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Aim of presentation:
Present transpositions of a test construct as they emerge 
when operationalized by raters

In discussion:
Implications for national assessment guidelines and inter-
rater reliability



ANTHROPOLOGICAL THEORY OF DIDACTIS – DIDACTIC TRANSPOSITIONS (Chevallard, 2007; 
Achiam & Marandino, 2014) 
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Slide borrowed from Erica Sandlund and Pia Sundqvist 
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L2 Proficiency
• To define L2 proficiency – a ”moving target” (Leclercq, Edmonds & Hilton, 2014)

• To assess a student’s L2 oral proficiency (OP) is complex: 
• assessment influenced by the social situation in which OP is tested (Sandlund, Sundqvist & Nyroos, 

2016)
• aural comprehension often a prerequisite for one’s spoken utterances (Brown & Abeywickrama, 

2010)
• Multifaceted (Sandlund & Sundqvist, 2011)
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Assessment of L2 English oral proficiency in Sweden
• National test in year 6 and year 9 in secondary school.

• One aim is equity in assessment

• High-stakes, summative, proficiency test. Comprises three parts; Speaking, Writing, Receptive skills

• Speaking part: test construct Oral production and interaction

• Social situation: small groups or pairs

• Own teacher administers and assesses, unusual for high stakes tests internationally (Crisp, 2013), 
teachers-as-raters
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Policy documents: Assessment guidelines for 
the Speaking test
• Learning objectives in syllabus for English

• Holistic assessment based on knowledge
requirements for grades E, C, A

• Assessment factors (analytic assessment) as support 
for holistic assessment, specific to this document



Learning objectives
in syllabus for 
English in Sweden

Assessment
factors: 
a) Content
b) Language and 

ability to 
express oneself
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Operationalization:
• Implementation varies between schools and muncipalitites (Borger, 2018; Sundqvist, Wikström, 

Sandlund & Nyroos, 2018)

• Time for assessment and grading is often limited and therefore teachers often come to a decision 
about the grade during the actual test situation (Sundqvist et.al., 2018)

• Both knowledge requirements and assessment factors are expressed in general terms and 
teachers therefore need to interpret what they mean and how to relate these to their own
students’ performance (Jönsson, 2017)

• To sum up: there are many aspects to be considered and assessed in a limited amount of time

Scoring Rubrics
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Data:
• 20 unique scoring rubrics created by 

teachers themselves and used for 
assessment of the speaking part of
the national test in English in year 6 
or year 9

• Web-questionnaire (for 
demographic data).

Participants: 
• 17 teachers teaching and 

assessing the speaking part 
of the national test in year 6 
and/or year 9.

• Call for participation through
two Facebook groups

• Group 1 teachers of English 
for years 4-6 (4406 members)

• Group 2 teachers of English 
for years 6-9 (4394 members)

Rubrics from 
teachers Yr6

N=8

Rubrics from 
teachers Yr9

N=12
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Data analysis Web questionnaire:
• Descriptive statistics

Data Analysis Scoring rubrics: 
• Mixed-method
• Step 1: Classification of subskills of Oral Proficiency into categories (cf. Böhn, 2015) using a coding

scheme. Hierarchical structures for each scoring rubric emerged.
• Step 2: List all subskills for each category. 
• Step 3: Content analysis for themes to emerge
• Step 4: Content analysis for conceptualizations of the different themes to emerge.
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"Anita" Y6

Content

intelligibility and 
comprehensibility

richness and variation different exemples and 
perspectives

coherence and structure

adaption to purpose, 
recipient and situation

Language and 
ability to express 

oneself

communicative strategies

to develop and keep the 
conversation going

to solve linguistic problems by 
reformulations, explanations 
and clarifications for instance

fluency and ease

range, variation, intelligibility 
and sureness

vocabulary, phraseology and 
idiomatic expressions

pronunciation and intonation

grammatical structuresadaption to purpose, 
recipient and situation

Interpretations of test construct:

(Criterion) (Sub-aspect)(Aspect)

”Anita’s” scoring rubric basically
identical to: 

Assessment
factors: 
a) Content
b) Language and 

ability to 
express oneself



"Miriam" 
YR6

C 1

a 1

a 2
a 3

a 4

s-a 1

s-a 2

s-a 3

C 2 a 5 s-a 4

s-a 5

s-a 6

s-a 7

s.-s-a 1

s.-s-a 2

s.-s.a 3

s.-s-a 4

C 3

a 6 s-a 8

s-a 9

a 7 s-a 10

C  4

a 8
C  5

a 9
s-a 11

s-a 12
C  6 a 10

a 11 s-a 13

a 12C  7

a 13

a 14

a15
C  8

a 16

a 17
C  9

a 18

a 19C  10

a 20

a 21
s-a14

s-a 15

(Criterion) (Aspect) (Sub-aspect) (Sub-sub-aspect)



BACKGROUND DATA/METHOD RESULTS DISCUSSION

What subskills of OP are in focus for assessment in the scoring rubrics 
and how are these conceptualized?

Five most common themes:
• Adaption to purpose, recipient and situation

• Intelligibility and comprehensibility

• (Communicative) Strategies

• Richness and variation

• Engagement/take initiative
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(Communicative) strategies:

• Present in all rubrics, and for Y9 the most used criterion

• Difference between Y6 and Y9:
• Y6: Be able to ask and answer questions, to repair conversation

breakdowns and to clarify

• Y9: To be a good conversation partner. More focus on interaction
than linguistic aspects. 

Corrections: For the 
grade E: ”Start anew

and answer questions” 
(Melissa Y6)

”Use expressions from 
the test material” 

(Monica Y9)
”Dare to express 

insecurity” (Julia Y9)

• Solve problems
• Develop course of

conversation
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Engagement/ Take initiative

• An aspect of five different criterion

• Students take an active part, both by producing content, but also by being a good interlocutor

• Students’ responsibility to provide support to conversation partner(s) stressed

• In general, traces from both assessment factors and knowledge requirements can be found in the scoring
rubrics for all other themes, but not for this one

• Possible explanations: scoring rubrics are based on different versions of the assessment guidelines from 
the Agency for Education.
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Transpositions from policy documents to operationalization:

• Assessment factors have clearly influenced what subskills of OP teachers focus on in their scoring rubrics

• All scoring rubrics in the study are analytic despite the fact that traces of knowledge requirements can be 
found in several of them. 

• Teachers-as-raters’ interpretations of the test construct differ

• Focus on engaged and active students but differences when it comes to how to assess this



BACKGROUND DATA/METHOD RESULTS DISCUSSION

Implications for Inter-rater reliability?

Implications for development of national assessment guidelines?
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Thanks for listening
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