organizations’ requirements, which may play a role as an external motivation to learn a language 

(Noels, Pelletier, Clément, & Vallerand, 2000). An English language proficiency test may be 

considered the sole means of proving one’s English language proficiency in countries where 

English is taught and learned as a foreign language, such as China, Japan, and Korea. While 

preparing for the TOEIC, test takers reported increased motivation and self-confidence with 

English communication (subcategory Y 4.2 in Chapter 4; and CON_LR_2; CON_S_2; and 

CON_W_2 in Chapter 6). In other words, the findings from YBM’s documents and the online 

questionnaire data showed that the TOEIC motivated employees to study English harder. 

Consequently, they had high confidence in their English communication. Specifically, items about 

the consequences of the TOEIC concerning motivation of the TOEIC in learning English) showed 

relatively higher mean values of 4.58 for the TOEIC LR, 4.77 for the TOEIC Speaking, and 4.82 

for the TOEIC Writing. The possible reasons for these findings about motivation are that the 

employees may have perceived that the purpose of TOEIC preparation was to learn English and 

that achieving higher TOEIC scores from the preparation reflected the progress of their English 

language proficiency.  

While the findings from the interview data showed the employees’ instrumental uses of the 

TOEIC (as discussed in the previous section), the findings from the online questionnaires revealed 

that the TOEIC had more to do with the low-stakes purposes of TOEIC test-taking respecting 

improving and measuring English language proficiency. Specifically, Factor 4 (English language 

proficiency on the TOEIC) positively explained the purposes of TOEIC test taking (to improve 
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English skills). Factor 7 (i.e., consequences of TOEIC use) was also positively associated with the 

dependent variables of [13-1], [13-2], [13-3], [14-1], and [14-2] in Table 6.19, all of which were 

about low-stakes TOEIC use, while Factor 7 negatively explained the dependent variable of [15-

1], which was about high-stakes TOEIC use (to get a job). This result means that, as employees 

perceive positive consequences of the TOEIC, they use the test for the low-stakes purposes of 

TOEIC test taking, while using it for high-stakes purposes of TOEIC-taking, as they perceive 

negative consequences of the test. Furthermore, Factor 6 (i.e., stakes of the TOEIC) was negatively 

associated with the dependent variable of [14-2] about taking TOEIC Speaking to measure English 

progress (low-stakes TOEIC use) and positively associated with the dependent variable of [16-1] 

about taking TOEIC Listening and Reading to get promoted (high-stakes TOEIC use). These 

results may indicate that consequences have high associations with the employees’ feelings and 

uses, depending on the TOEIC’s stakes. In other words, negative consequences were highly 

associated with employees’ uses of the TOEIC for high stakes, while there were positive 

consequences for their uses of the TOEIC for low stakes.  

These contrasting findings from the interview and questionnaire data may be caused by the 

different methods used in this study, but are consistent with previous studies regarding the fact that 

testing has both positive and negative aspects on individuals, organizations, and a society. The 

findings in this study are consistent with previous research in the Korean and Japanese contexts in 

terms of the TOEIC’s encouraging and stimulating learning (Jung, 2010) and motivating students 

to improve their English language proficiency (Newfields, 2005). 

The findings discussed thus far clearly show the relationships between contextual factors 

and a washback effect on the employees, which can be either negative or positive on the employees 

in this study and support previous research (e.g., Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996; Cheng & Curtis, 
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2004; Shohamy, Donitsa-Schmidt, & Ferman, 1996; Sun, 2016). 

Consequences of TOEIC uses (selection decisions). Both positive and negative validity 

evidence for the ramification inference were found in this study, as reported in the previous 

chapters 4, 5, and 6. This section discusses the findings in relation to consequences of the TOEIC 

relevant to English skills and consequences of TOEIC uses such as selection decisions. 

Consequences regarding English skills. ETS has undertaken to fulfill the purposes of the 

TOEIC to bring about beneficial outcomes for all stakeholders (ETS, n.d.) by providing evidence 

to support the three warrants illustrated in Figure 7.8. For example, ETS carried out differential 

item functioning (DIF) analysis to detect any items or ratings that may exhibit bias for the TOEIC 

LR (e.g., Yoo & Manna, 2017) and the TOEIC SW (e.g., Qu & Ricker-Pedley, 2013) to maintain 

high professional standards for the TOEIC. YBM’s documents also provided positive validity 

evidence for the ramification inference in the Korean context regarding the benefits related to 

English skills (subcategory Y 4.1) and the benefits for society (subcategory Y 4.3 in Figure 4.20). 

The benefits related to English skills from YBM’s documents are to some extent consistent with 

the findings from the online questionnaire data in this study. Generally, the employees perceived 

positive consequences in relation to English skills: the mean values of CON_LR, S & W_1 

regarding the improvement of English skills through TOEIC preparation ranged from 4.49 to 4.65, 

while showing relatively lower mean values of CON_LR & S_3 regarding report cards’ usefulness 

for English learning, as 4.20 (CON_LR_3) and 4.19 (CON_S_3). 

However, findings from interview data from employees partly support the ramification 

inference regarding benefits of the TOEIC respecting listening, reading, speaking components and 

test preparation, and the measurement of progress in English language proficiency (subtheme IE 

4.2) from TOEIC’s reflection of English skills to some extent (code IE 2.3.2 in Figure 5.15). 
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Nevertheless, the employees in the interviews did not show full confidence in the TOEIC’s 

accurate reflection of English constructs in international business workplaces (as indicated by 

green straight arrows numbered 5 in Figure 5.15). However, they reported that the TOEIC would 

be useful to some extent, as they saw TOEIC preparation as a way to be exposed to English while 

measuring their progress in English language proficiency, for example. Indeed, the employees in 

the interviews reported no improvement of their English skills, as illustrated in Figure 5.12; 

focusing on learning test-wiseness strategies at test preparation institutes led to no improvement 

of their English skills (code IE 4.1.1) as negative aspects. This finding may be considered irrelevant 

to the usefulness of the TOEIC, but it is evident that the TOEIC’s consequences are not exclusive 

from contextual factors (i.e., code IE 1.0.1 of test preparation institutes).  

Rather, employers in the interviews only showed negative perceptions of the TOEIC in 

relation to English skills, regarding their employees’ unsatisfactory work performance in English 

(code IR 4.0.1) and the costs to train them (code IR 4.0.2), which is consistent with findings from 

YBM’s documents. For example, one employer from YBM’s documents (code Y 4.4.1 in 

subcategory Y 4.4 in Figure 4.20) and Employer 1 from the interview data commonly stated that 

they had to spend a great deal to train their employees for international businesses. However, the 

employer from YBM’s documents pointed out the test takers’ fever to achieve high TOEIC scores 

rather than to improve their English language proficiency: We spend huge costs in training 

employees regarding business manners and English presentation skills. I think that companies, 

students, and schools need to pay attention to improving English communicative skills rather than 

achieving a high TOEIC score (Korea TOEIC Committee, 2012, April, p. 5). Conversely, 

Employer 1 from interview data focused on the under-representation of the TOEIC for 

international businesses: after I hired them (employees), but have more time (around six months) 
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to train them to get used to international businesses. These different perspectives may not be 

exclusive. These findings also do not support the intended consequences for business organizations 

(code ETS 3.1.1 in Figure 4.11): making “more informed decisions on hiring, training and 

promoting the best candidates to roles where English skills matter the most” (ETS, 2018a, para 3). 

Rather, the TOEIC’s consequences might happen because of the invalidity of the test itself and 

social pressures, as Messick (1989) pointed out. 

Consequences of selection decisions. Positive consequences regarding TOEIC uses and 

selection decisions were found in YBM’s documents (code Y 4.0.1) respecting ensuring fairness 

in decision making. Code Y 4.0.1 of ensuring fairness in decision making may have resulted from 

the standardization of the TOEIC to minimize decision errors. As discussed in the previous section, 

standardization may threaten the extrapolation inference (Kane, 2013) in terms of under-

representing the target domain. This may be the reason employers in the interviews reported the 

under-representation of the TOEIC and, consequently, their negative perceptions of TOEIC use 

(code IR 4.0.1: unsatisfactory work performance). As reported earlier, employers spent more to 

train their employees (code IR 4.0.2), which was also found from YBM’s documents (code Y 4.4.1 

in subcategory 4.4 in Figure 4.20). From the interview findings and online questionnaire data of 

the employees in this study, there were negative perceptions of the TOEIC’s consequences, 

regarding the excessive expenditure to take the TOEIC (code IE 4.1.2; and CON_LR, S & W_5), 

TOEIC preparation, (CON_LR, S & W_4) and stress (code IE 4.1.3) while they were preparing 

for the TOEIC to get hired or promoted.  

Unlike findings from the employers and employees from the interview data and YBM’s 

documents, employees in the online questionnaire data showed positive perceptions of the 

consequences of selection decisions. As reported in Chapter 6, the first and second items out of 
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nine regarding overall consequences of the employers’ selection decisions (see the questionnaire 

items CON_HR_1 & 2; and CON_PRO_1 & 2 in Appendix U) had the highest mean values of 

4.88 and 4.73 for the consequences of employers’ hiring decisions, and 4.74 and 4.54 for their 

promotional decisions. From regression analyses, employees’ perceptions of the consequences of 

TOEIC use (i.e., Factor 7) also explained those with more work experience ([6-1-2], [6-1-3], and 

[6-1-5] in Table 6.16). In other words, the longer an employee works in international business 

workplaces, the more positive perceptions of the selection decisions made based on TOEIC scores 

the employee has. Possible reasons for employees’ positive perceptions of the consequences of 

selection decisions are that they already got hired or promoted using TOEIC scores for the 

positions they wanted. The findings are worth noting that generally positive consequences of 

selection decisions have resulted for Korean employees.  

However, the rest of the seven items out of the nine items regarding the specific 

consequences for employers’ selection decisions, which were designed based on Potočnik et al. 

(2014), showed relatively lower mean values in the online questionnaire data. For example, items 

about the consequences of selection decisions (CON_HR & PRO_3 & 4) concerning employees’ 

perceptions about working competently and feeling confident in international businesses had lower 

mean values of 4.15 and 4.03 for consequences of employers’ hiring decisions and 4.31 and 4.31 

for their promotional decisions. The mean values of the following items in the online 

questionnaires also were relatively low, ranging from 3.87 to 4.51: items regarding the motivation 

to achieve successful international businesses (CON_HR & PRO_5), understanding different 

cultures (CON_HR & PRO_6), feeling confidence in English communication (CON_HR & 

PRO_7), motivation to study English hard (CON_HR & PRO_8), and to achieve successful 

communication with international business partners (CON_HR & PRO_9). The employees’ 
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perceptions regarding specific consequences from employers’ selection decisions may not fully 

support the intended consequences of the TOEIC regarding beneficial consequences. The TOEIC 

may not have been useful for them to deal with communication challenges that the employees may 

have encountered while working for international businesses. In general, the findings from the 

online questionnaire data supported the intended consequences for test takers (code ETS 3.1.4 in 

Figure 4.11) regarding (a) “make you a stronger candidate for job opportunities with leading global 

organizations that want employees who can speak and write in English,” (c) “positively affect 

hiring decisions and other employment opportunities,” and to (d) “help you to obtain new 

opportunities within a company” (ETS, 2018b, para 4), while not fully supporting (b) “demonstrate 

your ability to communicate across borders and cultures with co-workers and clients” (ETS, 2018b, 

para 4). 

Overall, washback effects and consequences of selection decisions were highly associated 

with the stakes of the TOEIC. Throughout the discussion chapter, contextual factors that affected 

the stakes of the TOEIC and stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores as well as 

TOEIC’s under-representation of English constructs in international business workplaces have led 

to mostly negative consequences and some positive consequences. As discussed in Section One in 

this chapter, it may be necessary to discuss the validity of a test within sociopolitical systems and 

to conceptualize a validation model that includes social, cultural, and political factors in validation, 

as validity cannot be separated from the social aspects of testing.   
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Chapter 8 

Conclusion 

 The TOEIC has six broad purposes and five specific uses approved by ETS, as described 

in Chapter 1. Among the purposes and uses, this dissertation study investigated the extent to which 

TOEIC’s intended meanings, uses, and consequences were achieved by investigating the 

perceptions of employers and employees in relation to hiring and promotional decisions in 

international business workplaces. Overall, the findings in this study illustrated complex 

relationships between the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the 

consequences of TOEIC uses that were intertwined with contextual factors embedded in the 

research context. This point is consistent with Zumbo’s (2015) ecology of testing in terms that 

assessment in in vitro (i.e., intended score meanings and uses of a test) is understood and used in 

quite different ways in vivo (i.e., actual score meanings and uses of the test).  

Specifically, the employers’ and employees’ perceived meanings of TOEIC scores were 

affected by their perceptions of English constructs in international business workplaces and by 

contextual factors such as local TOEIC institutes. Based on the above findings of the study, this 

chapter concludes its discussion with the contributions of this study to language testing and the 

implications for researchers in terms of research methods (i.e., the survey translation method) and 

the applicability of finding of contextual factors in this study to other contexts, and the implications 

of findings for TOEIC stakeholders and in relation to theoretical implications for future language 

test development and revisions of English language proficiency tests such as the TOEIC used to 

make decisions in international business workplaces.  
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Contributions to Language Testing 

The major contributions of this study to language testing are discussed theoretically and 

methodologically. The findings of this study can contribute to (a) identifying English constructs 

in international business workplaces, (b) building on empirical validation studies using an 

argument-based approach, (c) collecting validity evidence from multiple stakeholders using 

multiple methods to listen to different TOEIC stakeholders’ voices, and (d) pointing out the 

limitations of validation frameworks by calling for the inclusion of contextual factors in validation 

frameworks and studies.  

The findings from interview and questionnaire data about English constructs in 

international business workplaces were generally consistent with global communicative 

competence, as conceptualized by Kankaanranta and Louhiala-Salminen (2013), Louhiala-

Salminen, Charles, and Kankaanranta (2005), and Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta (2011). 

However, the findings from interview data elaborated on English constructs in international 

business workplaces by reporting the relationships between the communication challenges, coping 

strategies to deal with the challenges, and important aspects of communication in international 

businesses (see Figure 5.13). The relationships from this study explain the how and why 

international business workers use English in their workplaces. Furthermore, findings from the 

online questionnaire data showed different aspects from Louhiala-Salminen and Kankaanranta 

(2011). EFA for English constructs resulted in three different factors: global communicative 

competence (Factor 1), business communication skills (Factor 2), and the ability to use easy 

English (Factor 3). Factor 1 is an overarching concept that includes Louhiala-Salminen and 

Kankaanranta’s (2011) conceptualization, but factors 2 and 3 further provided the other two more 

specific dimensions of business communication skills and the ability to use easy English. These 
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findings from interview and questionnaire data contribute to the conceptualizing of test constructs 

in the TOEIC, specifically TOEIC Listening and TOEIC Speaking.  

The findings in this study were discussed using the operational validation model for this 

study in Chapter 7. Considering that there has been a limited number of validation studies using 

an argument-based approach despite its usefulness and practicality as reviewed in Chapter 2, this 

study contributes to the feasibility of conducting empirical validation studies using an argument-

based approach in high-stakes testing contexts. Using an argument-based approach, this study 

collected multiple validity evidence from multiple stakeholders to investigate their perceived 

meanings, uses and consequences of the TOEIC. As reviewed in Chapter 2, three studies (i.e., 

Kadir, 2008; Z. Li, 2015; Sun, 2016) empirically investigated consequences of tests using both 

multiple stakeholders and an argument-based approach. These studies examined the extent to 

which validity arguments supported the intended claims by collecting validity evidence from 

multiple stakeholders. In a similar vein, by collecting validity evidence from multiple TOEIC 

stakeholders using an argument-based approach, the findings of this study clearly showed the 

relationships between the meanings, uses and consequences of the TOEIC through juxtaposing 

findings from the test developers, test administrators, employers and employees using multiple 

methods of document analysis, interviews and online questionnaires. In particular, this study 

illustrated the relationships respecting the why and how stakeholders perceived and used the 

TOEIC and the consequences of such uses by including findings about contextual factors that had 

affected TOEIC stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores as described in figures 

4.21, 4.22, 5.14 and 5.15 in Chapters 4 and 5.  

To my knowledge, the why and how have not been paid full attention to as they are too 

complex to deal with in a single study. The findings in this study about the contextual factors and 



 

309 

 

their effects on TOEIC stakeholders’ understanding and uses of TOEIC scores explain the why 

and how. These findings may suggest that it is no longer possible to separate social aspects of 

testing from test validation. Without investigating the contextual factors, it may not be able to fully 

discuss the validity if validation researchers follow Messick’s (1989) definition of the validity 

regarding validating interpretations and uses of test scores. In this dissertation study, the contextual 

factors could be found as the abductive analysis (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014) for YBM’s 

documents and analysis of interview data using both inductive and deductive codes were adopted 

for data analysis. The finding of the contextual factors calls for using qualitative research for 

validation, and more explicit guidelines for investigating contextual factors in test validation may 

be required for validation researchers to investigate the why and how of perceived meanings and 

uses of test scores. As discussed earlier, the findings about the contextual factors may be able to 

contribute to providing the fundamental evidence to conceptualize a validation framework for 

investigating contextual factors. Implications of findings in this study for each TOEIC stakeholder 

are further discussed in the followings.  

Implications for Researchers 

 Implications for researchers can be discussed in terms of translation methods used in this 

study, as well as the applicability of the findings in this study to other contexts. Attention has been 

paid to survey translation in international research across disciplines. When researchers translate 

an original survey into other languages, the translation method used in this study (i.e., the forward 

translation) with involving experts and actual employees in reviewing and pretesting processes 

may be able to provide researchers with information about what to consider and how to proceed 

in survey translations. In particular, contextualizing the original survey into the target culture is 

one of the most important parts in survey translation during the processes. Cognitive interviews 
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(Willis et al., 2008) using the think-aloud technique also help researchers to confirm their 

translations and to detect any other irrelevant factors to respondents’ response processes.  

 The other implication in this study is the applicability of the finding of contextual factors 

to other contexts. As reported and discussed in the previous chapters, contextual factors such as 

globalization policy, organizations’ requirement and test preparation institutes were found in this 

study, and these contextual factors may be applicable to other contexts such as China and Japan. 

There may be some similarities between Korea and those countries in term of the existence of test 

preparation institutes as English language proficiency tests are used for high stakes decisions.  

However, there would also be differences between them as each country has its own culture and 

unique contextual factors. The effects of contextual factors on stakeholders’ understanding and 

uses of test scores may not be limited to these countries, but they may be seen in other contexts 

such as Australia (McNamara & Roever, 2006) and Canada (Bessette, 2005). In addition, there are 

TOEIC administrators in each country across the world like YBM in Korea. It would be worth 

investigating how these TOEIC administrators have been playing as an intermediator of the TOEIC 

in different countries. Researchers may be able to use documents publicly available from each 

TOEIC administrator and to analyze the documents using the hybrid version of document analysis 

to investigate the localized meanings, uses and consequences in each country.  

Implications for TOEIC Stakeholders 

Findings of this study have different implications for different TOEIC stakeholders. 

Specific implications are discussed for ETS as the test developer of the TOEIC, YBM as the test 

administrator, employers as decision makers, and job seekers and employees as test takers.  
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Implications for ETS. The findings in this study based on the operational validation model 

for this study provided validity evidence for the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores in the Korean 

context. The findings build on the empirical studies regarding which inferences or claims are 

supported or challenged in international business workplaces in Korea based on the operational 

validation model, and ETS may be able to have in-depth understanding of the local context. In 

particular, what the findings of this study stress is a need for ETS to pay more attention to test uses, 

specifically due to the contextual factors that affected the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores in 

the Korean context, and further to call for developing validation frameworks for the TOEIC that 

may explain the effects of contextual factors in a particular context.  

Another implication for ETS is that the findings about English constructs in international 

business workplaces can contribute to further revisions of test items to accurately reflect English 

constructs found in this study. The employers and employees from interviews and employees’ 

responses to the online questionnaires commonly showed a need to incorporate the characteristics 

of English constructs into the TOEIC. The findings about English constructs in this study may 

provide critical evidence to ETS to revise or modify the TOEIC items for test users to have full 

confidence in decision making.  

The other implication for ETS is that ETS can use the items for specific consequences of 

selection decisions in international business workplaces for future TOEIC validation studies. As 

reported in Chapter 4, ETS has not articulated the specific consequences of selection decisions in 

international business workplaces. Based on Potočnik et al. (2014), the items for the consequences 

of selection decisions were specified and administered in Section B of the online questionnaires, 

which are also aligned with ETS’s intended consequences for organizations and test takers, 
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reported in Chapter 4. These items designed in this study can be used to administer questionnaires 

for future TOEIC validation studies. 

Implications for YBM. Test administrators are classified as test developers in the Code of 

Practice (Association of Language Testers in Europe, 1994), but as test users in the 2014 

Standards (AREA, APA, & NCME, 2014). However, the classification depends on contexts. In 

one case of the TOEIC, YBM is a test administrator, not a test developer or a test user, because 

YBM did not design the TOEIC. Nor does it make decisions on test takers. Rather, YBM as an 

intermediator has echoed the intended meanings, uses, and consequences that ETS proposed as an 

agent of ETS in administering the TOEIC and has also provided the localized meanings, uses, and 

consequences for the TOEIC in Korea. Therefore, YBM’s responsibilities may not be limited to 

only providing suitable testing environments, discouraging cheating and minimizing testing 

irregularities, and protecting testing security, but to collecting validity evidence for the unintended 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores, as YBM already recognizes these issues, as illustrated in 

Figure 4.17.  

It is hard to overlook YBM’s contributions to English education in Korea while 

administering the TOEIC, providing information on the test to decision makers and test takers, and 

holding educational programs. However, as an intermediator, YBM may need to delve into the 

negative consequences resulting from the contextual factors that employers and employees in this 

study reported and to deal with these issues while collaborating with ETS concerning the 

unintended meanings and uses of TOEIC scores. Furthermore, the unique case of TOEIC use in 

Korea (i.e., code Y 3.2.4: replacement of an English subject with the TOEIC in Figure 4.19) has 

not been specified as an approved use of TOEIC scores by ETS. Therefore, there is a need to 
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investigate whether beneficial consequences have resulted from TOEIC use (e.g., whether the 

TOEIC is useful in the employees’ workplaces).  

