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Overview

• Background
• Purpose of the study
• Study procedure
• Data collection
• Study Results
• Discussion and conclusion
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Background
• Context of ACCESS for ELLs Assessment Use
US Dept of Education Federal law requires annual assessments on English Learners (ELs)

Test information from annual assessments must be used for the following purposes:
 Placement into language instruction education programs (LIEPs)
 Ascertaining acceptable student progress
 Determining English language proficiency
 Determining LIEP effectiveness
• In state accountability systems, individual schools are held accountable based on 

the above purposes 
Comparability of scores (regardless of mode) across schools in states is important
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Background

• Speaking Score difference between Paper and Online mode 
(example in 2017)
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Purpose of the Study
• Examine how rating behaviors between Paper and Online differ

• Examine unique settings of Paper speaking test administration and 
scoring procedures, compared to Online

• Examine where mostly score discrepancies occur between Paper and 
Online ratings

• Identify areas to improve in scoring and testing in Paper Speaking test

511/15/2018
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Study procedure
• WIDA created a list of high performing Paper Speaking schools in 

descending order. 
• For the sake of scope of work, WIDA decided to conduct this 

study in IL and FL.
• WIDA contacted schools in FL and IL from the top on the list until 

we met 20 student participants per cluster with mixture of tiers.
• Some schools not on the list ended up being included in the 

study.

611/15/2018
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Study procedure
• WIDA requested participating schools to include teachers who have been 

administering Paper Speaking test (all teachers went through WIDA training in 
the past).

• Participating teachers and students were identified and scheduled to be tested in 
advance.

• Live Paper Speaking testing was conducted using 401 paper Speaking test just 
like operational testing (a teacher plays Speaking test CD and a student answers 
to prompts). 

• Students’ responses were recorded while testing. 
• After each student testing is done, WIDA researcher interviewed the teacher 

about their rationale for scoring.

711/15/2018
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Study procedure
• Once student audio responses were collected, they were sent to DRC 

central raters. 

• There were two central raters per cluster who listened and provided 
their own ratings on the student audio responses (total 10 DRC raters).

• DRC central raters filled out survey questions and provided rationale for 
their scoring.
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Test material: Scoring sheet and Rubric

911/15/2018
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Test Material: Teacher script

1011/15/2018
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Test material: Test Booklet
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Data collection
State ELL test-taker Participating schools

FL 72 15

IL 95 15

Total 167 30

1211/15/2018

Cluster ELL test -taker

1 29

2-3 54

4-5 26

6-8 26

9-12 31

Tier ELL test-taker

A 55

BC 112
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Study Results: Rater background
Paper  (n=37) Online (n=10)
• 30 ESL teachers
• 2 Reading teachers
• 2 school counselors
• 1 PE teacher
• 1 English teacher
• 1 other

• 7 scoring directors (1 team lead, 2 assistant 
directors)

•

• 26 (over 3 yrs of experience of Speaking 
administration)

• 11 (1-3 yrs of experience of Speaking 
administration)

• 3 years’ of rating experience

• 35 ESL certification or bilingual license 
holders
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Study Results: Raw score distribution
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Study results: 
Correlation between Paper and Online ratings

Raw score correlation between Online raters Raw score correlation between Paper raters and Online raters
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Study Results: 

• Online score discrepancies
• Total 48 score disagreement (of 996 rating):5%

• Disagreement between score 1 and score2: 5

• Disagreement between score 2 and score3: 24

• Disagreement between score 3 and score4: 18

Paper and Online score discrepancies
• Total 401 score disagreement (of 996 rating) : 

40%
• Disagreement between score 0 and score1: 8
• Disagreement between score 1 and score2: 61
• Disagreement between score 2 and score3: 154 
• Disagreement between score 3 and score4: 126
• Disagreement between score 1 and score3: 6
• Disagreement between score 2 and score4: 36
• Disagreement between any paper rating and non 

scorables by online rater: 10 ( poor audio quality 
etc)

High agreement among Online raters—high variation between Paper and Online raters
Both raters struggle most between assignment of score point 2 (Adequate) and 3 

(Strong)
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Study Results: Preparation of Speaking test
Paper Online

• Online training /quizzes
• Scoring rubric
• Group discussion
• Test prompts
• Local training 
• TAM

• Anchor responses
• Scoring rubric 
• Nina model
• Test prompts
• Training sets
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Study results: Scoring rule
Paper Online
• Nina model
• Word choice (vocabulary)
• Scoring rubric
• Fluency/delivery
•
• Answering to question
• Grammar(correct tense, article)
• Elaboration(sophistication)
• Comprehension
• Sentence completion
• Thought process
• Appropriate language use
• Clarity 
• Details
• Previous knowledge of student
• pronunciation

• Word choice (vocabulary)
• Fluency/delivery
• Elaboration(sophistication)
• Details
• Anchor sets
•
• Sentence structure
• Scoring rubric
• Clarity
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Study results: Rubric use
Paper Online
• Check responses against bullet points 
• Move top to down
• Compare to model
•
• Help determine between scores
• Holistic scoring
• Use but don’t like the rubric
• Teacher has own interpretation of scoring-

modified slightly
• Fluency and clear delivery determine strong or 

under
• Student responses show more than one level
• Scoring differ in different difficulty of task or 

tier
• Hard to tell why score is different in online 

quiz
• Strong and exemplary is difficult to separate

• Check responses against bullet points 
• Help determine between scores
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Study results: Rubric use (Paper rater interviews)
• I do, but that's why I feel that maybe like the rubric should be a little bit different for each tier. Yeah. Not, you know, because if I'm like using this as, as my guide, 

sometimes I'm so focused I might not be thinking, oh okay, the student is a tier A, maybe they shouldn't, you know, I don't know if you want to be a little more 
lenient, but obviously they're not going to get the same level as someone who's taking a B or C. 

• yes the rubric is clear. , he still gave a justifiable answer with detail, so I mean I had to give myself that time to think. So sometimes there is that where your like 
between two of them, but I feel like overall that the scale is very clear and it's very clear with what it's looking for you to do. 

• Not always because we have disputed over the difference. we understand no response. We understand exemplary, we understand attempted. adequate and 
strong are very synonymous sometimes. What is strong enough? I think those two are very difficult. So it's that middle of, that's that sometimes it's difficult. You 
wish your, you know, you have a concrete or more concrete example of what is adequate, what is strong.

• Always uses but doesn’t like the rubric. Ensure the question is answered correctly and confirming student meets the criteria in each score point. 

• the most difficult part is, were they kind of fall between two different levels,

• most students are strong or adequate, so then I really looked to see where they're falling,

• What I have trouble with is strong and exemplary, especially when I tested the older kids and they can really answer. The determination between those two is 
honestly I'm, I'm more apt to give them all that was that was exemplary because they really answered, but then like I said on the, those, those online quizzes and 
I didn't really understand the difference between the strong and the exemplary because they both sounded great to me and I don't know how much that affects 
their scoring

• My, my interpretation of clear delivery is are they using the vocabulary that is expected? Is it grammatically correct? Is a comprehensible.

• I use it for hard rules, for example, the exemplary with the strong, the sophistication level.

• strong and adequate are the two tough ones. Well, adequate to strong to exemplary, exemplary sticks out, but adequate and strong. There's a fine line. 
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Study results: context specific ratings
Putting on the teacher hat during testing & scoring (30 paper raters)

• Being familiar with students

• Reacting to student’s affective states

• Prompting or coaching responses

• Pausing the test

• Using internalized scoring criteria
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Study result: familiarity on score decision
Paper rating-Exemplary: I think because I know him…I think that might have been why I was a little 
generous. I ranked him pretty high, yes. Um, like if you just sat with him, you might have just thought he was 
an average student, but I know that he reads really well and he can um, his comprehension is very, very 
good. So when he reads he can come back and tell you things. So even though I ranked him high, I think, like 
I said, if you were to just sit here and score him, you might think he's not as bright as I know he can be. So 
it's somewhat of a bias I guess. 

Online rating-Adequate: This Adequate response language use is not as 
sophisticated as that of  the model (Online rater1).
This response is a higher level Adequate. The students response is list like 
(Online rater2).
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Study results: Testing own students (interview)
• we do try and pull students that we've worked with in the past just to give them the best opportunity now

• , I remember like, and I know that because they've been like, you know, for a while, so that was really stressful time and I know they were capable at 
that time to tell me more and for some reason in our even they know me but still, you know, just like they don't, they don't produce so much, you 
know, vocabulary or the sentences like, you know, they used to. 

• last year I tested everybody. This year classroom teacher has tested their own students and I tested on only the students that I service, . I feel that 
they could, there are a lot stronger than what they're giving me and the setting of testing. 