Implications for employers as decision makers. The findings of this study provided what 

the TOEIC looks like respecting its benefits and limitations in assessing job applicants’ English 

language proficiency in international business workplaces. As employers and employees reported, 

the TOEIC may not fully reflect English constructs in international business workplaces. 

Accordingly, decision makers should not rely on TOEIC scores for assessing candidates’ and 

current employees’ English language proficiency. Alternatively, English constructs in 

international business workplaces such as communication challenges and coping strategies that 

were found in this study may contribute to providing a guideline for examining candidates’ English 

language proficiency during hiring processes and for training employees for international 

businesses.  

Moreover, the findings showed the employers’ additional views of TOEIC scores, such as 

an indicator of an applicant’s character, and they reported the contextual factors that affected their 

understanding and uses of TOEIC scores in international business workplaces. Considering these 

reports of the employers in this study, decision makers may need to collect a variety of evidence 

to evaluate candidates’ potentials to minimize the possibility of making decision errors using a 

variety of methods such as in-depth interviews about candidates’ potentials for international 

businesses, English interviews, and English resumes to compensate for the TOEIC’s weaknesses. 

Otherwise, the result will amount to huge costs in terms of time and money.  

Implications for job seekers and employees as test takers. The findings about English 

constructs in international business workplaces and stakeholders’ perceptions of the TOEIC may 

have implications for test takers in terms of what to prepare for and how to learn English through 
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the TOEIC. Specifically, the findings of this study provide job seekers with information about how 

employers and employees in international business workplaces perceive the TOEIC regarding the 

extent to which it reflects the English constructs required for international businesses and how 

employers use the TOEIC for selection decisions.  

As the findings about English constructs in international business workplaces suggest, 

those (i.e., job seekers and employee test takers) who wish to work for international businesses 

may need to be exposed to a variety of English accents and to focus on communication strategies 

that the TOEIC may not fully reflect. While preparing for the TOEIC, test takers may be able to 

learn the English language as a baseline of English language proficiency. While working for 

international businesses, they may need to spend more time understanding different varieties of 

English accents and using a range of communication strategies.  

Limitations and Future Studies  

This study is one of the few that have contributed to identifying the relationships between 

the contextual factors and stakeholders’ perceived meanings, uses, and consequences of testing. 

However, there were limitations regarding the scope of this study and research methods. The 

limitations are acknowledged in this section to inform future validation studies on the TOEIC.  

Limitations of the scope of this study. As the purposes of this dissertation study were 

broad, it may not have been possible to investigate the research contexts sufficiently deeply. For 

example, some constraints when investigating whole processes were evident because the validity 

evidence for the scoring and generalization inferences from the employers and employees in this 

study was not collected, as these stakeholders may not have had knowledge about the processes of 

scoring and generalizing TOEIC scores.  
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Furthermore, the washback effect, which was one of the most important findings, was not 

fully investigated, but generally, employees’ purposes were found for TOEIC-taking strategies and 

learning motivation. The washback effect may be one of the most important aspects of validity to 

investigate regarding the consequences of TOEIC use for the instructional impact on teaching and 

learning (Cheng, 2014; Cheng & Curtis, 2004; Schissel, 2018). Specifically, the “teaching to the 

test” (Madaus, 1988, p. 38) phenomenon has been a social problem in Korea, and employers and 

employees in this study commonly noted the issue of learning test-wiseness strategies at TOEIC 

preparation institutes. However, the ways of teaching TOEIC content and test-wiseness strategies 

were not investigated in this study due to its foci (i.e., employers and employees’ perceived 

meanings and the uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions and the consequences of such 

decisions). Because the phenomenon is linked to the TOEIC’s stakes and represents a huge threat 

to the validity of the meanings and uses of TOEIC scores, future research may need to investigate 

the relationships between the stakes of the TOEIC and their impact on teaching and learning in 

TOEIC classrooms.  

Limitations on research methods. Limitations of research methods were also evident 

regarding the data collection and data analyses of documents and online questionnaires. This study 

only investigated TOEIC stakeholders’ perceptions. To investigate the stakeholders’ actual 

understanding of English constructs and the meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC, 

observations should have been accompanied. To address this limitation of this study, case studies 

may follow to support stakeholders’ perceptions through observations to triangulate stakeholders’ 

perceptions.  

As described in Chapter 3, the document analysis framework of Miller and Alvarado (2005) 

includes content and context analysis (i.e., the document as commentary and documents as actors). 
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In this study, content analysis was conducted to analyze documents collected from ETS to identify 

the key categories (i.e., categories under the processes in the operational validation model for this 

study) without context analysis. However, it would be worth investigating how ETS documents 

(e.g., report cards of TOEIC scores) influence TOEIC stakeholders through their production and 

use (i.e., documents as actors in Miller and Alvarado, 2005). Specifically, it would be critical to 

discern how YBM’s documents have affected TOEIC stakeholders’ (e.g., employers and 

employees in this study) understanding and uses of TOEIC scores. As Miller and Alvarado (2005) 

point out, secondary observations and interviews with key social agents may need to be gathered 

to investigate the effects of the documents on TOEIC stakeholders. Through these methods, 

ideologies (stakeholders’ shared beliefs) and hegemonies (dominance of the TOEIC over other 

English tests) prevailing in the Korean context could be disclosed to provide a more in-depth 

understanding of the contextual factors surrounding the TOEIC in a particular context.  

Another research method limitation results in the use of convenience sampling strategies, 

insufficient sample size, and not using confirmatory or structural equation modeling for the data 

analyses of online questionnaires. Convenience sampling strategies were adopted in this study, so 

it may be hard to generalize the findings from the questionnaire data to other international business 

workplace contexts. The questionnaire data were only collected from Korean employees who were 

working for Korea-based international business organizations, and the findings from the 

questionnaire data can only illustrate the employees’ perceptions of English constructs in such 

workplaces, their perceived meanings and uses of TOEIC scores for selection decisions, and the 

consequences of such decisions in the Korean contexts.  

In addition, a limitation is noticeable in the insufficient sample size for EFA and the 

regression analysis for online questionnaire data. Larger samples are required to reduce probability 
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errors and to maximize the accuracy of estimates (Osborne & Costello, 2004), while small samples 

of this study may decrease statistical power by leading to misestimated variable regression 

coefficients. For EFA, the rule of thumb of Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) and Kahn (2006) for the 

sample size suggests that at least 300 cases are required for factor analysis, whereas this study had 

281 cases. In addition, Comrey and Lee (1992) suggest that 50 cases are very poor; 100, poor; 200, 

fair; 300, good; 500, very good; and 1,000 or more, excellent. For the minimum sample size, a 

ratio of five cases per variable (i.e., 5 to 1; Gorsuch, 1983), at least 10 to one (Nunnally, 1978) 

were suggested. In addition, Mundfrom, Shaw, and Ke (2005) suggest that a minimum of seven 

variables for each factor is required. In this study, 281 valid responses were collected. Furthermore, 

the number of responses for each of the TOEIC components varied (195 to 250 responses for the 

TOEIC LR; 138 to 166 for the TOEIC Speaking; and 62 to 83 for the TOEIC Writing, depending 

on what they selected for the TOEIC component/s, as well as types of decisions for which their 

company used the TOEIC component/s), although the employees commonly responded to items 

about English constructs (i.e., items in Section A in the questionnaires).  

To address the relatively small sample size of this study, to increase the statistical power 

of analyses, I analyzed the questionnaire data in an appropriate manner according to the types of 

data (i.e., ordinal data in this study) and the non-normality of the data using diagonally weighted 

least squares (WLSMV), with one of the most powerful statistics programs, Mplus 8.2 (Muthén & 

Muthén, 2017), for EFA. In addition, a combination of common goodness-of-fit indices were used 

to determine the factor structures, such as the CFI, TLI, SRMR, and RMSEA, in addition to the 

traditional criteria of Kaiser criterion (K1) and the scree plot test. For regression analyses, a multi-

collinearity test was conducted to examine whether the factors identified from EFA overlap using 

the variance inflation factor measure. Different regression analyses (i.e., multiple logistic 
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regression, multinomial logistic regression, and ordinal logistic regression) were used depending 

on the types of outcome variables using the robust maximum likelihood (MLR).  

Future studies may need to use random sampling strategies with a large sample size to 

generalize the findings to other contexts and confirm the factor models from EFA using 

confirmatory factor analyses for English constructs in international business workplaces and 

structural equation modeling for the employees’ perceptions of the meanings and uses of TOEIC 

scores for selection decisions and the consequences of TOEIC use. 

 The last limitation to be noted is that, during interviews, employers’ and employees’ 

perceptions of the TOEIC Writing test could not be collected due to relatively less usage of the 

test for selection decisions. As seen in the findings from the online questionnaires, the number of 

employees who used the TOEIC Writing was quite small. Therefore, the findings in this study 

might not inform readers of TOEIC stakeholders’ perceptions for all the components of the TOEIC.  

Concluding Remarks 

Tests are useful tools to pick “what students know, can do, or have accomplished based on 

a handful of things they say, do, or make in particular settings” (Mislevy et al., 2003, p. 1). As 

decisions about students are made by inferences based on a handful of evidence (i.e., test scores), 

validation (i.e., collecting evidence) is the most important process to examine whether the 

inferences are justifiable. Without validation, claims about students may not be defensible. In this 

dissertation study, the TOEIC, which has been used for high-stakes decisions such as 

hiring/promotional decisions over the past 30 years in Korea, was investigated as to how well 

TOEIC scores represent the English constructs and how well TOEIC achieves its designated 

purposes in international business workplaces by investigating ETS’s intended, YBM’s localized, 

and employers’ and employees’ perceived meanings, uses, and consequences of the TOEIC.  
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This study examined the relationships between the contextual factors and the stakeholders’ 

understanding and uses of TOEIC scores in international business workplaces in Korea and, thus, 

highlighted the importance of investigating contextual factors in future test validation. Zumbo 

(2015) points out that the intended meanings, uses, and consequences may be distorted and 

changed when the test is fully administered in a particular context; therefore, the effects of 

contextual factors may not be able to be ignored in test validation. In this study, the unintended 

meanings and uses of TOEIC scores were found due to contextual factors in Korea that might not 

be unique in the Korean context. Nonetheless, other types of contextual factors in contexts such as 

Japan and Taiwan may be found. To effect beneficial consequences in score use contexts, ETS and 

validation researchers should pay more attention to individual contexts and collect validity 

evidence accordingly in collaboration with test administrators, employers, and employees in 

different countries.  
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Study Title:  Stakeholder Voices: Validity Argument for Score Meaning and Use of the Test of 

English for International Communication (TOEIC) in International Business Workplaces 

 

Name of Student Researcher: Gwan-Hyeok Im, Faculty of Education, Queen’s University 

Name of Supervisor: Dr. Liying Cheng, Faculty of Education, Queen’s University 

 

I am Gwan-Hyeok Im, a PhD candidate in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University, Canada, 

working under the supervision of Dr. Liying Cheng. I am inviting you as an employer to take part 

in this research study examining the perceived meaning, use and consequences of TOEIC scores 

in international business workplaces. Specifically, I intend to ask questions about the perceived 

meaning of TOEIC scores (TOEIC LR, TOEIC Speaking, or TOEIC Writing) for hiring and 

promotional decisions and consequences of such decisions. You as an employer participant have 

to meet three conditions as follows:   

 

• Your company uses TOEIC scores for hiring and promotional decisions;  

• You are a decision maker involved in recruitment and evaluation for hiring and/or 

promoting employees.   

• You manage international business.  

 

If you meet the three conditions and agree to take part, I will interview you for one hour at a neutral 

location either during working hours, or after working hours based on your convenience. The 

interview will be audio-recorded and later transcribed. Some of the questions regarding the TOEIC 

meaning, use and consequences may cause you anxiety. If you are experiencing distress after the 

interview, please contact community mental health services at 1577-0199. While there are no 

direct benefits to you as a participant, study results will help inform how TOEIC scores are 

perceived for hiring and promotional decisions and consequences of such decisions in international 

business workplaces.  

 

There is no obligation for you to say yes to take part in this study. You don’t have to answer any 

questions you don’t want to. You can stop participating at any time without questions. You may 

withdraw from the study up until May 31, 2018 by contacting me at gwan.im@queensu.ca.  

 

I will keep your data securely for at least five years. Your confidentiality will be protected to the 

extent possible by replacing your name with a pseudonym for all data and in all publications. The 

code list linking real names with pseudonyms will be stored separately and securely from the data.  

 

I hope to publish the results of this study in my doctoral dissertation and academic journals and 

present them at conferences. I will include quotes from some of the interviews with you when 

presenting my findings. Although your identity may be able to be deduced, I will never include 

your name and your company’s name with any quotes, and I will protect your identity to the extent 

mailto:gwan.im@queensu.ca
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possible by not including information that could indirectly identify you. During the interview, 

please let me know if you say anything you do not want me to quote. 

 

If you have any ethics concerns please contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-

844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America) or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

If you have any questions about the research, please contact me, Gwan-Hyeok Im at 

gwan.im@queensu.ca or my supervisor, Dr. Liying Cheng, at liying.cheng@queensu.ca or 1-613-

533-6000 ext. 79556. 

 

This Letter of Information and Consent form provide you with the details to help you make an 

informed choice.  All your questions should be answered to your satisfaction before you decide 

whether or not to participate in this research study. 

 

Keep one copy of the Letter of Information and Consent form for your records and return one copy 

to the student researcher, Gwan-Hyeok Im.  

By signing below, I am verifying that: I have read the Letter of Information and Consent form and 

all of my questions have been answered.  

 

 

Name of Participant: ___________________________________ 

 

 

 

Signature: ____________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Date: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

  

mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
mailto:gwan.im@queensu.ca
mailto:liying.cheng@queensu.ca
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APPENDIX D 

LOI and Consent Form to Employees by Interviews 

Study Title:  Stakeholder Voices: Validity Argument for Score Meaning and Use of the Test of 

English for International Communication (TOEIC) in International Business Workplaces 

 

Name of Student Researcher: Gwan-Hyeok Im, Faculty of Education, Queen’s University 

Name of Supervisor: Dr. Liying Cheng, Faculty of Education, Queen’s University 

 

I am Gwan-Hyeok Im, a PhD candidate in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University, Canada, 

working under the supervision of Dr. Liying Cheng. I am inviting you as an employee to take part 

in this research study examining the perceived meaning, use and consequences of TOEIC scores 

in international business workplaces. Specifically, I intend to ask questions about the perceived 

meaning of TOEIC scores (TOEIC LR, TOEIC Speaking, or TOEIC Writing) for hiring and 

promotional decisions and consequences of such decisions. You as an employee participant have 

to meet three conditions as follows:   

 

• You work in international business workplaces 

• You use English in oral/written business communication on a daily basis  

• You took TOEIC Listening and Reading, TOEIC Speaking, or TOEIC Writing and used 

TOEIC scores for job application and/or promotion.   

 

If you meet the three conditions and agree to take part, I will interview you for one hour at a neutral 

location either during working hours, or after working hours based on your convenience. The 

interview will be audio-recorded and later transcribed. Some of the questions regarding the TOEIC 

meaning, use and consequences may cause you anxiety. If you are experiencing distress after the 

interview, please contact community mental health services at 1577-0199. While there are no 

direct benefits to you as a participant, study results will help inform how TOEIC scores are 

perceived for hiring and promotional decisions and consequences of such decisions in international 

business workplaces.  

 

There is no obligation for you to say yes to take part in this study. You don’t have to answer any 

questions you don’t want to. You can stop participating at any time without questions. You may 

withdraw from the study up until May 31, 2018 by contacting me at gwan.im@queensu.ca.  

 

I will keep your data securely for at least five years. Your confidentiality will be protected to the 

extent possible by replacing your name with a pseudonym for all data and in all publications. The 

code list linking real names with pseudonyms will be stored separately and securely from the data.  

 

I hope to publish the results of this study in my doctoral dissertation and academic journals and 

present them at conferences.  I will include quotes from some of the interviews with you when 

presenting my findings. Although your identity may be able to be deduced, I will never include 

your name and your company’s name with any quotes, and I will protect your identity to the extent 

mailto:gwan.im@queensu.ca
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possible by not including information that could indirectly identify you. During the interview, 

please let me know if you say anything you do not want me to quote. 

 

If you have any ethics concerns please contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-

844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America) or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 

 

If you have any questions about the research, please contact me, Gwan-Hyeok Im at 

gwan.im@queensu.ca or my supervisor, Dr. Liying Cheng, at liying.cheng@queensu.ca or 1-613-

533-6000 ext. 79556. 

 

This Letter of Information and Consent form provide you with the details to help you make an 

informed choice.  All your questions should be answered to your satisfaction before you decide 

whether or not to participate in this research study. 

 

Keep one copy of the Letter of Information and Consent form for your records and return one copy 

to the student researcher, Gwan-Hyeok Im.  

By signing below, I am verifying that: I have read the Letter of Information and Consent form and 

all of my questions have been answered.  

 

 

Name of Participant: ___________________________________ 

 

 

 

Signature: ____________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Date: ________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:chair.GREB@queensu.ca
mailto:gwan.im@queensu.ca
mailto:liying.cheng@queensu.ca
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APPENDIX E 

LOI and Consent Form to Employees by Survey Link 

Study Title:  Stakeholder Voices: Validity Argument for Score Meaning and Use of the Test of 

English for International Communication (TOEIC) in International Business Workplaces 

 

Name of Student Researcher: Gwan-Hyeok Im, Faculty of Education, Queen’s University 

Name of Supervisor: Dr. Liying Cheng, Faculty of Education, Queen’s University 

 

I am Gwan-Hyeok Im, a PhD candidate in the Faculty of Education at Queen’s University, Canada, 

working under the supervision of Dr. Liying Cheng. I am inviting you as an employee to take part 

in this research study examining the perceived meaning, use and consequences of TOEIC scores 

in international business workplaces. Specifically, I intend to ask questions about the actual use of 

English, the perceived meaning of TOEIC scores (TOEIC Listening & Reading, TOEIC Speaking, 

and/or TOEIC Writing) for hiring and promotional decisions and consequences of such decisions. 

You as an employee participant have to meet three conditions as follows:   

 

• You work in international business workplaces 

• You use English in oral/written business communication on a daily basis 

• You took TOEIC Listening & Reading, TOEIC Speaking, or TOEIC Writing and used 

TOEIC scores to get hired and/or promoted.   

 

If you meet the three conditions and agree to take part, you will complete an on-line questionnaire 

that is expected to take 15-20 minutes. Some of the questions regarding the TOEIC meaning, use 

and consequences may cause you anxiety. If you are experiencing distress after the interview, 

please contact community mental health services at 1577-0199. While there are no direct benefits 

to you as a participant, study results will help inform how TOEIC scores are perceived for hiring 

and promotional decisions and consequences of such decisions in international business 

workplaces.  

 

There is no obligation for you to say yes to take part in this study. You don’t have to answer any 

questions you don’t want to. You can stop participating at any time without questions. As 

questionnaire responses are anonymous, you can withdraw by closing your browser while doing 

the survey. You cannot withdraw after completing the survey. I will keep your data securely for at 

least five years. I hope to publish the results of this study in academic journals and present them 

at conferences. 

 

For taking part in my study, you will receive points (equivalent of around 5 Canadian dollars) for 

completing the questionnaire. Incentives are given on a point system in Qualtrics. Those points 

can be pooled and later redeemed in the form of gift cards, cash, etc. 

 

If you have any ethics concerns please contact the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 1-

844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America) or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 
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If you have any questions about the research, please contact me, Gwan-Hyeok Im at 

gwan.im@queensu.ca or my supervisor, Dr. Liying Cheng, at liying.cheng@queensu.ca or 1-613-

533-6000 ext. 79556. 

 

This Letter of Information and Consent form provide you with the details to help you make an 

informed choice. All your questions should be answered to your satisfaction before you decide 

whether or not to participate in this research study. 

 

Keep one copy of the Letter of Information and Consent form for your records. 

 

By clicking this button, you are verifying that: “I have read the Letter of Information and Consent 

form and all of my questions have been answered. I consent to participate in this study.”  
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APPENDIX F 

Interview Guidelines for Employer Participants 

A. Personal and business information 

1. What is the name of your company?  

2. How many employees are there in international trading department?  

3. What is your position?   

4. How long have you been working in this position? 

5. How often or how long have you been involved in hiring and promotional procedures?  

6. Do you require TOEIC scores for hiring and/or promotion? Why (not)? 

B. Business information & uses of English  

7. What does your department do? 

8. What and how many countries do you trade with?  

9. What language do you and employees mainly use for international businesses?  

10.  How many new employees does your company recruit each year?  

11. What language do you and your employees use for international businesses?  

12. What ability in English communication do you think is necessary for international businesses? 

Could you share your experience with me regarding English communication with international 

partners? 

C. The perceived meanings of TOEIC scores  

13. Which English test scores do new employees mostly submit? 

14. Which component of TOEIC do you require for hiring?   

a. Which component of TOEIC do you require for promotion?  

15. What are you looking for when you require the TOEIC score for hiring?  
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a. For promotion?  

16. Who do you think perform well international business between one who has a high TOEIC 

score and one with a low TOEIC score?  

17. What do you think of the differences between scores of 700 and 900 in the TOEIC LR?  

a. between a level of 5 and 7 in TOEIC Speaking and/or Writing?  

18. What do you think TOEIC scores represent? (screening tool, effort, diligence, test-wiseness?) 

D. The uses of TOEIC scores  

19. Do you have a cut-off score of the TOEIC for hiring decisions?  

a. For promotional decisions?  

20. Do you think that TOEIC scores above or below the cut-off score affect communication with 

clients? For example, if an employee has a higher TOEIC score than the cut-off score, do you 

think he or she can communicate well enough with international clients? Or if an employee 

has a lower TOEIC score than the cut score, do you think that he or she has difficulty dealing 

with international business? 

21. How useful are TOEIC scores for hiring and/or promotional decisions? 

22. How relevant do you think TOEIC scores are to hiring and/or promotional decisions? 

(relevance)  

a. Do you have other procedures to assess an applicant’s English proficiency or 

evaluate job performance in English? If so, why?   

23. Why do you use TOEIC scores for those decisions? (social factors)- Im and McNamara (2017)  

E. The perceived consequences of TOEIC use  

24. What do you think of the performance of employees who have taken the TOEIC regarding 

English communication? Could you give me an example? 
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25. What consequences of hiring and/or promotional decisions have been brought about? Time 

and money for training employees? 
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APPENDIX G 

Interview Guidelines for Employee Participants  

A. Personal & business information 

1. Which department do you work?  

2. What is your role in your department?    

3. What and how many countries do you trade with?  

4. What language do you mainly use for international businesses?  

5. How long have you worked in the company and your present position?   

6. How do you use English at the workplace?  

a. How often do you use English during working hours? 

b.  In which way between oral and written communication do you use?    

7. Have you ever studied English in other countries?  

8. Have you ever taken TOEIC? 

a. Which component of TOEIC have you taken for a job application?  

b.  and/or Which component of TOEIC have you taken for a promotion? 

B. The perceived meaning of TOEIC scores 

9. How accurately do you think TOEIC scores represent the actual use of English at your 

workplace?  

a. How accurately do TOEIC scores reflect English proficiency? Could you give me 

an example? 

b. How relevant do TOEIC scores to English use at your workplace? Could you give 

me an example? 

10. Then, what do you think TOEIC represent? (screening tool, effort, diligence, test wiseness) 
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C. The perceived use of TOEIC scores 

11. For what purpose did you take TOEIC?  

12. How important is TOEIC for you?  

13. What do you think of the decisions based on the TOEIC scores?  

a. About the employer’s hiring decisions? Could you give me an example? 

b. About the employer’s promotional decisions? Could you give me an example? 

D. The perceived consequences of TOEIC use 

14. What consequences have been brought about? 

a. Do you think TOEIC scores have been used appropriately by the employers? 

b. Do you think the company should continue to use the TOEIC for hiring and/or 

promotional decisions? 

c. What do you think of test preparation? How did test preparation help you to be 

ready to work in international workplaces?   

d. Did TOEIC scores help you to see your strengths and weaknesses in your English 

proficiency for international business? 

 

 



 

387 

 

APPENDIX H 

English Version of Online Questionnaire for Employee Participants  

<You can choose the language between English and Korean on the upper part of the screen.> 
 
Hello,   
This survey is about what you think of the English language use in international business, and what you think of 

TOEIC (Listening & Reading, Speaking, or Writing) scores for hiring and/or promotional decisions and consequences 
of such decisions. It is expected to take approximately 15 to 20 minutes. I hope you will consider participating. The 
letter of information-consent is available below for your review. 
 

 

LOI & CON Form-Letter of Information and Consent Form  
 

 

Pre Q. Having read the letter of information and consent letter, do you give consent to participate in this research 
study?  

○Yes  ○No 
 

Thank you for joining in this study. Before you go, there are three questions to check your eligibility to participate in 
this study. "International business" refers to transaction of any kind of goods, services, information or resources 
between two or more nations. 
 
PRE_Q1 Do you work for international business, that is, work-related transaction of goods, services, information, or 
resources? 

○Yes  ○No 
 
PRE_Q2 Do you use oral and/or written English with international business partners (i.e., international 
clients/suppliers)? 
○Yes  ○No 
 

PRE_Q3 Did you use TOEIC Listening & Reading, TOEIC Speaking, or TOEIC Writing scores for a job application 
and/or promotion?  
○Yes  ○No 
 

 

Notice1: I am sorry that you are not eligible to participate in this study. We are looking for employees who meet all 
of the following conditions below:  
(1) who are working in international business,  

(2) who use English at the workplace,   
and (3) who have used TOEIC scores for a job application and/or promotion. If you know anyone who meets these 
conditions, please share this survey link with them. Thank you again.  

 

 
Congratulations! You are eligible to participate in this study, and you are ready to go. I will give you a brief summary 
of this questionnaire. There are three sections in the questionnaire: Sections A, B, and C.  
 

It is designed to ask in Section A, (a) how you use English in communication with international business partners and 
(b) what communication abilities you think are important for successful communication with them, in Section B, (a) 
how well you think TOEIC scores (Listening & Reading, Speaking, or Writing) reflect English ability in international 
business contexts, (b) what you think TOEIC scores reflect other than English ability, (c) how you used TOEIC scores 
and how important TOEIC scores are for you, (d) how you think about employers' hiring and/or promotional decisions 
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based on TOEIC scores, and (e) what consequences of such decisions occurred after using TOEIC, and in Section C, 
your demographic information.  
 
There are no right or wrong answers; you only need to choose ONE option that is the closest to your situation. It is 

expected that it would take 15 to 20 minutes to answer all questions. You can stop responding to the questions any 
time and then you can continue later because your responses are automatically saved. However, it is advised that you 
use the same device to not lose any responses you made previously. If you use another device to participate in the 
questionnaire, you may need to start from the beginning. Also, you can go back or forward while you are responding 
to the questions. 
 

 
Section A: English Language Use at the Workplace. Section A includes 33 statements about what you think of the use 

of English at your workplace.  
 
Explanation_1_1 Please check ONE option to indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the statements.  
 
Example 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I like to travel.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Explanation_1_2 Did you select any option of them? If you like to travel, you may have selected one among "Strongly 

agree", "Agree" and "Somewhat agree" depending on how much you like to travel. In this way, please 
choose ONE option that says about your thinking of each statement. Let us start now!   
 

 

Quality Insurance Q1. We care about the quality of our survey data and hope to receive the most accurate measures 
of your opinions, so it is important to use that you thoughtfully provide your best answers to each question in the 
survey.  
 

Do you commit to providing your thoughtful and honest answers to the questions in this survey?  
 
○ I will provide my best answers. 
○ I will not provide my best answers. 
○ I can’t promise either way.  
 

 

Multicultural Competence 

Cultural aspects of English communication 

 [Below is a list of statements about how important an understanding of culture is for successful communication with 
international business partners. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. To communicate successfully, I have to know international 

business partners' culture of their home country. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. To communicate successfully, I have to know the international 

business partners' company culture.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. To communicate successfully, I have to know the international 

business partner's role (position) in the company. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Audience Aspects of English communication  

[Below is a list of statements about how you and your international business partners  interact with each other in 
English communication. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

4. I try to see the business issue from the international business 

partner's perspective when I communicate in English.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I try to make the international business partner feel good when I 

communicate in English. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. The international business partner tries to see the business issue 

from my perspective when (s)he communicates with me in English. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. The international business partner tries to make me feel good when 

(s)he communicates with me in English.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Competence in Business English as a Lingua Franca 

Important communication strategies in English 

 [Below is a list of statements about what factors are important for successful communication with international 

business partners. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. To get what I want, I have to deliver my message directly to 

international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. To get what I want, I have to deliver my message clearly to 

international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. To get what I want, I have to deliver my message briefly to 

international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. To get what I want, I need to be polite to international business 

partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. To get what I want, I have to be persuasive with international 

business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. To get what I want, I have to be confident in communication with 

international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. To get what I want, I have to be friendly to international business 

partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. To get my message across, I have to support my facts with a clear 

explanation in English communication with international business 

partners. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Important abilities for successful English communication 

 [Below is a list of statements about what factors are important for successful communication with international 

business partners. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

9. For my communication to succeed, I have to know the English 

vocabulary of my own business area. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

10. For my communication to succeed, I have to know a wide 

vocabulary of English for communication with international business 

partners. 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 



 

390 

 

11. For my communication to succeed, I have to use grammatically 

correct forms of Standard English.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

12. For my communication to succeed, I have to pronounce like 

native English speakers. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

13. For my communication to succeed, I have to know how to deliver 

my message concisely. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

14. For my communication to succeed, I have to be familiar with an 

international business partner’s English accent. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

15. For my communication to succeed, I have to adjust my speech 

rate in English for international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Your actual use of communication strategies in English  
[Below is a list of statements about your actual use of communication strategies in English for communication with 
international business partners. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

16. For communication, I try to use short English sentences for 

international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

17. For communication, I try to use easy English words for 

international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

18. For communication, I try to use easy English grammar for 

international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

19. For communication, I try to copy international business partners’ 

English accents. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

20. For communication, I try to ask for clarification. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

21. For communication, I try to use vocabularies used in my own 

business area. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Business-Knowhow 

Aspects of business strategies related to English communication 

[Below is a list of statements about what you think of the relationship between communication and business at your 
workplace. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. Communication is an essential part of business. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. English communication is important in my work. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Business is a communication-based activity. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. For my organization to succeed, specializing in business issues is 

important. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. For my organization to succeed, specializing in communication is 

important. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Section B: Your thoughts on TOEIC (Listening & Reading, Speaking or Writing) scores for hiring and/or promotional 
decisions and consequences of such decisions.  
 
Section B includes 30 to 97 statements (depending on your responses to the following questions) about (a) how well 

TOEIC scores reflect your English ability at your workplace, (b) what TOEIC scores reflect other than English ability, 
(c) how important TOEIC scores are for you, (d) what you think of employers' hiring and/or promotional decisions, 
and (e) what consequences of TOEIC use happened. 
 
Q1. Which of the following component(s) of TOEIC did you submit when you applied for a job in your company? 
Please check all that apply.  

 
○ TOEIC Listening & Reading 
○ TOEIC Speaking 
○ TOEIC Writing 
○ Non-applicable 
 

Q2. Which of the following component(s) of TOEIC did you submit when you applied for a promotion in your 
company? Please check all that apply.  
○ TOEIC Listening & Reading 
○ TOEIC Speaking 
○ TOEIC Writing 
○ Non-applicable 

 

 

Explanation_2 Statements about TOEIC will be followed depending on each TOEIC component you selected in Q1 
and Q2.  
Please check ONE option to indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the statements.  
 
Example:  

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree 

nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I love taking TOEIC LR. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

 

Did you select any option of them? If you like taking TOEIC LR, you may have selected one among "strongly agree", 
"agree" and "somewhat agree" depending on how much you like taking TOEIC LR.  In this way, please choose ONE 

option that says about your thinking of each statement. Let us start now!   
 

 

Quality Insurance Q2. We care about the quality of our survey data and hope to receive the most accurate measures 
of your opinions, so it is important to use that you thoughtfully provide your best answers to each question in the 
survey.  
 
Do you commit to providing your thoughtful and honest answers to the questions in this survey?  

 
○ I will provide my best answers. 
○ I will not provide my best answers. 
○ I can’t promise either way.  
 

TOEIC Listening and Reading 

 

Meaning of TOEIC Listening  
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[Below is a list of statements about how well TOEIC Listening reflects English language use at your workplace. Please 
indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. TOEIC Listening score is an accurate indicator of the quality of 

English language use in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Listening is a useful tool to measure English listening 

ability for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. The situations (or topics) of conversation in TOEIC Listening are 

similar to English language use in international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Meaning of TOEIC Reading 

[Below is a list of statements about how well TOEIC Reading reflects English language use at your workplace. Please 
indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. TOEIC Reading score is an accurate indicator of the quality of 

English language use in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Reading is a useful tool to measure English reading ability 

for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. The passages (or texts) of TOEIC Reading are similar to English 

language use in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Views on TOEIC LR scores 

[Below is a list of statements about what TOEIC Listening and Reading (TOEIC LR) score reflects other than English 
ability. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. The length of studying English leads to a high TOEIC LR score. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. The length of staying in English-speaking countries leads to a high 

TOEIC LR score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Efforts (e.g., time, cost, and energy) into test preparation lead to a 

high TOEIC LR score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Learning English daily leads to a high TOEIC LR score. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. The use of test-taking tips leads to a high TOEC LR score. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Importance of TOEIC LR  

[Below is a list of statements about how important TOEIC Listening and Reading (TOEIC LR) is for you. Please 
indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. TOEIC LR is important for me to improve my English listening 

and reading ability. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC LR is important for me to see my progress in learning 

English listening and reading. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. TOEIC LR is important for me to get a job in Korea. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. TOEIC LR is important for me to be promoted in my company. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC LR for Hiring  
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[You answered in Q1 that you submitted TOEIC LR score for a job application. Below is a list of statements about 
your employer's hiring decisions based on TOEIC LR score. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with 
each statement.] 

1. I feel that the company has clearly informed me of why TOEIC 

LR score would be used for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel that the company clearly informed me of how TOEIC LR 

score would be used for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that the company has clearly provided information on a cut-

score on the TOEIC LR for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I feel that the use of TOEIC LR score is fair for hiring decisions 

regarding giving equal opportunities to applicants. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC LR for Promotion 

[You answered in Q2 that you submitted TOEIC LR score for a promotion application. Below is a list of statements 
about your employer's promotional decisions based on TOEIC LR score. Please indicate how strongly you agree or 

disagree with each statement.] 

1. I feel that the company has clearly informed me of why TOEIC 

LR score would be used for promotional decisions.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel that the company clearly informed me of how TOEIC LR 

score would be used for promotional decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that the company has clearly provided information on a cut-

score on the TOEIC LR for promotional decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I feel that the use of TOEIC LR score is fair for promotional 

decisions regarding giving equal opportunities to applicants. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Consequences of Using TOEIC LR Scores 

[Below is a list of statements about consequences of TOEIC LR use. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree 
with each statement.] 

1. TOEIC Listening preparation helped improve my English listening 

ability for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

1. TOEIC Reading preparation helped improve my English reading 

ability for international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC LR score motivated me to study English listening and 

reading harder. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. TOEIC LR report card provided me with useful feedback for 

learning English listening and reading. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I spent reasonable amount of money for TOEIC LR preparation. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I spent reasonable amount of money to take the TOEIC LR. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

 

Quality Insurance Q3. We care about the quality of our survey data and hope to receive the most accurate measures 
of your opinions, so it is important to use that you thoughtfully provide your best answers to each question in the 
survey.  
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Do you commit to providing your thoughtful and honest answers to the questions in this survey?  
 
○ I will provide my best answers. 

○ I will not provide my best answers. 
○ I can’t promise either way.  
 

TOEIC Speaking 

Meaning of TOEIC Speaking 

[Below is a list of statements about how well TOEIC Speaking score reflects English language use at your workplace. 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.]  
 

1. TOEIC Speaking score is an accurate indicator of the quality of 

English language use in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Speaking is a useful tool to measure English speaking 

ability for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Questions (or tasks) in TOEIC Speaking are similar to English 

language use in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Views on TOEIC Speaking scores 

[Below is a list of statements about what TOEIC Speaking score reflects other than English ability. Please indicate 
how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 
 

1. The length of studying English leads to a high TOEIC Speaking 

score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. The length of staying in English-speaking countries leads to a high 

TOEIC Speaking score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Efforts (e.g., time, cost, and energy) into test preparation lead to 

a high TOEIC Speaking score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Learning English daily leads to a high TOEIC Speaking score. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. The use of test-taking tips leads to a high TOEC Speaking score. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Importance of TOEIC Speaking  

[Below is a list of statements about how important TOEIC Speaking is for you. Please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement.] 

1. TOEIC Speaking is important for me to improve my English 

speaking ability. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Speaking is important for me to see my progress in 

learning English speaking. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. TOEIC Speaking is important for me to get a job in Korea. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. TOEIC Speaking is important for me to be promoted in my 

company. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC Speaking for Hiring  
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[You answered in Q1 that you submitted TOEIC Speaking score for a job application. Below is a list of statements 
about your employer's hiring decisions based on TOEIC Speaking score. Please indicate how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each statement.] 

1. I feel that the company has clearly informed me of why TOEIC 

Speaking score would be used for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel that the company clearly informed me of how TOEIC 

Speaking score would be used for hiring decisions.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that the company has clearly provided information on a cut-

score on the TOEIC Speaking for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I feel that the use of TOEIC Speaking score is fair for hiring 

decisions regarding giving equal opportunities to applicants. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC Speaking for Promotion  

[You answered in Q2 that you submitted TOEIC Speaking score for a promotion application. Below is a list of 
statements about your employer's promotional decisions based on TOEIC Speaking score. Please indicate how 

strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 
 

1. I feel that the company has clearly informed me of why TOEIC 

Speaking score would be used for promotional decisions.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel that the company clearly informed me of how TOEIC 

Speaking score would be used for promotional decisions.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that the company has clearly provided information a cut-

score on the TOEIC Speaking for promotional decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I feel that the use of TOEIC Speaking score is fair for promotional 

decisions regarding giving equal opportunities to applicants. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Consequences of Using TOEIC Speaking Scores 

[Below is a list of statements about consequences of TOEIC Speaking use. Please indicate how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each statement.] 
 

1. TOEIC Speaking preparation helped improve my English 

speaking ability for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Speaking score motivated me to study English speaking 

harder. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. TOEIC Speaking report card provided me with useful feedback for 

learning English speaking. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I spent reasonable amount of money for TOEIC Speaking 

preparation.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I spent reasonable amount of money to take the TOEIC Speaking.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
 

Quality Insurance Q4. We care about the quality of our survey data and hope to receive the most accurate measures 
of your opinions, so it is important to use that you thoughtfully provide your best answers to each question in the 

survey.  
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Do you commit to providing your thoughtful and honest answers to the questions in this survey?  
 
○ I will provide my best answers. 

○ I will not provide my best answers. 
○ I can’t promise either way.  

 

TOEIC Writing 

Meaning of TOEIC Writing  

[Below is a list of statements about how well TOEIC Writing score reflects English language use at your workplace. 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.]  

1. TOEIC Writing score is an accurate indicator of the quality of 

English language use in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Writing is a useful tool to measure English writing ability 

for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Questions (or tasks) in TOEIC Writing are similar to English 

language use in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Views on TOEIC Writing scores 

[Below is a list of statements about what TOEIC Writing score reflects other than English ability. Please indicate how 

strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 

1. The length of studying English leads to a high TOEIC Writing 

score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. The length of staying in English-speaking countries leads to a high 

TOEIC Writing score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Efforts (e.g., time, cost, and energy) into test preparation lead to 

a high TOEIC Writing score. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Learning English daily leads to a high TOEIC Writing score. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. The use of test-taking tips leads to a high TOEC Writing score. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Importance of TOEIC Writing  

[Below is a list of statements about how important TOEIC Writing is for you. Please indicate how strongly you agree 
or disagree with each statement.] 
 

1. TOEIC Writing is important for me to improve my writing 

English ability. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Writing is important for me to see my progress in learning 

English writing. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. TOEIC Writing is important for me to get a job in Korea. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. TOEIC Writing is important for me to be promoted in my 

company. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

TOEIC Writing for Hiring 
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[You answered in Q1 that you submitted TOEIC Writing score for a job application. Below is a list of statements 
about your employer's hiring decisions based on TOEIC Writing score. Please indicate how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each statement.] 

1. I feel that the company has clearly informed me of why TOEIC 

Writing score would be used for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel that the company clearly informed me of how TOEIC 

Writing score would be used for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that the company has clearly provided information on a cut-

score on the TOEIC Writing for hiring decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I feel that the use of TOEIC Writing score is fair for hiring 

decisions regarding giving equal opportunities to applicants. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC Writing for Promotion 

[You answered in Q2 that you submitted TOEIC Writing score for a promotion application. Below is a list of 
statements about your employer's promotional decisions based on TOEIC Writing score. Please indicate how strongly 

you agree or disagree with each statement.] 
 

1. I feel that the company has clearly informed me of why TOEIC 

Writing score would be used for promotional decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. I feel that the company clearly informed me of how TOEIC 

Writing score would be used for promotional decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. I feel that the company has clearly provided information on a cut-

score on the TOEIC Writing for promotional decisions. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I feel that the use of TOEIC Writing score is fair for promotional 

decisions regarding giving equal opportunities to applicants. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Consequences of Using TOEIC Writing Scores 

[Below is a list of statements about consequences of TOEIC Writing use. Please indicate how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each statement.] 
 

1. TOEIC Writing preparation helped improve my English 

writing ability for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. TOEIC Writing score motivated me to study English writing 

harder. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. TOEIC Writing report card provided me with useful feedback for 

learning English writing. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. I spent reasonable amount of money for TOEIC Writing 

preparation. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. I spent reasonable amount of money to take the TOEIC Writing. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Consequences of Hiring and/or Promotional decisions 

Consequences of Hiring Decisions Based on TOEIC Scores 

[Below is a list of statements about consequences of using TOEIC Listening and Reading, Speaking, or Writing score 

(hereafter, TOEIC score) for hiring decisions. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 
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1. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led to beneficial (good) 

consequences/outcomes/results for me.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to get a job I 

wanted.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to work 

competently for international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to feel confident 

in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to be motivated to 

achieve successful international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to understand 

different cultures.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to feel confident 

in English communication with international clients. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to be motivated to 

study English hard for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

9. Hiring decisions based on TOEIC score led me to achieve 

successful communication with international business partners. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Consequences of Promotional Decisions Based on TOEIC Scores 

[Below is a list of statements about consequences of using TOEIC (Listening & Reading, Speaking, or Writing) 
score for promotional decisions. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.] 
 

1. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led to 

more beneficial (better) consequences/outcomes/results for me.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to get a better 

position I wanted.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to work more 

competently for international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to feel more 

confident in international businesses. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to be 

motivated to achieve more successful international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to better 

understand different cultures.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to feel more 

confident in English communication with international clients.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to be 

motivated to study English harder for international businesses.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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9. Promotional decisions based on TOEIC score led me to achieve 

more successful communication with international business 

partners.  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Section C: Demographic information      
Section C consists of 19 items asking for background information including your TOEIC scores. You can fill in the 

blanks either in Korean or English. 

 

D-Q2 Which industry do you work in? (Please select one that applies.)  

○ Foods 

○ Agriculture/Forestry/Fishery 

○ Textile/Fabric/Paper 

○ Clothing 

○ Mining 

○ Electric power 

○ Electric machinery (Electric generator and 

transformer) 

○ Oil/Natural gas 

○ Vehicles 

○ Ship building 

○ Construction 

○ Transportation 

○ Machinery 

○ Electronic (Electronic medical machine, 

computer, TV, cell phone, camera, etc.) 