• it's nice to have a rapport with the student. And so I worked really hard with scheduling, with ACCESS to um, make sure it's a teacher that works 
directly with that student. So sometimes it takes longer to get through them, but I think it's better in the end to have that rapport with them to just so 
they feel comfortable.

• See and on one side or the students that I didn't know and I tested them later when I spoke to the teachers and they asked me like, how did it go? And 
I heard a lot of feedback that, oh, that's didn't usually doesn't speak that much. Right, they were able to give more language, which I thought that was 
kind of odd because I hadn't worked with them before, but um, other teachers said, well maybe because you don't know them, they they felt the 
pressure to give you more because you weren't going to rely on what they did in the classroom. So I hadn't thought about it like that until that time. 
And with this student, well I know she feels comfortable and in her case, and I think for new comers, I think it's beneficial for it to be the teacher. For 
BC students, it does not matter.

• If he does not know me very well, he probably won’t have given an answer at all.

• They're all mine. They're all my students and that's the way I like it because they're not comfortable when they're not with their teacher they're used 
to. That does affect them. 
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Study results: Testing own students (interview)
• I kind of give the students the benefit of the doubt because they give them model in the book, but she's so eloquent. 

Um, and you know, you've heard him, he, you know, he's still fairly new to the country, still has a very strong 
accent. So I tend to kind of, you know, give them a, you know, give them a break so to speak. Um, you know, and give 
them credit where credit is due rather than scoring and bound for something. I start from there.

• I see that the students, though one word or two words are kind of off, I see if overall they are comfortable. I would err 
on the side of the higher score if I see that their comfort in speaking in English is higher. 



©2018 Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System

Study results: Paper rater pattern of participation 

• Prompting to talk more

• Praising and cheering

• Prompting to talk after time limit

• Coaching with test contents

• Pausing 
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Study results: Paper rater pattern of participation 

(pausing, prompting and coaching example)
Paper rater1: No, keep talking. I'm gonna hold on pause. Keep telling me.

Paper rater 2: what do you prefer?

Paper rater1: Ok, so you said the first part was just a rope and the second part. 
Can you tell me again? I'm sorry this beeped.

Paper rater 3: Ok, so you said the first part was just a rope and the second part. 
Can you tell me again? I'm sorry this beeped.

Paper rater 4: Ok what else are they doing?........

And this one. In this picture what else are they doing?

External rater’s 
comment:
Teacher prompting / 
and questioning 
elevated the score of 
the student response.  
Student began with one 
short adequate 
sentence and added two 
more sentences through 
the questioning process.  
The language usage 
became more 
appropriate
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Study results: Paper rater pattern of participation 

(coaching example)
Paper rater A: Ok, so you said the first part was just a rope and the second part. Can you tell me again? I'm sorry 
this beeped.

Paper rater B: Ok what else are they doing?........

And this one. In this picture what else are they doing?

External rater’s comment:
Teacher prompting / and questioning elevated the score of the student response.  
Student began with one short adequate sentence and added two more sentences through the 
questioning process.  The language usage became more appropriate
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Study results: Penalizing off topic answers
• Paper rating (Adequate):  
I could have given a strong but to be honest with you, um, because that's something that I 
know we do in class a lot. He should've been able to articulate that more and explain the steps. I 
was looking more for the fifth graders to be able to say like, well, there's two pots and they're 
equally distributing the seeds and there's eight seeds so that's why they using division. That's what 
I was looking for. 

• Online rater(Exemplary): 
This Exemplary response is comparable to the model.  Response uses precise and appropriate 
word choice. Language use equals that of the model in sophistication.
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Discussion and Conclusion
• Training materials/Rubric (Adequate and Strong to be more clearly determined)
• Rubric (consistency across different task levels, need to different for each tier?)
• Nina model (very hard to achieve. Consistency of language level of model 

response across tasks as exemplary)
• Test Timing (not enough time to think before they talk and less time to answer 

for PL3 and 5 tasks)
• Prompts (despite no content knowledge required, teachers felt it is difficult to 

fully explain if students hear once  without background knowledge)
• Prompts (P1 level tasks are easily answered and are too many in tier A test. Tier 

B level tasks seem to be few. Tier C tasks are very hard.)
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Discussion and Conclusion
• If score gap between Paper and Online speaking tests persists, what can be 

done ? Continue with equipercentile adjustment or standard setting?

• Things to consider for Peer review?
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