○ Telecommunication 

○ Metal 

○ Steel 

○ Glass/Cement 

○ Chemicals 

○ Pharmaceuticals/Health care 

○ Finance 

○ Trading 

○ Mass media 

○ Public organization 

○ Government organization 

○ Others 

 
D-Q3 What is your gender?  

○ Male 
○ Female 
○ I do not identify 
○ I prefer not to respond 
 
D-Q4 How old are you? ___________________________ 

 
D-Q5 What is your highest level of education? 
○ High school graduate 
○ College degree 
○ Bachelor degree 
○ Master's degree 

○ Professional school degree (e.g., Master of Business Administration, MBA) 
○ Doctoral degree (PhD, JD, MD, DDS, etc.) 
 
D-Q6 Have you ever studied English in English speaking countries? 
○ Yes  ○ No 
 

D-Q6_1 How long did you study English in the countries? 
○ Less than 6 months 
○ 6 months–1 year 
○ 1 and 2 years 
○ 2 and 3 years 
○ 3 and 4 years 

○ 4 and 5 years 
○ More than 5 years 
 
D-Q7 How long have you worked at the present company?  
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○ Less than 1 year 
○ 1 and 2 years 
○ 2 and 3 years 
○ 3 and 4 years 

○ 4 and 5 years 
○ 5 and 6 years 
○ More than 6 years 
 
D-Q8 How long have you worked at the present division/department? 
○ Less than 1 year 

○ 1 and 2 years 
○ 2 and 3 years 
○ 3 and 4 years 
○ 4 and 5 years 
○ 5 and 6 years 
○ More than 6 years 

 
D-Q9 Do you have work experience for international businesses before you work at the present company?  
○ Yes  ○ No  
 
D-Q9_1 How long have you worked for international businesses in total? 
Less than 1 year 

○ 1 and 2 years 
○ 2 and 3 years 
○ 3 and 4 years 
○ 4 and 5 years 
○ 5 and 6 years 
○ More than 6 years 

 
D-Q10 What English skills are most emphasized at your workplace? 
○ Listening 
○ Reading 
○ Speaking 
○ Writing 

○ Listening and speaking 
○ Reading and writing 
○ Listening, reading, speaking and writing 
 
D-Q11 How many days per week do you use English at your workplace? 
○ One day 

○ Two days 
○ Three days 
○ Four days 
○ Five days 
○ Six days 
○ Seven days 

 
D-Q12 Which language(s) do you use at your workplace?  

 Languages 

 Korean English Others 

With co-workers ○ ○ ○ 

With supervisors ○ ○ ○ 
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With international clients ○ ○ ○ 

 
D-Q12_2 If you chose "others" in the previous question, please specify.  

________________________________________________________________ 
 
D-Q13 When you only use English with international clients, what percentage of your communication in English 
happens with non-native English speakers? 
 

 
 
D-Q13_2 Could you please include regions you work for international businesses? (Please select the region(s) that 
applies.) 
 

 
 
 
Test-taking Purpose of TOEIC LR 
D-Q14_1 
[You answered that you submitted TOEIC LR score in Q1 or Q2. Below is a list of statements about for what you 
took TOEIC Listening and Reading (TOEIC LR).]   

 
Did you take TOEIC LR.............?   

 Yes No 

1. mainly to be placed in a position you wanted? ○ ○ 

2. mainly to improve your English listening and reading ability 

through test preparation? 
○ ○ 

3. mainly to measure the progress of your English listening and 

reading ability over time? 
○ ○ 

4. mainly to get a job? ○ ○ 

5. mainly to be promoted in your company? ○ ○ 
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Test-taking Purpose of TOEIC Speaking 

D-Q14_2  
[You answered that you submitted TOEIC Speaking score in Q1 or Q2. Below is a list of statements about for what 
you took TOEIC Speaking.]   
 
Did you take TOEIC Speaking.............? 

 Yes No 

1. mainly to be placed in a position you wanted? ○ ○ 

2. mainly to improve your English speaking ability through test 

preparation? 
○ ○ 

3. mainly to measure the progress of your English speaking 

ability over time? 
○ ○ 

4. mainly to get a job? ○ ○ 

5. mainly to be promoted in your company? ○ ○ 

 

Test-taking Purpose of TOEIC Writing 
D-Q14_3  
[You answered that you submitted TOEIC Writing score in Q1 or Q2. Below is a list of statements about for what you 
took TOEIC Writing.]   

 
Did you take TOEIC Writing.............? 

 Yes No 

1. mainly to be placed in a position you wanted? ○ ○ 

2. mainly to improve your English writing ability through test 

preparation? 
○ ○ 

3. mainly to measure the progress of your English writing ability 

over time? 
○ ○ 

4. mainly to get a job? ○ ○ 

5. mainly to be promoted in your company? ○ ○ 

 
D-Q15 Did you ever go to a language institute or TOEIC courses in your university for TOEIC preparation? 
○ Yes  ○ No 
 
 
D-Q15_2 How long did you go to a language institute for TOEIC preparation? 

○ Less than 6 months 
○ 6 months and 1 year 
○ 1 and 2 years 
○ 2 and 3 years 
○ 3 and 4 years 
○ 4 and 5 years 
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○ More than 5 years 
 
D-Q16 How long did you spend your time for TOEIC preparation in total? 
○ Less than 6 months 

○ 6 months and 1 year 
○ 1 and 2 years 
○ 2 and 3 years 
○ 3 and 4 years 
○ 4 and 5 years 
○ More than 5 years 

 
D-Q17 How many hours per day did you spend for TOEIC preparation?  
○ Less than 1 hour 
○ 1 to 2 hours 
○ 2 to 3 hours 
○ 3 to 4 hours 

○ 4 to 5 hours 
○ 5 to 6 hours 
○ More than 6 hours 
 
D-Q18_LR How many times did you take TOEIC LR?  
○ Once 

○ Twice 
○ Three times or more 
 
D-Q18_S How many times did you take TOEIC Speaking? 
○ Once 
○ Twice 

○ Three times or more 
 
D-Q18_W How many times did you take TOEIC Writing?  
○ Once 
○ Twice 
○ Three times or more 

 
 

TOEIC Score or Level 

 
D-Q19_1_1 TOEIC Listening scores for Hiring Application 
What were your TOEIC Listening scores when you submitted for a job application? (Please include a score that apply)  

 TOEIC Listening Score 

TOEIC Listening 

○ Less than 200 

○ 200-299  

○ 300-399  

○ 400-495 

 
D-Q19_1_2 TOEIC Reading Scores for Hiring Application 
What were your TOEIC Reading scores when you submitted for a job application? (Please include a score that apply)  

 TOEIC Reading Score 

TOEIC Reading 

○ Less than 150 

○ 150-249 

○ 250-349 
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○ 350-449 

○ 450-495 

 

 

D-Q19_1_3 TOEIC Speaking Scores for Hiring Application 
What were your TOEIC Speaking scores or levels when you submitted for a job application? (Please include a score 

or level that apply)  

 TOEIC Speaking score or level 

TOEIC Speaking 

○ 0-30 (Level 1) 

○ 40-50 (Level 2) 

○ 60-70 (Level 3) 

○ 80-100 (Level 4) 

○ 110-120 (Level 5) 

○ 130-150 (Level 6) 

○ 160-180 (Level 7) 

○ 190-200 (Level 8) 

 
D-Q19_1_4 TOEIC Writing Scores for Hiring Application 
What were your TOEIC Writing scores or levels when you submitted for a job application? (Please include a score or 
level that apply)  

 TOEIC Writing score or level 

TOEIC Writing 

○ 0-30 (Level 1) 

○ 40 (Level 2) 

○ 50-60 (Level 3) 

○ 70-80 (Level 4) 

○ 90-100 (Level 5) 

○ 110-130 (Level 6) 

○ 140-160 (Level 7) 

○ 170-190 (Level 8) 

○ 200 (Level 9) 

 

 

D-Q19_2_1 TOEIC Listening Scores for Promotion Application 
What were your TOEIC Listening scores when you submitted for a promotion application? (Please include a score 
that apply)  

 TOEIC Listening Score 

TOEIC Listening 

○ Less than 200 

○ 200-299  

○ 300-399  

○ 400-495 

 

 

D-Q19_2_2 TOEIC Reading Scores for Promotion Application 
What were your TOEIC Reading scores when you submitted for a promotion application? (Please include a score that 
apply)  

 TOEIC Reading Score 
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TOEIC Reading 

○ Less than 150 

○ 150-249 

○ 250-349 

○ 350-449 

○ 450-495 

 
D-Q19_2_3 TOEIC Speaking Scores for Promotion Application 
What were your TOEIC Speaking scores or levels when you submitted for a promotion application? (Please include 
a score or level that apply)  

 TOEIC Speaking score or level 

TOEIC Speaking 

○ 0-30 (Level 1) 

○ 40-50 (Level 2) 

○ 60-70 (Level 3) 

○ 80-100 (Level 4) 

○ 110-120 (Level 5) 

○ 130-150 (Level 6) 

○ 160-180 (Level 7) 

○ 190-200 (Level 8) 

 
D-Q19_2_4 TOEIC Writing Scores for Promotion Application 

What were your TOEIC Writing scores or levels when you submitted for a promotion application? (Please include a 
score or level that apply)  

 TOEIC Writing score or level 

TOEIC Writing 

○ 0-30 (Level 1) 

○ 40 (Level 2) 

○ 50-60 (Level 3) 

○ 70-80 (Level 4) 

○ 90-100 (Level 5) 

○ 110-130 (Level 6) 

○ 140-160 (Level 7) 

○ 170-190 (Level 8) 

○ 200 (Level 9) 

 

Email request 

Thank you very much for participating in this online questionnaire. If you are interested in a short follow-up 

conversation, could you please give me your email address? If not, please submit your responses by clicking the 
"Submit" button below. Thank you again.  

________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX I 

Korean Version of Online Questionnaire for Employee Participants 

안녕하세요?    

 

이 설문지는 국제 비즈니스에 종사하시는 분들이 어떻게 영어를 사용하시는지, 또한 토익 점수가 얼마나 

직장에서 사용하는 영어사용을 반영하는지 등 토익 점수, 시험 사용 및 결과에 대해 물어봅니다. 대략 

15분에서 20분 정도 걸릴 것으로 예상되지만 꼭 참여해 주셨으면 좋겠습니다. 아래에 설문에 관한 설명과 

동의서를 읽어보신 후 설문에 참여해 주시면 감사하겠습니다.   

 

LOI & CON Form Letter of Information and Consent Form (설문지에 관한 정보 및 동의서)  

 

Pre Q for survey 설문에 참여하시겠습니까?  

○ 예   ○ 아니오  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Pre-questions 

 

Intro. 설문에 참여해 주셔서 감사합니다. 설문을 시작하기 전에 세 가지 질문이 있고, 요건을 충족하신다면 

설문에 응할 수 있습니다.  "국제 비즈니스는 2개 이상의 국가와 제품, 서비스, 정보, 혹은 자원 등을 교역하는 

것을 의미합니다."   

 

PRE_Q1 국제비즈니스에 종사하십니까? 

○ 예   ○ 아니오  

 

PRE_Q2 국제 비즈니스 파트너 (해외 클라이언트 혹은 서플라이어)와 영어로 의사소통을 하십니까? 

○ 예   ○ 아니오  

 

PRE_Q3 입사나 승진 목적으로 토익 점수 (토익 듣기 및 읽기, 토익 말하기 혹은 토익 쓰기 점수)를 회사에 

제출하셨습니까? 

○ 예   ○ 아니오  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

죄송합니다. 설문 응답 조건을 충족하지 않습니다. 다음의 조건을 충족하는 분을 찾고 있습니다.        

 

(1) 국제 비즈니스에 종사하시는 분   

(2) 국제비즈니스 파트너 (해외 클라이언트 혹은 서플라이어)와 영어로 의사소통을 하시는 분   

(3) 입사 나 승진 시 토익 (토익 듣기 및 읽기, 말하기, 혹은 쓰기)점수를 제출하신 분      

 

위의 조건을 충족하는 분께 링크나 PDF파일을 전달해 주시면 감사드리고 간곡히 부탁드립니다. 토익과 

관련된 연구가 정말 부족하여 이 연구가 절실히 필요합니다. 감사합니다. 
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이 설문에 참여하실 수 있는 조건을 충족합니다. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

설문지는 세 가지 섹션으로 구성되어 있습니다. 

섹션 A에서는 (a) 국제비즈니스 파트너와 의사소통할 때 어떻게 영어를 사용하는지, (b) 국제비즈니스에서 

어떤 능력이 중요한지 묻습니다.  

  

섹션 B는 (a) 토익 점수 (토익 듣기 및 읽기, 토익 말하기, 토익 쓰기)가 얼마나 국제 비즈니스 상황에서 필요한 

영어능력을 반영하는지, (b) 토익 점수가 영어능력 외에 어떤 것을 반영하는지, (c) 토익 점수가 얼마나 

중요한지, (d) 입사나 승진 결정 시 회사가 어떻게 토익 점수를 사용하는지, (e) 토익 점수사용으로 인해 어떤 

결과가 발생했는지 물어봅니다.  

 

마지막으로, 섹션 C는 응답자에 관한 정보를 묻는 질문으로 구성됩니다. 

 

정답과 오답은 없습니다. 설문 문항을 읽고 7개의 선택지 중 한 개를 선택해주시면 감사하겠습니다. 

 

설문에 응답하는 데 15분에서 20분정도 소요될 것으로 예상됩니다. 설문 응답은 자동으로 저장되기 때문에 

설문 중 응답을 잠깐 멈추시고 나중에 계속해서 참여하실 수 있습니다. 설문을 멈추었다 다시 시작하실 때, 

처음 이용한 기기를 계속해서 사용해 주십시오. 만일 휴대폰으로 설문에 응답 하셨다면 휴대폰으로 계속 

응답해주십시오. 다른 기기를 이용하여 설문에 응답할 경우 처음부터 다시 응답하셔야 합니다.  

 

섹션 A: 국제 비즈니스에서의 영어 사용 상황 

섹션 A는 국제 비즈니스 업무에서 사용되는 영어와 관련된 33개의 문항으로 구성되어 있습니다. 

 

Explanation_1설문 문항에서 동의하는 정도에 따라 7가지 선택지 중 한 개를 선택해주십시오.  

  

전혀 

동의하지 

않는다 

동의하지 

않는다 

약간 

동의하지 

않는다 

동의하지도 

반대하지도 

않는다 

약간 

동의한다 
동의한다 

매우 

동의한다 

나는 여행을 

좋아한다 
 ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

 

7개의 선택지 중 하나를 고르셨나요? 만일 여행을 좋아하신다면, '매우 동의한다,' '동의한다,' 혹은 '약간 

동의한다' 중 하나를 고르셨을 것입니다. 이런 방식으로 본인의 경험이나 생각을 바탕으로 이후의 설문 

문항에 답을 해주시면 감사하겠습니다. 그럼 이제 시작합니다. 

 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quality insurance Q1. 저희는 응답자의 진솔한 의견을 듣고 싶습니다. 이러한 응답은 이 연구에서 가장 중요한 

부분 중의 하나입니다. 그렇지 않다면, 저희는 잘못된 결과를 도출하고, 시간과 비용을 낭비할 수 밖에 

없습니다.  
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문항을 충분히 읽고, 솔직하게 응답해 주시겠습니까? 

○ 예. 충분히 읽고 솔직한 응답을 하겠습니다. 

○ 아니오. 그렇게 응답하지 않겠습니다. 

○ 잘 모르겠습니다. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Multicultural Competence 

Cultural aspects of English communication 

[다음은 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 상대방의 문화를 이해하는 것이 얼마나 중요한지에 대한 

설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 성공적인 의사소통을 위해 국제비즈니스 파트너 국가의 

문화를 이해하는 것이 중요하다. 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 성공적인 의사소통을 위해 국제비즈니스 파트너 기업의 

문화를 이해하는 것이 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 성공적인 의사소통을 위해 국제비즈니스 파트너의 회사내 

역할(직급)을 알고 있는 것이 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Audience aspects of English communication 

[다음은 본인 혹은 국제비즈니스 파트너가 어떻게 서로를 대응하는지에 대한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 

문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

 

1. 나는 비즈니스 사안을 국제비즈니스 파트너의 입장에서 

보려고 한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 나는 업무 시 국제비즈니스 파트너의 기분을 배려하려고 

한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 국제비즈니스 파트너는 비즈니스 사안을 나의 입장에서 

보려고 한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 국제비즈니스 파트너는 나의 기분을 배려하려고 한다.   ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Competence in Business English as a Lingua Franca 

Important communication strategies in English 

 [다음은 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 성공적인 의사소통을 위해 어떤 요인이 중요한지에 대한 설문 문항이 

제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 국제비즈니스 파트너에게 본론을 중심으로 말하는 것이 

중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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2. 국제비즈니스 파트너에게 내 요점을 명료하게 전달하는 것이 

중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 국제비즈니스 파트너에게 내 요점을 간략하게 전달하는 것이 

중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 국제비즈니스 파트너를 공손하게 대하는 것이 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 국제비즈니스 파트너를 설득하는 능력을 갖는 게 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통에 자신감을 갖는 것이 

중요하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. 국제비즈니스 파트너를 친근하게 대하는 것이 중요하다.   ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. 국제비즈니스 파트너에게 내 요점에 대한 명료한 설명을 

덧붙이는 것이 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Important abilities for successful English communication 

[다음은 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통 시 어떻게 영어를 사용하는지에 대한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 

각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

9. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 내 분야에서 

쓰이는 영어 어휘를 알고 있는 게 중요하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

10. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 다양하고 많은 

어휘를 알고 있는 게 중요하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

11. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 표준영어의 

정확한 문법을 사용하는 게 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

12. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 영어 

원어민처럼 발음을 하는 것이 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

13. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 간결하게 내 

요점을 전달하는 것이 중요하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

14. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 다양한 영어 

엑센트에 익숙해 지는 것이 중요하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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15. 국제비즈니스 파트너의 영어능력을 고려하여 말하는 

속도를 조절하는 것이 중요하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Your actual use of communication strategies in English 

 [다음은 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통 시 어떻게 영어를 사용하는지에 대한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 

각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

16. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 짧은 영어 

문장을 사용하려고 노력한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

17. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 쉬운 

영어단어를 사용하도록 노력한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

18. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 쉬운 문법을 

사용하도록 노력한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

19. 국제비즈니스 파트너의 영어 엑센트를 따라하려고 

노력한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

20. 국제비즈니스 파트너의 요점을 이해하기 힘들 때 설명을 

요청하려고 노력한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

21. 국제비즈니스 파트너와의 의사소통을 위해 내 분야에서 

사용되는 어휘를 사용하려고 노력한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Business-Knowhow 

Aspects of business strategies related to English communication 

[다음은 의사소통과 비즈니스 간의 관계에 대해 어떻게 생각하는지에 대한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 

문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 의사소통은 비즈니스에 중요한 요소이다.   ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 영어 의사소통은 내 업무에서 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 비즈니스는 의사소통에 기반한 활동이다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 우리 회사에 비즈니스 사안을 전담하는 사람이 필요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 우리회사에 영어 의사소통을 전담하는 사람이 필요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

섹션 B: 입사나 승진에 사용되는 토익(듣기 및 읽기, 말하기, 쓰기)과 토익 시험 점수, 그리고 토익 점수 

사용으로 인한 결과에 관한 인식 
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섹션 B는 입사나 승진 시 제출하셨던 토익 점수에 따라 30개에서 97개의 문항으로 구성되어 

있습니다. 구체적으로, (a) 토익 점수 (토익 듣기 및 읽기, 토익 말하기, 토익 쓰기)가 얼마나 국제 비즈니스 

상황에서 필요한 영어능력을 반영하는지, (b) 토익 점수가 영어능력 외에 어떤 것을 반영하는지, (c) 토익 

점수가 얼마나 중요한지, (d) 채용이나 승진 절차에 회사의 토익 점수 사용에 대한 인식, (e) 토익 점수사용으로 

인해 어떤 결과가 발생했는지에 관한 문항으로 구성되어 있습니다.  

 

Q1. 입사 시 다음 중 어떤 토익 점수를 제출하셨나요? 제출하신 시험 점수를 모두 선택해 주십시오.   

○ 토익 듣기 및 읽기    

○ 토익 말하기    

○ 토익 쓰기    

○ 해당 없음    

 

Q2. 승진 시 다음 중 어떤 토익 점수를 제출하셨나요? 제출하신 시험 점수를 모두 선택해 주십시오.   

○ 토익 듣기 및 읽기    

○ 토익 말하기    

○ 토익 쓰기    

○ 해당 없음   

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Q1과 Q2에서 제출하신 토익 점수에 따라 해당하는 설문문항이 제시될 것입니다.  

 

설문 문항에서 동의하는 정도에 따라 7가지 선택지 중 한 개를 선택해주십시오.  

예:  

 

전혀 

동의하지 

않는다 

동의하지 

않는다 

약간 

동의하지 

않는다 

동의하지도 

반대하지도 

않는다 

약간 

동의한다 
동의한다 

매우 

동의한다 

나는 토익 

시험 응시하는 

것을 

좋아한다.   

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

7개의 선택지 중 하나를 고르셨나요? 만일 토익 시험 치는 것을 좋아하신다면, '매우 동의한다,' '동의한다,' 

혹은 '약간 동의한다' 중 하나를 고르셨을 것입니다. 이런 방식으로 본인의 경험이나 생각을 바탕으로 이후의 

설문 문항에 답을 해주시면 감사하겠습니다. 그럼 이제 시작합니다. 

 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Quality insurance Q2. 저희는 응답자의 진솔한 의견을 듣고 싶습니다. 이러한 응답은 이 연구에서 가장 중요한 

부분 중의 하나입니다. 그렇지 않다면, 저희는 잘못된 결과를 도출하고, 시간과 비용을 낭비할 수 밖에 

없습니다.  

 

문항을 충분히 읽고, 솔직하게 응답해 주시겠습니까? 

○ 예. 충분히 읽고 솔직한 응답을 하겠습니다. 

○ 아니오. 그렇게 응답하지 않겠습니다. 

○ 잘 모르겠습니다. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
TOEIC Listening and Reading 

Meaning of TOEIC Listening  

 [다음은 토익 듣기가 국제비즈니스의 영어사용 상황을 얼마나 정확하게 나타내는지에 대한 설문 문항이 

제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

 

1. 토익 듣기 점수가 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 영어능력을 

반영한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 듣기가 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 듣기 능력을 측정하는 

데 유용하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 듣기에 나오는 대화나 주제는 국제비즈니스의 상황과 

비슷하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Meaning of TOEIC Reading 

[다음은 토익 읽기가 국제비즈니스의 영어사용 상황을 얼마나 정확하게 나타내는지에 대한 설문 문항이 

제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 읽기 점수는 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 영어능력을 

반영한다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 읽기는 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 읽기 능력을 측정하는 

데 유용하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 읽기에 나오는 문단이나 내용은 국제비즈니스의 상황과 

비슷하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Views on TOEIC LR scores 

[다음은 토익 듣기 및 읽기 시험 점수가 영어능력 외에 어떤 것을 반영하는지와 관련된 설문 문항이 

제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 
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1. 영어공부 기간과 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수는 관련이 높다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 해외거주기간과 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수는 관련이 높다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 시험준비를 위한 노력(시간, 비용 등)과 토익 듣기 및 읽기 

점수는 관련이 높다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 꾸준한 영어공부는 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수와 관련이 높다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 문제풀이 요령의 사용과 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수는 관련이 

높다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Importance of TOEIC LR  

[다음은 토익 듣기 및 읽기가 얼마나 중요한지에 대한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 

따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 듣기 및 읽기는 내 영어 듣기 및 읽기 능력을 향상시키는 

데 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 듣기 및 읽기는 내 영어 듣기 및 읽기 능력이 얼마나 

향상됐는지 보는 데 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 듣기 및 읽기는 취업을 하는 데 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 듣기 및 읽기는 회사에서 승진하는 데 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC LR for Hiring  

 [Q1에서 토익 듣기 및 읽기 시험 점수를 입사 시 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 채용 절차에서 회사의 

토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수 사용에 관한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 

하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 회사가 왜 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 채용 시 요구하는지 

충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 채용 절차에 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 어떻게 사용할 

것인지에 대한 충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 채용 절차에 토익 듣기 및 읽기 커트라인 점수가 몇 점인지 

명확하게 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 지원자에게 공평한 기회를 제공한다는 측면에서 채용절차에 

토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 사용하는 것은 공정하다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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TOEIC LR for Promotion 

[Q2에서 토익 듣기 및 읽기 시험 점수를 승진 시 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 승진 절차에서 회사의 

토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수 사용에 관한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 

하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 회사가 왜 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 승진 시 요구하는지 

충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 승진 절차에 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 어떻게 사용할 

것인지에 대한 충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 승진 절차에 토익 듣기 및 읽기 커트라인 점수가 몇 점인지 

명확하게 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 지원자에게 공평한 기회를 제공한다는 측면에서 승진절차에 

토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 사용하는 것은 공정하다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Consequences of Using TOEIC LR Scores 

[다음은 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 사용함으로써 발생되는 결과와 관련된 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 

동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 듣기 시험을 준비하면서 국제비즈니스에 필요한 듣기 

능력을 향상시켰다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

1. 토익 읽기 시험을 준비하면서 국제비즈니스에 필요한 읽기 

능력을 향상시켰다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 듣기 및 읽기 점수를 받은 후 영어 듣기 및 읽기 공부를 

더 열심히 하도록 동기부여가 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 듣기 및 읽기 시험 성적표는 어떻게 영어 듣기 및 읽기 

공부를 해야 하는 지에 대한 유용한 정보를 제공했다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 듣기 및 읽기 시험 준비에 적당한 비용을 지불했다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 토익 듣기 및 읽기의 응시 비용은 적정하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quality insurance Q3. 저희는 응답자의 진솔한 의견을 듣고 싶습니다. 이러한 응답은 이 연구에서 가장 중요한 

부분 중의 하나입니다. 그렇지 않다면, 저희는 잘못된 결과를 도출하고, 시간과 비용을 낭비할 수 밖에 

없습니다.  
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문항을 충분히 읽고, 솔직하게 응답해 주시겠습니까? 

○ 예. 충분히 읽고 솔직한 응답을 하겠습니다. 

○ 아니오. 그렇게 응답하지 않겠습니다. 

○ 잘 모르겠습니다. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
TOEIC Speaking 

Meaning of TOEIC Speaking 

[다음은 토익 말하기가 국제비즈니스의 영어사용 상황을 얼마나 정확하게 나타내는지에 대한 설문 문항이 

제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 말하기 점수는 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 영어능력을 

반영한다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 말하기는 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 말하기 능력을 

측정하는 데 유용하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 말하기에 나오는 질문이나 과업은 국제비즈니스의 

상황과 비슷하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Views on TOEIC Speaking scores 

[다음은 토익 말하기 시험 점수가 영어능력 외에 어떤 것을 반영하는지와 관련된 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 

문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 영어공부 기간과 토익 말하기 점수는 관련이 높다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 해외거주기간과 토익 말하기 점수는 관련이 높다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 시험준비를 위한 노력(시간, 비용 등)과 토익 말하기 점수는 

관련이 높다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 꾸준한 영어공부는 토익 말하기 점수와 관련이 높다.   ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 문제풀이 요령의 사용과 토익 말하기 점수는 관련이 높다.   ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Importance of TOEIC Speaking 

[다음은 토익 말하기가 얼마나 중요한지에 대한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 

선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 말하기는 내 영어 말하기 능력을 향상시키는 데 

중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 말하기는 내 영어 말하기 능력이 얼마나 향상됐는지 

보는 데 중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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3. 토익 말하기는 취업을 하는 데 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 말하기는 회사에서 승진하는 데 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC Speaking for Hiring  

[Q1에서 토익 말하기 시험 점수를 입사 시 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 채용 절차에서 회사의 토익 

말하기 점수 사용에 관한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 

주십시오.] 

1. 회사가 왜 토익 말하기 점수를 채용 시 요구하는지 충분한 

설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 채용 절차에 토익 말하기 점수를 어떻게 사용할 것인지에 

대한 충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 채용 절차에 토익 말하기 커트라인 점수가 몇 점인지 

명확하게 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 지원자에게 공평한 기회를 제공한다는 측면에서 채용절차에 

토익 말하기 점수를 사용하는 것은 공정하다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC Speaking for Promotion  

[Q2에서 토익 말하기 시험 점수를 승진 시 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 승진 절차에서 회사의 토익 

말하기 점수 사용에 관한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 

주십시오.] 

1. 회사가 왜 토익 말하기 점수를 승진 시 요구하는지 충분한 

설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 승진 절차에 토익 말하기 점수를 어떻게 사용할 것인지에 

대한 충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 승진 절차에 토익 말하기 커트라인 점수가 몇 점인지 

명확하게 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 지원자에게 공평한 기회를 제공한다는 측면에서 승진절차에 

토익 말하기 점수를 사용하는 것은 공정하다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Consequences of Using TOEIC Speaking Scores 

[다음은 토익 말하기 점수를 사용함으로써 발생되는 결과와 관련된 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 

동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 
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1. 토익 말하기시험을 준비하면서 국제비즈니스에 필요한 

말하기 능력을 향상시켰다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 말하기 점수를 받은 후 영어 말하기 공부를 더 열심히 

하도록 동기부여가 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 말하기 성적표는 어떻게 영어 말하기 공부를 해야 하는 

지에 대한 유용한 정보를 제공했다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 말하기 시험 준비에 적당한 비용을 지불했다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 토익 말하기의 응시 비용은 적정하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Quality insurance Q4. 저희는 응답자의 진솔한 의견을 듣고 싶습니다. 이러한 응답은 이 연구에서 가장 중요한 

부분 중의 하나입니다. 그렇지 않다면, 저희는 잘못된 결과를 도출하고, 시간과 비용을 낭비할 수 밖에 

없습니다.  

 

문항을 충분히 읽고, 솔직하게 응답해 주시겠습니까? 

○ 예. 충분히 읽고 솔직한 응답을 하겠습니다. 

○ 아니오. 그렇게 응답하지 않겠습니다. 

○ 잘 모르겠습니다. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
TOEIC Writing 

Meaning of TOEIC Writing  

[다음은 토익 쓰기가 국제비즈니스의 영어사용 상황을 얼마나 정확하게 나타내는지에 대한 설문 문항이 

제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 쓰기 점수는 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 영어능력을 

반영한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 쓰기는 국제비즈니스에서 필요한 쓰기 능력을 측정하는 

데 유용하다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 쓰기에 나오는 질문이나 과업은 국제비즈니스의 상황과 

비슷하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Views on TOEIC Writing scores 

[다음은 토익 쓰기 시험 점수가 영어능력 외에 어떤 것을 반영하는지와 관련된 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 

문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 영어공부 기간과 토익 쓰기 점수는 관련이 높다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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2. 해외거주기간과 토익 쓰기 점수는 관련이 높다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 시험준비를 위한 노력 (시간, 비용 등)과 토익 쓰기 점수는 

관련이 높다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 꾸준한 영어공부는 토익 쓰기 점수와 관련이 높다.   ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 문제풀이 요령의 사용과 토익 쓰기 점수는 관련이 높다. ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Importance of TOEIC Writing  

[다음은 토익 쓰기가 얼마나 중요한지에 대한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 

선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 쓰기는 내 영어 쓰기 능력을 향상시키는 데 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 쓰기는 내 영어 쓰기 능력이 얼마나 향상됐는지 보는 데 

중요하다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 쓰기는 취업을 하는 데 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 쓰기는 회사에서 승진하는 데 중요하다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC Writing for Hiring 

[Q1에서 토익 쓰기 시험 점수를 입사 시 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 채용 절차에서 회사의 토익 

쓰기 점수 사용에 관한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 

주십시오.] 

1. 회사가 왜 토익 쓰기 점수를 채용 시 요구하는지 충분한 

설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 채용 절차에 토익 쓰기 점수를 어떻게 사용할 것인지에 대한 

충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 채용 절차에 토익 쓰기 커트라인 점수가 몇 점인지 명확하게 

들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 지원자에게 공평한 기회를 제공한다는 측면에서 채용절차에 

토익 쓰기 점수를 사용하는 것은 공정하다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
TOEIC Writing for Promotion 
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[Q2에서 토익 쓰기 시험 점수를 승진 시 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 승진 절차에서 회사의 토익 

쓰기 점수 사용에 관한 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 

주십시오.] 

1. 회사가 왜 토익 쓰기 점수를 승진 시 요구하는지 충분한 

설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 승진 절차에 토익 쓰기 점수를 어떻게 사용할 것인지에 대한 

충분한 설명을 들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 승진 절차에 토익 쓰기 커트라인 점수가 몇 점인지 명확하게 

들었다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 지원자에게 공평한 기회를 제공한다는 측면에서 채용절차에 

토익 쓰기 점수를 사용하는 것은 공정하다고 생각한다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Consequences of Using TOEIC Writing Scores 

[다음은 토익 쓰기 점수를 사용함으로써 발생되는 결과와 관련된 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 

동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 토익 쓰기 시험을 준비하면서 국제비즈니스에 필요한 쓰기 

능력을 향상시켰다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 토익 쓰기 점수를 받은 후 영어 쓰기 공부를 더 열심히 하도록 

동기부여가 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 쓰기 시험 성적표는 어떻게 영어 쓰기 공부를 해야 하는 

지에 대한 유용한 정보를 제공했다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 쓰기 시험 준비에 적당한 비용을 지불했다.  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 토익 쓰기의 응시 비용은 적정하다.   ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Consequences of Hiring and/or Promotional decisions 

Consequences of Hiring Decisions Based on TOEIC Scores 

 [다음은 입사 시 토익 듣기 및 읽기, 말하기, 쓰기 점수(이하 토익 점수)를 사용함으로써 발생되는 결과와 

관련된 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 입사 시 토익 점수를 사용한 것은 나에게 이로운 결과를 

가져왔다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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2. 입사 시 토익 점수를 사용한 덕분에 내가 원하는 직업을 구할 

수 있었다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에 입사한 뒤 능숙하게 국제 

비즈니스 업무를 할 수 있게 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에 입사한 뒤 국제비즈니스 업무에 

자신감을 갖게 됐다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에 입사한 뒤 성공적인 

국제비즈니스 업무를 이뤄내도록 동기 부여를 받았다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에 입사한 뒤 여러 나라의 문화를 

알게 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에 입사한 뒤 국제비즈니스 

파트너와의 의사소통에 자신감을 갖게 됐다.   
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에 입사한 뒤 국제비즈니스를 위해 

영어공부를 열심히 하도록 동기부여를 받았다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

9. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에 입사한 뒤 국제비즈니스 

파트너와의 의사소통이 향상되었다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
Consequences of Promotional Decisions Based on TOEIC Scores 

[다음은 승진 시 토익 듣기 및 읽기, 말하기, 쓰기 점수 (이하 토익 점수)를 사용함으로써 발생되는 결과와 

관련된 설문 문항이 제시됩니다. 각 문항에 동의하는 정도에 따라 선택지 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.] 

1. 승진 시 토익 점수를 사용한 것은 나에게 더 이로운 결과를 

가져왔다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2. 승진 시 토익 점수를 사용한 덕분에 내가 원하는 직급에 오를 

수 있었다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에서 승진 한 뒤 더 능숙하게 국제 

비즈니스를 할 수 있게 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에서 승진 한 뒤 국제비즈니스 

업무에 더 많은 자신감을 갖게 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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5. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에서 승진 한 뒤 성공적인 

국제비즈니스 업무를 이뤄내도록 더욱더 동기 부여를 받았다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에서 승진 한 뒤 여러 나라의 

문화를 더 깊이 있게 알게 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에서 승진 한 뒤 국제비즈니스 

파트너와의 의사소통에 더욱더 자신감을 갖게 됐다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에서 승진 한 뒤 국제비즈니스를 

위해 영어공부를 더 열심히 하도록 동기부여를 받았다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

9. 토익 점수를 사용하여 회사에서 승진 한 뒤 국제비즈니스 

파트너와의 의사소통이 더욱 향상되었다.  
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

섹션 C: 응답자에 관한 정보      

섹션 C는 토익 점수를 포함하여 응답자에 관한 19개의 문항이 제시됩니다. 영어나 한국어로 응답하실 수 

있습니다.  

 

D-Q2 어떤 산업에 종사하고 계십니까? (다음 중 하나를 선택해 주십시오.) 

○ 식품    

○ 농업/임업/어업    

○ 직물/섬유/제지    

○ 의류    

○ 광업    

○ 전력    

○ 전기기기 (전기 발전기 및 변압기)    

○ 원유/천연가스    

○ 자동차    

○ 조선    

○ 건설  

○ 운송  

○ 기계  

○ 전자기기 (의료기기, 컴퓨터, TV, 휴대폰, 카메라 

등)  

○ 전자통신   

○ 금속  

○ 강철  

○ 유리/시멘트  

○ 화학물질  

○ 의약품/의료  

○ 금융  

○ 무역  

○ 대중매체  

○ 공공기관  

○ 정부기관  

○ 기타  
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D-Q3 성별은 무엇입니까? 

○ 남성    

○ 여성    

○ 모르겠음    

○ 밝히고 싶지 않음    

 

D-Q4 만 나이는 어떻게 되십니까? ___________________________ 

 

D-Q5 최종학력은 어떻게 되십니까?  

○ 고등학교    

○ 전문대 학사 학위    

○ 학사 학위    

○ 석사 학위    

○ 전문 특수 대학원 석사학위 (예: 경영전문대학원)    

○ 박사학위    

 

D-Q6 영어권국가에서 영어를 공부하신 적이 있나요?  

○ 예   ○ 아니오  

 

D-Q6_1 얼마나 오랫동안 영어를 공부하셨나요?  

○ 6개월 미만    

○ 6개월에서 1년 미만    

○ 1년 이상 2년 미만    

○ 2년 이상 3년 미만    

○ 3년 이상 4년 미만    

○ 4년 이상 5년 미만    

○ 5년 이상    

 

D-Q7 현 회사에서 얼마나 오랫동안 근무하셨나요? 

○ 1년 미만    

○ 1년 이상 2년 미만    

○ 2년 이상 3년 미만    

○ 3년 이상 4년 미만    

○ 4년 이상 5년 미만    

○ 5년 이상 6년 미만    

○ 6년 이상    

 

D-Q8 현 부서에서 얼마나 오랫동안 근무하셨나요?  
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○ 1년 미만    

○ 1년 이상 2년 미만    

○ 2년 이상 3년 미만    

○ 3년 이상 4년 미만    

○ 4년 이상 5년 미만    

○ 5년 이상 6년 미만    

○ 6년 이상    

 

D-Q9 현 회사에 입사하기 전, 다른 회사에서 국제비즈니스에 종사하신 경험이 있습니까? 

○ 예  ○ 아니오   

 

D-Q9_1 이전 회사의 경력을 포함하여 얼마나 오랫동안 국제비즈니스에 종사하셨습니까? 

○ 1년 미만    

○ 1년 이상 2년 미만    

○ 2년 이상 3년 미만    

○ 3년 이상 4년 미만    

○ 4년 이상 5년 미만    

○ 5년 이상 6년 미만    

○ 6년 이상    

 

D-Q10 어떤 영어능력이 업무에서 중요합니까? 

○ 듣기    

○ 읽기    

○ 말하기    

○ 쓰기    

○ 듣기와 말하기    

○ 읽기와 쓰기    

○ 듣기, 읽기, 말하기, 쓰기    

 

D-Q11 직장에서 일주일에 얼마나 자주 영어를 사용하십니까? 

○ 1일    

○ 2일    

○ 3일    

○ 4일    

○ 5일    

○ 6일    

○ 7일    

 

D-Q12 다음의 사람들과 업무에서 어떤 언어를 사용하십니까? 
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 언어 

 한국어 영어 기타 

직장동료   ○ ○ ○ 

직장상사   ○ ○ ○ 

해외고객   ○ ○ ○ 

 

D-Q12_2 만일 '기타'를 선택하셨다면, 해당 언어를 알려 주십시오. 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

D-Q13 해외고객과 영어로 대화를 하실 때, 비원어민과의 의사소통 비율은 얼마나 되나요? 

 

 
 

D-Q13_2 어느 나라와 국제비즈니스업무를 보시나요? (해당 지역을 선택하시면 됩니다.) 

 

 
 

Test-taking Purpose of TOEIC LR 

D-Q14_1 

[Q1이나 Q2에서 토익 듣기 및 읽기 시험 점수를 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 토익 듣기 및 읽기를 

어떤 목적으로 응시하셨는지에 대한 문항들이 제시됩니다.]      

 

토익 듣기 및 읽기를 __________ 응시하셨나요?  

 예 아니오 

1. 원하는 부서에 배치되기 위해  ○ ○ 
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2. 영어능력을 향상시키기 위해  ○ ○ 

3. 영어능력이 얼마나 향상됐는지를 보기 위해  ○ ○ 

4. 취업을 하기 위해  ○ ○ 

5. 회사에서 승진을 하기 위해  ○ ○ 

 

Test-taking Purpose of TOEIC Speaking 
D-Q14_2  

[Q1이나 Q2에서 토익 말하기 시험 점수를 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 토익 말하기를 어떤 

목적으로 응시하셨는지에 대한 문항들이 제시됩니다.]  

 

토익 말하기를 __________ 응시하셨나요?  

 예 아니오 

1. 원하는 부서에 배치되기 위해  ○ ○ 

2. 영어능력을 향상시키기 위해  ○ ○ 

3. 영어능력이 얼마나 향상됐는지를 보기 위해  ○ ○ 

4. 취업을 하기 위해  ○ ○ 

5. 회사에서 승진을 하기 위해  ○ ○ 

 
Test-taking Purpose of TOEIC Writing 
D-Q14_3  

[Q1이나 Q2에서 토익 쓰기 시험 점수를 제출하셨다고 응답하셨습니다. 다음은 토익 쓰기를 어떤 목적으로 

응시하셨는지에 대한 문항들이 제시됩니다.]  

 

토익 쓰기를 __________ 응시하셨나요?  

 예 아니오 

1. 원하는 부서에 배치되기 위해  ○ ○ 

2. 영어능력을 향상시키기 위해  ○ ○ 

3. 영어능력이 얼마나 향상됐는지를 보기 위해  ○ ○ 

4. 취업을 하기 위해  ○ ○ 

5. 회사에서 승진을 하기 위해  ○ ○ 
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D-Q15 토익 시험 준비를 위해 학원이나 대학에서 토익준비과정을 수강하신 적이 있나요?  

○ 예  ○ 아니오   

 

D-Q15_2 얼마나 오랫동안 수강하셨습니까?  

○ 6개월 미만    

○ 6개월 이상 1년 미만    

○ 1년 이상 2년 미만    

○ 2년 이상 3년 미만    

○ 3년 이상 4년 미만    

○ 4년 이상 5년 미만    

○ 5년 이상    

 

D-Q16 (만일 있다면, 학원을 다닌 기간을 포함하여) 토익 시험을 얼마나 오랫동안 준비하셨습니까?  

○ 6개월 미만    

○ 6개월 이상 1년 미만    

○ 1년 이상 2년 미만    

○ 2년 이상 3년 미만    

○ 3년 이상 4년 미만    

○ 4년 이상 5년 미만    

○ 5년 이상    

 

D-Q17 토익 시험 준비를 하루에 몇 시간 정도 하셨습니까? 

○ 1시간 미만    

○ 1시간 이상 2시간 미만    

○ 2시간 이상 3시간 미만    

○ 3시간 이상 4시간 미만    

○ 4시간 이상 5시간 미만    

○ 5시간 이상 6시간 미만    

○ 6시간 이상    

 

D-Q18_LR 토익 듣기 및 읽기 시험을 몇 번 응시하셨나요?  

○ 한 번    

○ 두 번    

○ 세 번 이상    

 

D-Q18_S 토익 말하기 시험을 몇 번 응시하셨나요?  

○ 한 번    

○ 두 번    
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○ 세 번 이상    

 

D-Q18_W 토익 쓰기 시험을 몇 번 응시하셨나요?  

○ 한 번    

○ 두 번    

○ 세 번 이상    

 
TOEIC Score or Level  

 
D-Q19_1_1 TOEIC Listening scores for Hiring Application 

입사 시 제출하셨던 토익 듣기 점수는 몇 점인가요? 

 토익 듣기 점수 

토익 듣기  

○ 200점 미만  

○ 200점-299점  

○ 300점-399점  

○ 400점-495점  

 
D-Q19_1_2 TOEIC Reading Scores for Hiring Application 

입사 시 제출하셨던 토익 읽기 점수는 몇 점인가요? 

 토익 읽기 점수 

토익 읽기  

○ 150점 미만  

○ 150점-249점  

○ 250점-349점  

○ 350점-449점  

○ 450점-495점  

 

D-Q19_1_3 TOEIC Speaking Scores for Hiring Application 

입사 시 제출하셨던 토익 말하기 점수는 몇 점인가요? 

 토익 말하기 점수 혹은 레벨 

토익 말하기  

○ 0-30 (레벨1)  

○ 40-50 (레벨2)  

○ 60-70 (레벨3)  

○ 80-100 (레벨4)  

○ 110-120 (레벨5)  

○ 130-150 (레벨6)  



 

428 

 

○ 160-180 (레벨7)  

○ 190-200 (레벨8)  

 
D-Q19_1_4 TOEIC Writing Scores for Hiring Application 

 토익 쓰기 점수 혹은 레벨 

토익 쓰기  

○ 0-30 (레벨1)  

○ 40 (레벨2)  

○ 50-60 (레벨3)  

○ 70-80 (레벨4)  

○ 90-100 (레벨5)  

○ 110-130 (레벨6)  

○ 140-160 (레벨7)  

○ 170-190 (레벨8)  

○ 200 (레벨9)  

 
D-Q19_2_1 TOEIC Listening Scores for Promotion Application 

승진 시 제출하셨던 토익 듣기 점수는 몇 점인가요? 

 토익 듣기 점수 

토익 듣기  

○ 200점 미만  

○ 200점-299점  

○ 300점-399점  

○ 400점-495점  

 

D-Q19_2_2 TOEIC Reading Scores for Promotion Application 

승진 시 제출하셨던 토익 읽기 점수는 몇 점인가요? 

 토익 읽기 점수 

토익 읽기  

○ 150점 미만  

○ 150점-249점  

○ 250점-349점  

○ 350점-449점  

○ 450점-495점  

 
D-Q19_2_3 TOEIC Speaking Scores for Promotion Application 

승진 시 제출하셨던 토익 말하기 점수는 몇 점인가요? 
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 토익 말하기 점수 혹은 레벨 

토익 말하기  

○ 0-30 (레벨1)  

○ 40-50 (레벨2)  

○ 60-70 (레벨3)  

○ 80-100 (레벨4)  

○ 110-120 (레벨5)  

○ 130-150 (레벨6)  

○ 160-180 (레벨7)  

○ 190-200 (레벨8)  

 
D-Q19_2_4 TOEIC Writing Scores for Promotion Application 

승진 시 제출하셨던 토익 쓰기 점수는 몇 점인가요? 

 토익 쓰기 점수 혹은 레벨 

토익 쓰기 

○ 0-30 (레벨1)  

○ 40 (레벨2)  

○ 50-60 (레벨3)  

○ 70-80 (레벨4)  

○ 90-100 (레벨5)  

○ 110-130 (레벨6)  

○ 140-160 (레벨7)  

○ 170-190 (레벨8)  

○ 200 (레벨9)  

 
Email request 

D-Q20 설문에 참여해 주셔서 진심으로 감사드립니다. 응답하신 부분에 간단한 질문이 있을 때 제가 여쭤볼 

수 있도록 이메일 주소를 남겨 주시겠습니까? 그렇지 않다면 하단의 'Submit' 버튼을 눌러 주시면 

감사하겠습니다. 다시 한 번 설문에 참여해 주셔서 감사드립니다.  

__________________________________________________________  
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APPENDIX J 

Empirical Studies on Test Validation Using an Argument-based Approach 

Test purpose Author Journal/ 

Dissertation 

Test Validation 

framework 

Inference Method Findings 

Instrument Participant Data Data analysis 

Placement Chapelle, 
Chung, 

Hegelhei
mer, 

Pendar & 
Xu (2010) 

Language 
Testing 

An academic 
grammar test 

designed and used 
by the Iowa State 

University  

Chapelle et 
al. (2008) 

●Domain 
description  

● Evaluation  
● Generalization 

● Explanation 
● Extrapolation 

● Two test sets of 
the grammar test 

items 

● 76 in the first pilot;  
● 634 in the following 

pilot.   

● Ratings on the 
grammar test 

items 
● Scores of the 

EPT and the 
TOEFL writing in 

formats of paper-
based, computer-
based, and 

Internet-based 
tests 

● Cronbach alpha 
reliability 

analysis 
● ANOVA 

● Descriptive 
statistics 

● Test items were developed based on 
research on L2 grammatical 

development and revised the items 
based on test-takers and instructors’ 

comments. 
● Scoring rubrics were developed and 

revised based on analysis of test scores.  
● Generally, the test items were reliable.  
● There were differences among groups 

at different proficient levels, and there 
were positive, but not as high 

correlations between the test and the 
TOEFL scores.  
● Predicted and actual test scores 

corresponded.  

Placement Chung 
(2014) 

Dissertation The academic 
grammar test by the 

Iowa State 
University  
 

Kane & 
Bachman 

and Palmer 
(2010) 

● Domain 
description 

● Evaluation  
● Generalization 
● Extrapolation  

● Explanation 
● Utilization 

● Ramification 

● The academic 
grammar test  

● Think-aloud 
protocol  
● Interviews for 

test use 
● Writing sample 

collection and 
error analysis 

● 760 students  
● Two raters 

● Three students for 
think-aloud protocol 
● 31 students for 

interviews for 
potential positive and 

negative impacts 
● One ESL 

coordinator for 
potential positive and 
negative impacts 

● Six instructors of 
ESL writing courses 

(two focus group 
interviews) for 
potential positive and 

negative impacts 

 
● Scores of the 

academic 
grammar test 
● Scores of the 

EPT writing and 
the TOEFL 

writing  
● Interview data 

● Interrater 
reliability  

● T-test 
● Correlation 
● Confirmatory 

factor analysis 
● ANOVA 

● The grounded 
theory method 

● Evidence from quantitative analyses 
generally supported score interpretation 

and use 
● Stakeholders’ perceptions about 
potential consequences outweighed 

negative ones.  

Placement Gaillard 
(2014) 

Dissertation An Elicited 
Imitation Task for 

French proficiency 

Chapelle et 
al. (2008) 

● Domain 
description 

● Evaluation  
● Generalization 

● Workshop to 
define French 

proficiency, 
Verbal Protocol 

● Teaching assistants 
& language testing 

experts 

● Expert 
judgement and 

feedback on 

● Internal 
consistency  

● Interrater 
reliability  

● Sources of evidence for the EIT 
supported the meaning of test scores, 

and test use.  
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designed and used 

by a U.S. university  

● Explanation 

● Extrapolation 
● Utilization 

Analysis & 

Expert judgement 
on tasks 

● Language 
background 

questionnaire, 
e.g., French use 
and exposure, 

proficiency self-
rating and 

classroom levels 
● The EIT task 
● Cloze test and 

the French 
placement test 

(FPT) 

● 200 test takers and 

three raters  

scoring rubric and 

test items 
● EIT test scores 

● Cloze test 
scores 

● FPT test scores 
● Responses from 
the questionnaire  

● Correlation 

coefficient & 
regression  

 

Placement Johnson 
& Riazi 
(2015) 

Papers in 
Language 
Testing and 

Assessment 

The Accuplacer 
Companion English 
subtest designed and 

used by a U.S. 
university  

Kane & 
Bachman 
and Palmer 

● Evaluation  
● Generalization 
● Extrapolation 

● Decisions 
● Consequences 

● The Accuplacer  
● Course results 
● Questionnaire 

● Interview 
● Documents  

● 2118 students for 
first group and 304 
students for the second 

group  
● The 304 students for 

final English course 
results 

● 90 students for 
questionnaire 
● 14 instructors for 

questionnaire and 
focus group interview 

● Documents about 
guidelines for 
institutional practices 

● The Accuplacer 
scores  
● Course results 

● Responses from 
questionnaire and 

interview 
● Documents 

● Frequency in 
the questionnaire 
responses 

● KR-21 for 
internal 

consistency for 
the DEP items 

● Coefficients of 
determination for 
the test scores 

and course results 
● Chi-square for 

questionnaire 
responses 
● No analysis 

was described for 
qualitative data 

● Evidence from test stakeholders 
showed that only generalizability was 
supported.  

Placement Kumazaw

a et al. 
(2016) 

Language 

Testing in 
Asia 

The Visualizing 

English Language 
Competency Test 
designed and used 

in Japanese 
universities 

Kane (2006) ● Scoring 

● Generalization 
● Extrapolation 
● Decision 

● The VELC Test 

● Self-report can-
do questionnaire 
to discriminate 

levels  

● 4407 Japanese 

students from 32 
different universities in 
Japan 

● Test scores  ● Rasch item 

analysis 
● Multivariate 
generalizability 

theory  

● Most of the test items worked well as 

placement items based on Rasch 
analyses.  
● Test scores were reliable with small 

amount of error based on 
Generalizability theory  

● The test scores could be used for 
making decisions as moderate to high 

Rasch item separation indexes were 
found.  

Placement Z. Li 
(2015) 

Dissertation The English 
Placement Test 

(reading, listening, 
and writing) 

designed and used 
by the Iowa State 
University  

Chapelle et 
al. (2008) 

● Extrapolation 
● Ramification 

(Utilization) 

● The EPT test 
scores 

● The TOEFL 
iBT 

● Questionnaire 
about learning 
motivation, 

academic self-

● 347 ESL students for 
a self-assessment and a 

motivation 
questionnaire 

● Eight questionnaire 
respondents for 
interviews 

● Test scores of 
the EPT, the 

TOEFL iBT ● 
Test scores and 

essays from in-
class tests and 
final exams in 

ESL courses 

● Reliability 
analysis of test 

scores of the EPT 
● Rasch model 

analysis for self-
assessment and 
questionnaire 

● The EPT scores had moderate 
relationships with the TOEFL iBT 

scores and weak to moderate 
relationships with the self-assessment. 

● ESL students were frustrated initially 
but satisfied with decisions because of 
the benefits of taking the required 

courses.  



 

432 

 

efficacy, and self-
regulated learning 

● Self-assessment 
of English 
proficiency in 

academic 
contexts 

● Interviews with 
test stakeholders 
including ESL 

students, 
instructors, 

content course 
instructors, and 

academic 
advisors. 
● Syntactic 

complexity 
analyzer & 

lexical 
complexity 
analyzer for 

analyzing in-class 
tests and final 

exams in ESL 
courses  

● Automated 
writing 
evaluation tool 

(Criterion) 

● 62 ESL students for 
in-class and final 

exams for ESL course 
● Five ESL instructors 
for interviews 

● Six instructors as a 
rater 

● Three academic 
advisors 
● Four content course 

instructors 
(mathematics, 

computer science, civil 
engineering, and 

psychology) 

● Responses from 
questionnaire and 

self-assessment 
● Interview data 
 

● Confirmatory 
analysis and 

Structural 
equation 
modeling (SEM) 

analysis for self-
assessment and 

questionnaire 
● Multitrait-
multimethod 

(MTMM) 
analysis of the 

EPT, the TOEFL 
iBT, and self-

assessment 
● Inductive 
analysis of the 

interviews 
● Multiple 

paired-samples t-
tests for GPA 

● Instructors were generally satisfied 
with the EPT’s accuracy of test-takers’ 

proficiency  
● Academic advisors perceived 
positively the EPT and placement 

decisions.  
● EPT scores predicted students’ 

academic achievement 

Placement Pardo-
Ballester 

(2010) 

Language 
Assessment 

Quarterly  

The Spanish 
Listening Exam 

(SLE) designed and 
used by a U.S. 
university  

Bachman 
(2005) 

● Test usefulness 
(Bachman & 

Palmer, 1996) – 
reliability, 
construct validity, 

and authenticity  

● Audio-recorded 
materials 

● A survey for 
authenticity of the 
exam with 

classroom 
instruction tasks 

● 147 students ● Test scores 
● Survey 

responses 
 

● IRT analyses 
● ANOVA 

● Reliability of items was.82 and the 
Rasch reliability was .87 for 144 

students.  
● Phonological items were problematic 
to discriminate levels because they were 

the most difficult items.   
● Internal consistency was more than 

satisfactory.  
● Test takers perceived that the test 
items reflected classroom instruction 

tasks. 

University 
admission 

Brooks & 
Swain 

(2014) 

Language 
Assessment 

Quarterly  

The TOEFL iBT 
speaking section 

Chapelle et 
al. (2008) 

● Extrapolation ● The TOEFL 
iBT speaking  

● Recordings of 
in-class and out-
of-class speaking 

activity  
● Background 

questionnaire  

● 30 international 
graduate students 

● Speaking 
performances 

regarding 
grammatical, 
discourse, and 

vocabulary 
features  

● Friedman tests 
(nonparametric 

equivalent of 
repeated-
measures 

ANOVA) & 
Wilcoxon signed-

rank tests 

● Similarities and differences between 
speaking performance in the test and in-

class were found.  
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● Interviews ● Perceptions of 

the TOEFL 
speaking tasks 

and their 
speaking 

performance in 
academic studies 

(nonparametric 

equivalent of the 
matched-pairs t-

test)  
● No analysis- 

used to provide 
evidence to 
support the 

quantitative 
findings 

University 

admission 

Hsu 

(2012) 

Dissertation The International 

English Language 
Testing System 
(IELTS) Speaking 

designed by the 
British Council and 

used internationally  

Not 

specified 

● Scoring ● Rater Attitude 

Instrument (RAI) 
for rater beliefs, 
affectives, 

intentions and 
scoring 

tendencies  
● Six IELTS 
descriptive tasks 

for rater scoring 
tendencies in 

relation to rater 
attitudes toward 

World English  
● Verbal protocol 
(interviews) 

● 119 ESL teacher 

raters for the RAI  
● 96 of the 119 raters 
for the RAI and ratings  

● Eight rater chosen 
for verbal protocol 

● Responses to 

the RAI  
● Raters’ ratings 
● Perceptions on 

WE 

● Exploratory 

and confirmatory 
factor analysis for 
the RAI 

● Multi-Facet 
Rasch analysis 

for ratings, 
MANOVA and 
Multiple 

Regression for 
responses to the 

RAI and ratings  
● qualitative 

analysis for the 
perceptions on 
WE 

● Raters generally had positive attitude 

toward World Englishes.  
● However, ratings by those who had 
positive and negative attitude toward 

World Englishes showed significant 
difference in ratings.   

University 

admission 

Ohkubo 

(2009) 

Papers in 

Language 
Testing and 

Assessment 

TOEFL iBT writing 

section 

Kane (2001) ● Extrapolation ● A TOEFL iBT 

writing practice 
test 

● Interviews 

● Six test takers ● Written texts 

and interview 
data with test 

takers 

● Discourse 

analysis for 
written texts  

● Qualitative data 
analysis for 
interviews 

● The differences between successful 

and less successful test takers’ speaking 
performance conformed to the test 

constructs.  
● Test administration such as time 
constraints did not match actual 

academic writing performance.  

University 
admission 

Riazi 
(2016) 

Assessing 
Writing 

The TOEFL iBT 
writing section 

designed by the 
Educational Testing 
Service and used 

internationally  

Chapelle et 
al. (2008) 

● Extrapolation ● The simulated 
TOEFL writing 

test  
● Assignments 

● 20 international 
postgraduate students 

● Text features 
from the test 

tasks and 
assignments 

● Repeated 
Measure Analysis 

of Covariance 
(RANCOVA) 

● High level of congruence between text 
features in the test and assignments.  

Hiring Kadir 
(2008) 

Dissertation The English 
Language 

Proficiency 
Assessment (ELPA) 
reading, writing, 

and speaking 
designed by the 

Malaysian Public 
Service Department 
and used for hiring 

public service 

Kane (2006) ● Scoring  
● Generalization  

● Extrapolation  
● Decision-
making  

● Questionnaire 
with test takers 

● Interviews with 
raters, 
administrators 

and policy 
makers 

● 406 test takers for 
questionnaire 

● Six raters for 
rescoring  
● Six test 

administrators and 
three policymakers for 

interviews 

● Questionnaire 
responses from 

388 test takers 
● 548 test scores 
out of 947 for 

scoring inference 
with agreement 

for availability  
● 160 reduced 
representative test 

scores out of the 

● Exploratory 
Factor analysis 

for identifying 
factor model and 
comparative 

constant analysis 
for interview data  

● Classical Test 
theory, 
Generalizability 

theory, and Multi-

● Test takers had positive attitude 
toward scoring procedures.  

● Test administrators thought the test 
was useful, although some limitations 
about overall management of the test 

and certain aspects of scoring 
procedures that affected the overall 

reliability and fairness of the test 
appeared.  
● Some ratings were inconsistent in 

their own ratings. 
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employees in 
Malaysia  

947, and 80 and 
40 rescoring of 

writing and 
speaking tasks for 
generalization 

inference  
● Out of the 947, 

388 test scores of 
those who 
responded to the 

questionnaire  

Facet Rasch 
analysis for inter-

rater reliability 
and raters’ effects  
● Classical Test 

theory for 
questionnaire  

● Weak to modest fit was found. 
● Stakeholders had positive attitude 

toward impact of the test. 

Placement, 
admission 

and hiring 

Tominaga 
(2014) 

Dissertation The ACTFL Oral 
Proficiency 

Interview designed 
by the American 
Council on the 

Teaching of Foreign 
Languages and used 

internationally  

Kane (2006) ● Scoring ● The ACTFL 
OPI 

● 57 university 
students majoring in 

Japanese at levels of 
intermediate-low to 
advanced-mid 

● Speaking 
performance in 

the test regarding 
turn continuation 
and turn 

completion, 
connective 

expressions and 
discourse 

organization 

● Conversation 
analysis 

● Level descriptions regarding text type 
(sentences, paragraphs) in the ACTFL 

OPI did not match the test takers’ actual 
language use regarding their ability of 
extension of their speech with 

interaction.   

Placement 

and 
university 

admission 

Janssen, 

Meier, & 
Trace 

(2015) 

Assessing 

Writing 

The Inglés para 

Doctorados (IPD; 
English for Ph.D. 

students) Placement 
Exam designed and 

used by a U.S. 
university  

Kane (2013) ● Scoring ● Revised rubric 

● Rater 
interviews 

● Original test scores 

rated by local raters 
● External raters 

● The original 

test scores  
● Re-scaled 

rubrics  
● 80 subset of 

essays rated by 
the authors using 
original and 

revised rubrics.  
● The authors’ 

discussions of 
discrepant scores 

● Profile analysis 

(Multivariate 
form of repeated 

measures 
ANOVA) 

● Multi-faceted 
Rasch 
measurement 

● The revised rubric provides an 

improvement compared to the original 
rubric in terms of separation between 

scores of all categories regarding 
proficiency levels. 

● Raters had difficulty differentiating 
between certain levels and/or for 
particular rubric categories. 

University 
admission & 

hiring 

Lim 
(2009) 

Dissertation The Michigan 
English Language 

Assessment Battery 
(MELAB) writing 

designed by the 
English Language 
Institute of the 

University of 
Michigan and used 

internationally  

Chapelle et 
al. (2008) 

● Scoring  ● The MELAB 
writing 

● 23 raters  
● 10,536 test takers 

● 29,831 ratings ● Multi-Facet 
Rasch analysis 

and ANOVA 

● Different prompts and different raters 
did not pose a threat to the validity of 

test scores. 

Graduation 
& hiring 

Jia (2013) Dissertation The Graduating 
Students Language 
Proficiency 

Assessment 
(GSLPA) Spoken 

Bachman & 
Palmer 
(2010) 

● Assessment 
records  
● Interpretations 

(meaningfulness 
& impartiality)  

● The test 
● Questionnaire 
for self-rating of 

their performance 
● Interviews 

● 999 candidates  
● 359 test takers  
● Five raters 

● Test scores  
● Responses to 
the questionnaire 

for 

● CFA and item 
response theory 
for 

meaningfulness  

● Raters did not have much difficulty in 
distinguishing proficiency levels, but 
tasks types affect test takers’ speaking 

performance.  
● Ratings were impartial to test takers.  
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Language Test 

designed and used 
by Hong Kong 

Polytechnic 
University  

 meaningfulness 

and impartiality  
● Verbal reports 

on rating 
processes (for 

assessment 
records) 

● Multi-group 

CFA and 
differential item 

functioning (DIF) 
for impartiality,  

● 
Generalizability 
theory for 

consistency  
● Verbal protocol 

analysis for rating 
process 

● Task types and test scores were 

consistent. 

Graduation 
& hiring 

H.-m. Liu 
(2014) 

Dissertation The General English 
Proficiency Test 

(GEPT) reading test 
designed by the 

Language Training 
and Testing Center 
in Taiwan and used 

internationally  

Bachman & 
Palmer 

(2010) 

● Interpretations 
(Generalizability 

and 
meaningfulness) 

 

● Task 
characteristics 

analysis 
instrument 

● Interviews 
about the content 
and construct 

coverage of the 
CEFR 

● The GEPT 
reading test and a 

task-based test 
(TBT) 

● Six raters  
● 242 college students 

● Experts’ 
judgment  

● Test scores 

● Qualitative 
analysis for 

experts’ judgment 
and task 

characteristics of 
the two tests  
● Confirmatory 

factor analysis 

● Because of inadequate sampling of the 
target domain, the GEPT task did not 

match the target language use tasks, the 
GEPT scores were not generalizable to 

the TLU performance, and the test 
scores did not provide sufficient 
information about language abilities.  

Achievemen
t use, but the 

test is used 
for multiple 

high-stakes 
decisions 
such as 

graduation, 
comparison 

of students, 
employment, 
and resource 

allocation 

Sun 
(2016) 

Dissertation The College English 
Test (CET) designed 

by Chinese Ministry 
of Education and 

used by universities 
and enterprises in 
China 

Kane (2006) 
& Chapelle 

et al. (2008) 

● Utilization & 
Decision rules 

● Interviews 
● Questionnaire 

● One CET-4 test 
developer 

● Eight CET-4 users  
● 416 test takers  

● Interview data 
from test 

developers and 
test users  

● Questionnaire 
responses 
regarding 

washback 

● Thematic 
analysis  

● Structural 
Equation 

Modeling 
analysis 

● The CET scores were used by test 
users differently from proposed uses by 

the test developers. 
● Decisions to improve English 

education in China were not supported.   

Graduation 
for 

undergraduat
e & 
admission 

for graduate 
program 

decisions 

Wang 
(2010) 

Dissertation College-level 
English as a Foreign 

Language (EFL) 
proficiency test 
designed and use by 

a Chinese university 

Bachman & 
Palmer 

(2010) 

● Assessment 
records 

● Interpretations,  
● Decisions  
● Consequences 

● Surveys for 
perceptions on 

the added use of 
test scores (i.e., 
graduate program 

admission 
decisions) 

● Site documents 
regarding test 

design and 
administration  
● Interviews  

● The paper test 

● 118 college students  
● Eight members in 

the testing programs 
(six test developers, 
one administrator, and 

one coordinator),  

● Questionnaire 
responses from 

100 college 
students  
● Interview with 

six from members 
in the testing 

program  
● Documents  

● Interview data 
from one test 
developer and 

one coordinator  

● Descriptive 
statistics  

● No analysis for 
qualitative data 
(documents and 

interviews) used 
to provide 

evidence to 
support the 

findings from the 
questionnaire  
● Confirmatory 

factor analysis for 

● Decisions for the added use of the test 
scores were not supported in terms of 

equitability of decisions.  
 
● The paper test showed substantial 

measurement errors.  
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(listening, 
reading, 

translation, and 
writing) and oral 
test 

● 3,326 paper test 
records from the 

fall 2005 
administration 
and total of 3,947 

oral test records 
from the 2008-

2009 academic 
year 

the paper test and 
inter-rater 

consistency for 
the oral test 
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APPENDIX K 

Suggested Processes, Evidence, and Methods for the TOEFL Validity Argument 

 

Inference 

(process) 

Method 

Instrument Participant Data (evidence) Data analysis 

Domain 

description 

● Corpus design 

and  
● Survey for types 

of language tasks 

● Students and 

teachers 
 

● Collection of written and 

spoken texts and survey 
responses collected from students 

and faculty  

● Domain analysis 

  ● Applied 

linguists 

● Applied linguists’ judgment on 

language abilities 

 

  ● Testing 
experts 

● Testing experts’ judgments on 
task design and task modeling 

● Task design analysis 

Evaluation ● Meetings of 
experts for 
developing scoring 

rubric 

● Experts  
 

● Experts’ opinions on scoring 
rubric  

● Experts’ consensus 

 ● Experimental test 

tasks  
● Verbal protocol 

● Test takers  

● Raters 

● Test performance depending on 

task types  
● Raters’ rating processes 

● Item response theory (IRT) and 

interrater reliability  
● Verbal protocol analysis 

Generalization ● The TOEFL iBT ● Test takers 
● Raters 

● Test performance in listening 
and reading items and raters’ 
rating for speaking and writing 

tasks 

● Item response theory (IRT) for 
scaling and equating for listening 
and reading items from parallel 

forms of the test  
● Generalizability and reliability 
analysis for all four sections  

Explanation ● The TOEFL iBT  ● Test takers  
● Raters 

● Test performance on the 
TOEFL iBT 

● Item response theory (IRT) and 
multiple regression analysis  

● Factor analysis  
● ANOVA 

   ● Scores of previous versions of 
the TOEFL 

● Concurrent correlational 
studies 

 ● Observation of 
test-taking 
processes by 

experts 

● Experts  ● Discourse analysis and 
cognitive processing studies 

Extrapolation ● Self-assessment   ● Test takers  ● Academic placement and 
TOEFL iBT scores  

● Scores of previous versions of 
the TOEFL 

● Test performance on new 

TOEFL iBT  
● Responses from the self-
assessment  

● ANOVA  
● Correlation analysis with 

previous versions of the TOEFL 
scores, with self-assessments and 

with instructors’ rating of 

students’ classroom performance 
(Criterion-related validity 
studies) 

 ● Questionnaire for 
instructor ratings 

● Instructors ● Instructors’ rating ● Correlation analysis with 
previous versions of the TOEFL 

scores with instructors’ rating of 

students’ classroom performance 

Utilization ● Interviews  ● Directors  
● Teachers 

● Perceptions on the impact of 
the TOEFL and teaching and 
learning practice 

● Qualitative data analysis 
● Standard setting studies 
● Washback studies  ● Observations ● Students 
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APPENDIX L 

Profile of Employers and Employees in Interviews 

Employer 

/Employee 

TOEIC component 

Position Industry 

Size of the company Length of 

working in 

the present 

department 

Length of 

residence 

abroad For hiring 
For 

promotion 

Number of 

employees* 

Sales of 

products

** 

Employer 1  Reference: LR or S N/A Deputy General Manager Electronic Small Small 3 years N/A 

Employer 2  Reference: LR or S N/A Deputy General Manager Trading Small Small 2 years N/A 

Employer 3  Reference: LR & SW N/A Managing Director Electric power Medium Large 3 years N/A 

Employer 4  Reference: LR N/A Research Director Semiconductor Small Small 7 years N/A 

Employer 5  Reference: LR or S N/A Deputy General Manager Trading Small Medium 9 years N/A 

Employer 6  Reference: LR N/A Director Health care Small Small 2 years N/A 

Employee 1  TOEIC LR N/A Manager Vehicles Large Large 15 years 6 months 

Employee 2  LR Speaking Deputy General Manager Electronic Large Large 2.5 years N/A 

Employee 3  LR or S Speaking Assistant Manager Chemicals Small Large 5 years 1 year 

Employee 4  LR N/A Staff Health care Small Small 2 years 9 months 

Employee 5  LR Speaking Manager Oil/Natural gas Large Large 13 years N/A 

Employee 6  LR & S N/A Staff Machinery Small Small 2 years 6 months 

Employee 7  LR & S Speaking Assistant Manager Foods Large Large 5.5 years 6 years 

Employee 8  LR N/A Staff Clothing Small Large 6 years 1 year 

Employee 9  LR & S Speaking Manager Foods Large Large 12 years N/A 

Employee 10  LR & S Speaking Deputy General Manager Electronic Large Large 15 years 1 year 

Notes. LR = Listening and Reading; S = Speaking; W = Writing; and N/A: non-applicable; * and **: Medium (# of employees 

between 1000 and 2000; and sales of products between 40 and 150 billion) 
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APPENDIX M 

Categories, Subcategories, and Codes from ETS’s Webpages: Their Correspondence to 

Inferences of the Operational Validation Model for This Study 

Categories, subcategories and codes Inferences 

Category 1: Intended meanings of TOEIC scores   

Subcategory ETS 1.1: TOEIC’s reflection of actual use of English  Domain description 

 Code ETS 1.1.1: Authenticity of TOEIC questions  

 Code ETS 1.1.2: Real-world workplace situations  

 Code ETS 1.1.3: Test content of TOEIC LR  

 Code ETS 1.1.4: Updated TOEIC LR to reflect the changing use 

of English 

 

Subcategory ETS 1.2: Appropriateness of scoring Evaluation 

 Code ETS 1.2.1: Fairness in scoring  

 Code ETS 1.2.2: Scaled score for TOEIC LR  

 Code ETS 1.2.3: Scoring process (TOEIC LR)  

 Code ETS 1.2.4: Scoring process (multiple raters: TOEIC SW)  

 Code ETS 1.3.1: Score consistency Generalization 

 Code ETS 1.4.1: Meaningful, fair, and relevant to the real world Explanation & 

extrapolation 

Category 2: Intended uses of TOEIC scores Utilization 

Subcategory ETS 2.1: Appropriate uses  

 Code ETS 2.1.1: Appropriate uses  

 Code ETS 2.1.2: Primary purpose of TOEIC LRSW  

 Code ETS 2.1.3: Secondary purposes of TOEIC  

 Code ETS 2.1.4: Intended organizations’ score uses  

 Code ETS 2.1.5: Intended educational institutions’ score uses  

 Code ETS 2.1.6: Intended language schools’ score uses  

 Code ETS 2.1.7: Intended training programs’ score uses  

 Code ETS 2.1.8: Intended uses of TOEIC scores for test-takers  

Subcategory ETS 2.2: Fairness for TOEIC uses 

 Code ETS 2.2.1: Security reason for why TOEIC items and 

answer keys not disclosed  

 

 Code ETS 2.2.2: Security reason for conversion tables not 

disclosed 

 

 Code ETS 2.3.1: Valid until two-year old  

Category 3: Intended consequences of TOEIC use Ramification 

Subcategory ETS 3.1: Intended consequences of TOEIC  

 Code ETS 3.1.1: Intended consequences for organizations   
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 Code ETS 3.1.2: Intended consequences for government 

agencies 

 

 Code ETS 3.1.3: Intended consequences for institutions  

 Code ETS 3.1.4: Intended consequences for test-takers  

Subcategory ETS 3.2: Intended impacts of report cards  

 Code ETS 3.2.1: TOEIC LR report cards: Useful feedback   

 Code ETS 3.2.2: TOEIC SW report cards: Useful feedback   
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APPENDIX N 

Categories, Subcategories, and Codes for YBM’s Localized Meaning, Uses, and 

Consequences of TOEIC 

Categories and subcategories Inferences 

The frequency of 

codes mentioned 

by stakeholders 

Category 1: Contextual factors   

  Code Y 1.0.1: Globalization and globalization 

policy 

 Y: 7 

  Code Y 1.0.2: Issues in decision-making from using 

the organization’s internal assessment 

 Y: 4, C: 4, & G: 1 

  Code Y 1.0.3: Organizations’ requirement  Y:2 & T: 54 

  Code Y 1.0.4: Test-preparation institute  Y:1 & T: 25 

Category 2: Localized meanings of TOEIC scores   

  Code Y 2.0.1: Scoring process Evaluation Y: 2 & T: 2 

  Code Y 2.0.2: Factors that affect TOEIC 

performance 

Explanation Y: 13 

  Code Y 2.0.3: TOEIC LR: Controversial issue in 

terms of reflection of English-speaking skills 

Extrapolation Y: 6 & C: 24 

 Subcategory Y 2.1: Standardization Generalization  

  Code Y 2.1.1: Fair & objective test  C: 29 & G: 5 

  Code Y 2.1.2: Credibility  Y: 4, C: 6 & G: 2 

  Code Y 2.1.3: Cost-effective for decision-making  Y: 4, C: 4 & G: 3 

 Subcategory Y 2.2: For global competitiveness  Explanation  

  Code Y 2.2.1: A tool to nurture global talent  Y: 7, C: 12 & G: 1 

  Code Y 2.2.2: A tool to encourage English learning  C: 18 & G: 2 

 Subcategory Y 2.3: High-stakes Explanation  

  Code Y 2.3.1: Necessary test  Y: 11 & T: 49 

  Code Y 2.3.2: One’s dream  Y: 1 & T: 1 

 Subcategory Y 2.4: Unintended meanings Explanation  

  Code Y 2.4.1: Test-wiseness strategies  Y: 1 & T: 25 

  Code Y 2.4.2: One’s effort  C: 4 & T: 5 

Category 3: Localized uses of TOEIC scores Utilization  

 Subcategory Y 3.1: Organizations’ support for English 

learning  

  

  Code Y 3.1.1: English learning program  C, 20 & G: 2 

  Code Y 3.1.2: Incentives  C: 6 & G: 3 

  Code Y 3.1.3: TOEIC fee  G: 4 

 Subcategory Y 3.2: High-stakes decisions   
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  Code Y 3.2.1: Hiring  C: 63 & G: 6 

  Code Y 3.2.2: Promotion  C: 47 & G: 6 

  Code Y 3.2.3: Overseas assignment  C: 20 & G: 6 

  Code Y 3.2.4: Replacement of an English subject 

with the TOEIC 

 G: 41 

 Subcategory Y 3.3: Test-takers’ uses of the TOEIC   

  Code Y 3.3.1: Achievement use   T: 32 

  Code Y 3.3.2: Instrumental use   T: 10 

  Code Y 3.3.3: Time for TOEIC preparation  T: 38 

  Code Y 3.3.4: TOEIC preparation  T: 10 

 Subcategory Y 3.4: Cut-off scores   

  Code Y 3.4.1: Differences in TOEIC LR scores 

between employers’ minimum requirements and 

employees who got hired 

 Y: 8, C: 16 & G: 8 

  Code Y 3.4.2: Test-takers’ perceived cut-off scores  Y: 1 

Category 4: Localized consequences of TOEIC uses Ramification  

  Code Y 4.0.1: Ensuring fairness in decision-making  Y: 1 & C: 3 

 Subcategory Y 4.1: Benefits related to English skills   

  Code Y 4.1.1: Increase of TOEIC scores  C: 2 & T: 11 

  Code Y 4.1.2: Helpful for interviews in hiring 

processes 

 T: 4 

  Code Y 4.1.3: Helpful in workplace  T: 17 

  Code Y 4.1.4: Improved English skills  T: 6 

 Subcategory Y 4.2: Psychological benefits   

  Code Y 4.2.1: Increased motivation  Y: 1, C: 4 & T: 6 

  Code Y 4.2.2: Increased self-confidence in English 

communication 

 C: 6 & T: 6 

 Subcategory Y 4.3: Consequences on the society   

  Code Y 4.3.1: Global competitiveness   Y: 4 

  Code Y 4.3.2: Improvement of the quality of 

English education by affecting test format 

 Y: 6 

 Subcategory Y 4.4: Negative aspects   

  Code Y 4.4.1: Costs for training  C: 2 

  Code Y 4.4.2: Too much burden  C: 5 

Note. Y = YBM; C = companies; G = government agencies; and T = test-takers; and the numbers 

after the initials of stakeholders with colons indicate the frequency of the codes mentioned by each 

stakeholder from three sources. 
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APPENDIX O 

English Constructs in Interview Participants’ International Business Workplaces 

Findings # of 

participants  

The frequency 

of codes 

mentioned 

Theme 1: Communication in business 

 Subtheme BF 1.1: Communication challenges   

  Code BF 1.1.1: English accents 11 18 

  Code BF 1.1.2: Different levels of English language 

proficiency 

13 34 

  Code BF 1.1.3: Power dynamic 4 5 

 Subtheme BF 1.2: Coping strategies to deal with the challenges 

  Code BF 1.2.1: Use of written communication 6 9 

  Code BF 1.2.2: (Un)use of communicative strategies 15 53 

 Subtheme BF 1.3: Important aspects of communication in international businesses 

  Code BF 1.3.1: Not requiring high-level of English 

language proficiency 

7 12 

  Code BF 1.3.2: The major mode of communication 

in the workplace 

6 6 

  Code BF 1.3.3: Importance of comprehension of 

different varieties of English 

9 13 

  Code BF 1.3.4: Importance of English speaking and 

listening skills 

4 4 

  Code BF 1.3.5: Importance of using shared key 

words regardless of grammar in L & S.  

13 21 

Theme 2: Cultural understandings  

  Code BF 2.0.1: Understanding of the business 

partner’s cultures 

5 10 

  Code BF 2.0.2: Understanding of cultural 

differences in communication 

5 14 

Theme 3: Business knowhow 

  Code BF 3.0.1: Identifying business partner’s needs 3 3 

  Code BF 3.0.2: Making good relationships 5 6 

  Code BF 3.0.3: Business manner 4 5 
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APPENDIX P 

Themes, Subthemes, and Codes in Employers’ Perceptions of the TOEIC 

Findings # of 

participants  

The frequency 

of codes 

mentioned 

Theme 1: Contextual factors 

  Code IR 1.0.1: TOEIC preparation institute   3 10 

 Subtheme IR 1.1: Factors affecting TOEIC use 

  Code IR 1.1.1: No alternative to replace TOEIC 3 3 

  Code IR 1.1.2: Popularity 3 3 

Theme 2: Understanding of TOEIC scores  

 Subtheme IR 2.1: Unintended meanings   

  Code IR 2.1.1: Test-wiseness strategies 4 13 

  Code IR 2.1.2: One’s effort 3 6 

 Subtheme IR 2.2: English skills   

  Code IR 2.2.1: High TOEIC scores = Proficient in 

English 

6 19 

  Code IR 2.2.2: Under-representation 2 4 

Theme 3: Uses of TOEIC scores 

 Subtheme IR 3.1: A gate-keeping tool   

  Code IR 3.1.1: Screening out 3 10 

  Code IR 3.1(2).2: Perceived cut-off score (a score of 

700 in TOEIC LR) 

5 7 

 Subtheme IR 3.2: Selection criteria   

  Code IR 3.2.1: Character quality 6 13 

 Subtheme IR 3.3: Additional processes for assessing 

English skills 

  

  Code IR 3.3.1: Interviews in English 5 9 

  Code IR 3.3.2: Resumes in English 2 5 

Theme 4: Consequences of TOEIC use   

  Code IR 4.0.1: Unsatisfactory work performance in 

English 

4 9 

  Code IR 4.0.2: Costs for training 2 3 
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APPENDIX Q 

Themes, Subthemes, and Codes in Employees’ Perceptions of the TOEIC 

Findings # of 

participants  

The frequency 

of codes 

mentioned 

Theme 1: Contextual factors 

  Code IE 1.0.1: TOEIC preparation institute     

 Subtheme IE 1.1: Importance of TOEIC 

  Code IE 1.1.1: Requirement for job-application  8 15 

  Code IE 1.1.2: Requirement for promotion 3 6 

Theme 2: Understanding of TOEIC scores  

 Subtheme IE 2.1: Test-taking experience   

  Code IE 2.1(2).1: Test-wiseness strategies 7 24 

  Code IE 2.1(2).2: Luckiness due to insufficient time 

for TOEIC Reading  

4 5 

 Subtheme IE 2.2: Unintended meanings   

  Code IE 2.2.1: One’s effort 6 14 

  Code IE 2.2.2: Residence in English-speaking 

countries 

3 4 

 Subtheme IE 2.3: English skills   

  Code IE 2.3.1: Under-representation 9 40 

  Code IE 2.3.2: Reflection of English skills to some 

extent  

8 18 

Theme 3: Uses of TOEIC scores 

 Subtheme IE 3.1: Instrumental use   

  Code IE 3.1.1: Hiring 5 10 

  Code IE 3.1.2: Promotion 1 2 

  Code IE 3.1.3: Perceived cut-off score 4 8 

 Subtheme IE 3.2: TOEIC taking   

  Code IE 3.2.1: Time for TOEIC preparation 2 2 

  Code IE 3.2.2: Time for TOEIC taking 2 2 

Theme 4: Consequences of TOEIC use   

 Subtheme IE 4.1: Negative aspects   

  Code IE 4.1.1: No improvement of English skills 2 3 

  Code IE 4.1.2: Costs 2 5 

  Code IE 4.1.3: Stress 4 4 

 Subtheme IE 4.2: Positive aspects   
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  Code IE 4.2.1: Listening 1 3 

  Code IE 4.2.2: Reading 4 5 

  Code IE 4.2.3: Speaking 2 2 

  Code IE 4.2.4: Test preparation 2 2 

  Code IE 4.2.5: Measurement of progress 1 1 
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APPENDIX R 

Employees’ TOEIC Test-taking Experiences 

Variable N % Variable N % 

[12] Took the TOEIC to be placed  [20] The number of attempts TOEIC LR 
 TOEIC LR Yes 122 48.8  Once 20 8 
  No 128 51.2  Twice 63 25.2 

  Total 250 100  Three times or more 167 66.8 
 TOEIC Speaking Yes 89 53.6  Total 250 100 
  No 77 46.4 [21] The number of attempts TOEIC Speaking 
  Total 166 100  Once 32 19.3 

 TOEIC Writing Yes 46 55.4  Twice 55 33.1 
  No 37 44.6  Three times or more 79 47.6 

  Total 83 100  Total 166 100 
 Combined Yes 257 51.5 [22] The number of attempts TOEIC Writing 

  No 242 48.5  Once 15 18.1 
  Total 499 100  Twice 24 28.9 
[13] Took the TOEIC to improve English  Three times or more 44 53 
 TOEIC LR Yes 148 59.2  Total 83 100 

  No 102 40.8 [23] TOEIC Listening scores for being hired 
  Total 250 100  Less than 200 1 0.4 
 TOEIC Speaking Yes 108 65.1  200–299 18 7.4 
  No 58 34.9  300–399 96 39.5 

  Total 166 100  400–495 128 52.7 
 TOEIC Writing Yes 63 75.9  Total 243 100 
  No 20 24.1 [24] TOEIC Listening scores for being promoted 
  Total 83 100  Less than 200 2 1 

 Combined Yes 319 63.9  200–299 18 9.2 
  No 180 36.1  300–399 70 35.9 
  Total 499 100  400–495 105 53.8 
[14] Took the TOEIC to measure progress of English   Total 195 100 

 TOEIC LR Yes 135 54 [25] TOEIC Reading scores for being hired 
  No 115 46  Less than 150 2 0.8 
  Total 250 100  150–249 10 4.9 
 TOEIC Speaking Yes 92 55.4  250–349 44 18.1 

  No 74 44.6  350–449 133 54.7 
  Total 166 100  450–495 54 22.2 
 TOEIC Writing Yes 56 67.5  Total 243 100 
  No 27 32.5 [26] TOEIC Reading scores for being promoted 

  Total 83 100  Less than 150 2 1 
 Combined Yes 283 56.7  150–249 8 4.1 
  No 216 43.3  250–349 35 17.9 
  Total 499 100  350–449 95 48.7 

[15] Took the TOEIC to get a job  450–495 55 28.2 
 TOEIC LR Yes 225 90  Total 195 100 

  No 25 10 [27] TOEIC Speaking levels for being hired 
  Total 250 100  0–30 (Level 1) 0 0 

 TOEIC Speaking Yes 138 83.1  40–50 (Level 2) 2 1.4 
  No 28 16.9  60–70 (Level 3) 2 1.4 
  Total 166 100  80–100 (Level 4) 8 5.6 
 TOEIC Writing Yes 62 74.7  110–120 (Level 5) 16 11.1 

  No 21 25.3  130–150 (Level 6) 57 39.6 
  Total 83 100  160–180 (Level 7) 53 36.8 
 Combined Yes 425 85.2  190–200 (Level 8) 6 4.1 
  No 74 14.8  Total 144 100 

  Total 499 100 [28] TOEIC Speaking levels for being promoted 
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[16] Took the TOEIC to be promoted  0–30 (Level 1) 1 0.7 

 TOEIC LR Yes 189 75.6  40–50 (Level 2) 2 1.4 
  No 61 24.4  60–70 (Level 3) 3 2.2 

  Total 250 100  80–100 (Level 4) 7 5.1 
 TOEIC Speaking Yes 140 84.3  110–120 (Level 5) 10 7.2 
  No 26 15.7  130–150 (Level 6) 52 37.7 
  Total 166 100  160–180 (Level 7) 50 36.2 

 TOEIC Writing Yes 65 78.3  190–200 (Level 8) 13 9.4 
  No 18 21.7  Total 138 100 
  Total 83 100 [29] TOEIC Writing levels for being hired 

 Combined Yes 394 79  0–30 (Level 1) 0 0 

  No 105 21  40 (Level 2) 1 1.5 
  Total 499 100  50–60 (Level 3) 3 4.4 
[17] Prepared for TOEIC in institutes  70–80 (Level 4) 1 1.5 
 Yes 212 75.4  90–100 (Level 5) 8 11.8 

 No 69 24.6  110–130 (Level 6) 17 25 
 Total 281 100  140–160 (Level 7) 20 29.4 
[18] Length of TOEIC preparation in the institutes  170–190 (Level 8) 15 22.1 
 Less than 6 months 64 30.2  200 (Level 9) 3 4.4 

 6 months–1 year 48 22.6  Total 68 100 
 1–2 years 46 21.7 [30] TOEIC Writing levels for being promoted 
 2–3 years 31 14.6  0–30 (Level 1) 0 0 
 3–4 years 17 8.0  40 (Level 2) 2 3.2 

 4–5 years 2 0.9  50–60 (Level 3) 0 0 
 More than 5 years 4 1.9  70–80 (Level 4) 1 1.6 
 Missing 69   90–100 (Level 5) 7 11.3 
 Total 281 100  110–130 (Level 6) 12 19.4 

[19] Length of time spent for TOEIC preparation  140–160 (Level 7) 18 29 
 Less than 6 months 75 26.7  170–190 (Level 8) 19 30.6 

 6 months–1 year 53 18.9  200 (Level 9) 3 4.8 
 1–2 years 62 22.1  Total 62 100 

 2–3 years 48 17.1     

 3–4 years 15 5.3     
 4–5 years 13 4.6     
 More than 5 years 15 5.3     

 Total 281 100     
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APPENDIX S 

Descriptive Statistics of English Constructs in International Business Workplaces 

Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

MC_1 281 6.20 .830 -1.216 2.459 

MC_2 281 6.11 .871 -1.103 1.602 

MC_3 281 5.79 .946 -.613 .084 

MC_4 281 5.55 .933 -.749 1.012 

MC_5 281 5.76 .974 -1.039 1.899 

MC_6 281 4.86 1.158 -.406 .046 

MC_7 281 4.94 1.116 -.400 .146 

BELF_1 281 5.63 1.098 -.920 .979 

BELF_2 281 6.16 .985 -1.204 .934 

BELF_3 281 5.58 1.199 -.893 .630 

BELF_4 281 5.67 1.093 -.676 .056 

BELF_5 281 6.10 .986 -1.221 1.558 

BELF_6 281 6.16 .901 -1.139 1.645 

BELF_7 281 5.51 1.046 -.523 -.066 

BELF_8 281 5.78 1.005 -1.066 2.034 

BELF_9 281 6.23 .879 -1.015 .418 

BELF_10 281 5.48 1.086 -.522 .116 

BELF_11 281 5.05 1.201 -.327 -.266 

BELF_12 281 4.19 1.312 -.340 -.086 

BELF_13 281 5.84 .956 -.859 .800 

BELF_14 281 5.53 1.035 -.470 -.109 

BELF_15 281 5.73 .896 -.646 .661 

BELF_16 281 4.97 1.070 -.358 -.128 

BELF_17 281 5.20 1.088 -.527 .004 

BELF 18 281 5.21 1.103 -.536 .292 

BELF_19 281 4.42 1.379 -.152 -.474 

BELF_20 281 5.69 .946 -.713 .729 

BELF_21 281 5.68 1.009 -.918 1.046 

BK_1 281 6.31 .953 -1.706 3.888 

BK_2 281 5.90 1.021 -.864 .302 

BK_3 281 6.02 .973 -.972 .738 

BK_4 281 5.61 1.060 -.803 .864 

BK_5 281 5.26 1.332 -.683 .049 

Note: MC = multicultural competence; BELF = competence in BELF; BK = business knowhow 
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APPENDIX T 

Descriptive Statistics of Each Component of the TOEIC 

TOEIC Listening and Reading TOEIC Speaking TOEIC Writing 
Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

MEAN_L_1 250 4.43 1.355 -.499 .034 

MEAN_S_1 
MEAN_S_2 
MEAN_S_3 

166 
166 
166 

4.50 
4.46 
4.09 

1.443 
1.528 
1.509 

-.582 
-.456 
-.166 

.038 
-.475 
-.703 

MEAN_W_1 
MEAN_W_2 
MEAN_W_3 

83 
83 
83 

4.55 
4.72 
4.46 

1.300 
1.373 
1.346 

-.310 
-.525 
-.523 

-.034 
-.306 
-.067 

MEAN_L_2 250 4.45 1.500 -.443 -.357 
MEAN_L_3 250 4.05 1.464 -.169 -.509 
MEAN_R_1 250 4.38 1.482 -.398 -.394 
MEAN_R_2 250 4.41 1.527 -.446 -.440 
MEAN_R_3 250 4.09 1.497 -.159 -.487 

VAL_LR_1 250 4.38 1.551 -.250 -.761 VAL_S_1 166 4.22 1.634 -.289 -.722 VAL_W_1 83 4.98 1.229 -.558 .100 
VAL_LR_2 250 4.99 1.455 -.800 .374 VAL_S_2 166 5.15 1.434 -.805 .569 VAL_W_2 83 4.60 1.370 -.789 .423 

VAL_LR_3 250 5.14 1.286 -.960 1.023 VAL_S_3 166 4.87 1.449 -.793 .466 VAL_W_3 83 5.18 1.014 -.518 .533 
VAL_LR_4 250 5.34 1.329 -.933 .832 VAL_S_4 166 5.12 1.409 -.993 1.122 VAL_W_4 83 5.29 1.099 -.715 .983 
VAL_LR_5 250 5.44 1.358 -1.012 1.080 VAL_S_5 166 4.77 1.603 -.638 -.086 VAL_W_5 83 5.16 1.053 -.514 .743 

IM_LR_1 250 4.68 1.321 -.564 .186 IM_S_1 166 4.76 1.470 -.619 -.074 IM_W_1 83 4.98 1.115 -.438 .053 
IM_LR_2 250 4.62 1.340 -.582 .071 IM_S_2 166 4.66 1.500 -.706 .084 IM_W_2 83 4.96 1.173 -.950 1.362 
IM_LR_3 250 5.56 1.251 -.919 1.114 IM_S_3 166 5.46 1.229 -.913 1.312 IM_W_3 83 5.14 1.170 -.288 -.416 
IM_LR_4 250 5.27 1.218 -.682 .397 IM_S_4 166 5.26 1.279 -.814 .674 IM_W_4 83 5.11 1.240 -.447 .507 

HR _LR_1 243 3.88 1.625 -.238 -.989 HR _S_1 144 3.80 1.667 -.006 -.940 HR _W_1 68 4.00 1.506 -.243 -.868 
HR _LR_2 243 3.73 1.646 -.181 -.993 HR _S_2 144 3.77 1.692 .024 -.905 HR _W_2 68 3.97 1.526 -.053 -.796 
HR _LR_3 243 4.12 1.726 -.277 -.833 HR _S_3 144 4.19 1.762 -.352 -.916 HR_W_3 68 4.29 1.526 -.309 -.624 
HR _LR_4 243 4.29 1.409 -.531 -.227 HR _S_4 144 4.43 1.490 -.423 -.146 HR_W_4 68 4.54 1.202 -.691 .242 
PRO_LR_1 195 3.89 1.546 -.190 -.970 PRO_S_1 138 3.93 1.527 -.139 -.856 PRO_W_1 62 4.23 1.509 -.221 -.822 

PRO_LR_2 195 3.94 1.588 -.226 -.917 PRO_S_2 138 3.96 1.632 -.135 -.896 PRO_W_2 62 4.15 1.567 .122 -1.003 
PRO_LR_3 195 4.15 1.648 -.359 -.721 PRO_S_3 138 4.33 1.631 -.274 -.848 PRO_W_3 62 4.34 1.482 -.206 -.655 
PRO_LR_4 195 4.31 1.491 -.427 -.251 PRO_S_4 138 4.31 1.434 -.624 -.065 PRO_W_4 62 4.53 1.277 -.709 .172 

CON_L_1 250 4.50 1.281 -.584 .070 
CON_S_1 166 4.49 1.434 -.543 -.314 CON_W_1 83 4.65 1.329 -.477 -.211 

CON_R_1 250 4.52 1.363 -.608 -.008 
CON_LR_2 250 4.58 1.559 -.580 -.367 CON_S_2 166 4.77 1.488 -.695 .070 CON_W_2 83 4.82 1.466 -.701 .170 
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Note. L = TOEIC Listening; R = TOEIC Reading; S = TOEIC Speaking; W = TOEIC Writing; HR = hiring; PRO = promotion; CON = 

consequences; CON_H = consequences from hiring decisions; CON_PRO = consequences from promotional decisions 

 

 

CON_LR_3 250 4.20 1.518 -.426 -.252 CON_S_3 166 4.19 1.508 -.376 -.528 CON_W_3 83 4.67 1.424 -.545 -.352 
CON_LR_4 250 4.10 1.644 -.332 -.799 CON_S_4 166 3.97 1.693 -.119 -.867 CON_W_4 83 4.23 1.564 -.352 -.377 
CON_LR_5 250 3.22 1.583 .295 -.817 CON_S_5 166 3.34 1.587 .185 -.738 CON_W_5 83 3.76 1.519 -.200 -.713 
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APPENDIX U 

Descriptive Statistics of Consequences of Selection Decisions 

Variable N M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

CON_HR_1 277 4.88 1.103 -.734 .952 

CON_HR_2 277 4.73 1.269 -.602 .410 

CON_HR_3 277 4.15 1.433 -.181 -.551 

CON_HR_4 277 4.03 1.406 -.217 -.512 

CON_HR_5 277 4.20 1.472 -.313 -.440 

CON_HR_6 277 3.87 1.623 -.081 -.871 

CON_HR_7 277 4.09 1.553 -.339 -.507 

CON_HR_8 277 4.51 1.491 -.685 .062 

CON_HR_9 277 4.31 1.557 -.510 -.233 

CON_PRO_1 248 4.74 1.279 -.575 .561 

CON_PRO_2 248 4.54 1.349 -.626 .513 

CON_PRO_3 248 4.31 1.466 -.426 -.318 

CON_PRO_4 248 4.31 1.491 -.404 -.393 

CON_PRO_5 248 4.38 1.501 -.464 -.236 

CON_PRO_6 248 3.97 1.574 -.286 -.604 

CON_PRO_7 248 4.33 1.564 -.388 -.613 

CON_PRO_8 248 4.42 1.549 -.640 -.187 

CON_PRO_9 248 4.33 1.536 -.474 -.202 

Note. HR = hiring; PRO = promotion; CON_H = consequences from hiring decisions; 

CON_PRO = consequences from promotional decisions 
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APPENDIX V 

Oblimin Rotated Factor Matrix of TOEIC Perceptions 

Variable Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

MEAN_L_1 .700* .093* -.172* .117* 
MEAN_L_2 .704* .135* -.188* .162* 
MEAN_L_3 .524* .181* -.295* .169* 
MEAN_R_1 .704* .121* -.316* .105* 

MEAN_R_2 .749* .100* -.255* .095* 
MEAN_R_3 .701* .148* -.319* .066 
VAL_LR_1 .651* .156* .052 -.128* 
VAL_LR_2 .680* .082 .248* -.194* 
VAL_LR_3 .580* .123* .298* -.120* 
VAL_LR_4 .682* .012 .328* -.085 

VAL_LR_5 .263* .096 .413* -.287* 

IM_LR_1 .721* .158* -.084 -.009 
IM_LR_2 .748* .112* .005 .092 
IM_LR_3 .244* .105 .619* -.125 
IM_LR_4 .138 .261* .554* -.001 
HR _LR_1 .195* .674* -.302* .105* 

HR _LR_2 .193* .681* -.317* .113* 
HR _LR_3 .016 .843* .066 -.149* 
HR _LR_4 .246* .508* .087 .054 
PRO_LR_1 .221* .735* -.133* .054 
PRO_LR_2 .141* .763* -.182* .110* 
PRO_LR_3 .067 .911* .052 -.221* 

PRO_LR_4 .187* .575* .010 .033 
CON_L_1 .687* .188* -.139* .067 
CON_R_1 .730* .142* -.131 .114* 

CON_LR_2 .627* .084 -.034 .125* 
CON_LR_3 .465* .280* -.178* .265* 
CON_LR_4 .037 .032 -.094 .441* 

MEAN_S_1 .566* .069 .080 .337* 
MEAN_S_2 .578* .111* .065 .237* 
MEAN_S_3 .381* .286* -.051 .311* 
VAL_S_1 .607* .199* .122 .009 
VAL_S_2 .659* .054 .353* -.223* 
VAL_S_3 .581* .147* .276* -.150* 

VAL_S_4 .638* -.004 .313* -.011 
VAL_S_5 .192* .192* .394* -.289* 

IM_S_1 .583* .093 .181* .245* 
IM_S_2 .563* .011 .172* .299* 
IM_S_3 .200 .043 .726* .040 
IM_S_4 .039 .058 .675* .200* 

HR _S_1 .333* .640* -.157* .155* 
HR _S_2 .296* .690* -.153* .103 
HR _S_3 -.058 .902* .143* -.095 
HR _S_4 .157* .404* .045 .226* 
PRO_S_1 .167* .775* .026 .090 
PRO_S_2 .069 .764* .033 .139* 
PRO_S_3 -.078 .891* .190* -.159* 
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PRO_S_4 .083 .344* .165* .254* 
CON_S_1 .512* .114* .154* .359* 
CON_S_2 .574* .016 .152* .330* 
CON_S_3 .414* .178* -.003 .386* 

CON_S_4 .125 -.001 -.121* .486* 

MEAN_W_1 .591* -.156 .099 .433* 
MEAN_W_2 .564* -.081 .051 .424* 
MEAN_W_3 .529* .202* -.119 .188 
VAL_W_1 .575* -.040 .340* .120 
VAL_W_2 .360* .094 .077 .051 

VAL_W_3 .559* -.199* .359* -.018 
VAL_W_4 .751* -.178 .372* .006 
VAL_W_5 .139 .197* .474* -.276* 

IM_W_1 .589* -.149 .165 .382* 
IM_W_2 .623* -.116 .051 .286* 
IM_W_3 .175 .071 .643* .101 

IM_W_4 -.064 .023 .714* .236* 
HR _W_1 -.011 .637* -.043 .431* 
HR _W_2 -.011 .632* -.207* .401* 
HR_W_3 -.400* .817* .282* .246* 

PRO_W_1 -.014 .644* .143 .305* 
PRO_W_2 .109 .709* -.033 .235* 

PRO_W_3 -.177 .714* .240* .237* 
CON_W_1 .554* .065 .121 .365* 
CON_W_2 .619* -.091 .118 .279* 
CON_W_3 .494* .112 -.029 .348* 
CON_W_4 .132 -.142 -.245* .506* 

CON_HR_1 .067 .060 .474* .361* 

CON_HR_2 .001 .126* .362* .425* 
CON_HR_3 .195* .100* -.068* .647* 
CON_HR_4 .196* .126* -.167* .677* 
CON_HR_5 .280* .091* -.145* .632* 
CON_HR_6 .060 .200* -.156* .677* 
CON_HR_7 .097 .092* -.106* .749* 

CON_HR_8 .253* .055 .064 .551* 
CON_HR_9 .131* .041 -.061 .759* 

CON_PRO_1 -.050 .118* .520* .490* 
CON_PRO_2 -.142* .256* .331* .488* 
CON_PRO_3 .032 .134* .111* .766* 
CON_PRO_4 .050 .119* .093* .792* 

CON_PRO_5 .076 .051 .192* .775* 
CON_PRO_6 .018 .189* -.017 .710* 
CON_PRO_7 .036 .033 .068* .840* 
CON_PRO_8 .109* .011 .117* .738* 
CON_PRO_9 .043 .062 .085* .829* 

Cronbach’s alpha .976 .970 .856 .949 

Note. *p < .05 
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APPENDIX W 

Oblimin Rotated Factor Structure of TOEIC Perceptions 

Variable Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 

MEAN_L_1 .776 .394 -.090 .514 
MEAN_L_2 .818 .460 -.102 .582 
MEAN_L_3 .647 .437 -.224 .514 
MEAN_R_1 .770 .409 -.233 .511 

MEAN_R_2 .809 .403 -.169 .517 
MEAN_R_3 .756 .416 -.237 .484 
VAL_LR_1 .647 .332 .121 .284 
VAL_LR_2 .635 .248 .313 .205 
VAL_LR_3 .593 .292 .358 .251 
VAL_LR_4 .676 .237 .393 .285 

VAL_LR_5 .192 .075 .432 -.087 

IM_LR_1 .765 .411 -.003 .435 
IM_LR_2 .836 .429 .091 .530 
IM_LR_3 .280 .169 .645 .079 
IM_LR_4 .288 .344 .584 .223 
HR _LR_1 .463 .779 -.237 .524 

HR _LR_2 .466 .788 -.252 .534 
HR _LR_3 .252 .780 .111 .278 
HR _LR_4 .466 .629 .144 .434 
PRO_LR_1 .502 .834 -.064 .523 
PRO_LR_2 .456 .858 -.118 .551 
PRO_LR_3 .289 .829 .103 .264 

PRO_LR_4 .414 .660 .065 .413 
CON_L_1 .776 .463 -.056 .506 
CON_R_1 .826 .455 -.044 .552 

CON_LR_2 .718 .370 .040 .485 
CON_LR_3 .684 .568 -.103 .633 
CON_LR_4 .265 .257 -.069 .471 

MEAN_S_1 .771 .445 .156 .664 
MEAN_S_2 .746 .442 .140 .591 
MEAN_S_3 .639 .574 .018 .645 

VAL_S_1 .697 .432 .195 .424 
VAL_S_2 .600 .204 .413 .157 
VAL_S_3 .586 .301 .336 .233 

VAL_S_4 .662 .240 .377 .327 
VAL_S_5 .154 .143 .412 -.078 

IM_S_1 .761 .436 .257 .598 
IM_S_2 .737 .372 .242 .600 
IM_S_3 .309 .178 .751 .195 
IM_S_4 .231 .211 .691 .279 

HR _S_1 .629 .828 -.078 .634 
HR _S_2 .583 .839 -.077 .587 
HR _S_3 .234 .843 .187 .326 
HR _S_4 .424 .575 .095 .507 
PRO_S_1 .497 .882 .093 .559 
PRO_S_2 .421 .859 .092 .552 
PRO_S_3 .183 .795 .228 .248 
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PRO_S_4 .355 .509 .205 .473 
CON_S_1 .753 .486 .228 .685 
CON_S_2 .765 .397 .226 .639 
CON_S_3 .676 .518 .066 .685 

CON_S_4 .362 .277 -.087 .545 

MEAN_W_1 .766 .278 .168 .663 
MEAN_W_2 .757 .336 .122 .676 
MEAN_W_3 .687 .479 -.045 .553 
VAL_W_1 .657 .248 .401 .410 
VAL_W_2 .428 .254 .121 .285 

VAL_W_3 .514 .017 .403 .187 
VAL_W_4 .727 .119 .438 .320 
VAL_W_5 .117 .140 .487 -.087 

IM_W_1 .748 .263 .232 .618 
IM_W_2 .732 .254 .119 .550 
IM_W_3 .317 .222 .669 .254 

IM_W_4 .137 .158 .719 .246 
HR _W_1 .437 .843 .013 .737 
HR _W_2 .403 .813 -.153 .697 
HR_W_3 .051 .810 .302 .456 

PRO_W_1 .390 .798 .194 .622 
PRO_W_2 .483 .862 .031 .638 

PRO_W_3 .227 .781 .276 .508 
CON_W_1 .777 .453 .197 .686 
CON_W_2 .741 .278 .187 .556 
CON_W_3 .709 .460 .043 .654 
CON_W_4 .315 .140 -.217 .492 

CON_HR_1 .321 .290 .500 .445 

CON_HR_2 .301 .357 .388 .503 

CON_HR_3 .556 .485 -.014 .793 

CON_HR_4 .572 .521 -.110 .832 

CON_HR_5 .622 .495 -.083 .814 

CON_HR_6 .464 .546 -.108 .799 

CON_HR_7 .503 .489 -.058 .839 

CON_HR_8 .562 .422 .117 .711 

CON_HR_9 .529 .459 -.011 .843 

CON_PRO_1 .296 .373 .544 .545 

CON_PRO_2 .234 .465 .354 .556 

CON_PRO_3 .484 .529 .157 .853 

CON_PRO_4 .509 .533 .140 .881 

CON_PRO_5 .511 .472 .237 .848 

CON_PRO_6 .448 .544 .028 .811 

CON_PRO_7 .485 .464 .110 .878 

CON_PRO_8 .503 .421 .161 .804 

CON_PRO_9 .499 .491 .130 .886 
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