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Intensive English Language Institute Speaking 
Assessment—Summer 2021 

 
On August 26, 2021, the IELI faculty evaluated the performance of Level 4 students who took 
IELI 2440—Academic Discourse—during Summer 2021.  

 
Procedures 
The sample collection followed a different procedure during the academic year 2020/21. 
Usually, instructors record student presentations in class and select a random sample of those 
video recordings for assessment. However, due to the COVID 19 pandemic all instruction was 
moved to remote/online mode. Because of technical difficulties not all student presentations 
were captured and/or saved. In addition, low enrollment numbers during the pandemic 
prevented the collection of the usual robust number of presentations from which sample was 
selected. Because of these unusual circumstances, only five video-recorded performances 
were available from one section of IELI 2440. All were used for evaluation. Five IELI faculty 
members, working in pairs, viewed and independently evaluated 2 performances each 
according to the eight criteria listed in Table 2. Each faculty pairs’ ratings were combined, and 
the student received a score on each of the criteria according to the scale shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1. Rating Scale 

 
Rating 

 
Explanation 

2 Both faculty members agreed that the student met the criterion. 
1 The two faculty members disagreed as to whether the criterion was met. 
0 Both faculty members agreed that the criterion was not met. 

 
Results 
All videos were assessed. Table 2  shows the extent to which the goals listed in the table were 
met. For example, on Criterion 1: “Presentation has a discernable organization,” fourteen 
performances were rated at “2,” (i.e., both raters agreed that the student satisfied the criteria). 
Only five performances received a rating of “1,” (i.e., raters did not agree), and no performances 
were rated of “0.” 

 
Table 2. Number of Students at each Rating for Eight Assessed Criteria Based on Learner 
Outcomes 

Criteria 2 1 0 
Content    

1. Presentation has a discernable organization 3 2 0 
2. Presentation content is adequate to develop topic 3 2 0 
3. Presentation includes visuals that support oral component 1 1 3 

Delivery    

4.  Pace of delivery conveys a sense of fluency 3 2 0 
5. Mistakes in grammar and word choice do not usually compromise 

comprehensibility 
4 1 0 

6. Pronunciation does not usually compromise comprehensibility 4 1 0 
7. Notes are used sparingly (if at all) 2 1 2 



2  

8. Speaker makes effective use of non-verbal elements 
(i.e. posture, eye contact, hand gestures) 

3 1 1 

 

Interpretation 
With a small available sample (n=5) and all videos coming from one class, it is difficult to make 
significant conclusions. However, the results still inform our practice of meeting course goals. The 
columns with labels “2” and “0” show the interrater agreement. They either both agreed on 
criterion met or not met. Out of 40 ratings, evaluators agreed 29 times (72%) and disagreed 11 
times (27%). With such high percentage of agreement, the interrater agreement was sufficient.  
 

With most criteria (34 instances or 83%) marked as met by both or at least one rater, it seems 
evident that students are meeting most of the goals of IELI’s Level 4 speaking curriculum. The 
areas where both raters agreed the criterion was not met were using visuals (3 instances), reading 
from notes (2 instances), and making effective use of non-verbal cues (1 instance). This suggests 
that use of visuals may need more emphasis in the IELI 2440 course. The reading from notes and 
poor use of non-verbal cues might have been a result of the virtual nature of the class and 
recording mode of the presentation. This is an atypical mode and employed only to accommodate 
the online nature of courses during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

Faculty consensus is that despite the unusual mode of delivery necessitated by the COVID 
pandemic, IELI 2440 students are still achieving the expected course outcomes.  
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Interpretation 

With a small available sample (n-5) and all videos coming from one class, it is difficult to make 
significant conclusions. However, the results still inform our practice of meeting course goals. The 
columns with labels “2” and “0” show the interrater agreement. They either both agreed on 
criterion met or not met. Out of 40 ratings raters agreed 29 times (72%) and disagreed 11 times 
(27%). With such high percentage of agreement, the interrater agreement was sufficient. 
However, we discussed the criteria on the rubric and revised it for the next use to reflect the 
course goals better by adding a criterion about source use and acknowledgement.  
 
With most criteria (34 instances or 83%) marked as met by both or at least one rater, it is evident 
that students are meeting most of the goals of IELI’s Level 4 speaking curriculum. The areas where 
both raters agreed the criterion was not met were using visuals (3 instances), reading from notes 
(2 instances), and making effective use of non-verbal cues (1 instance). This tells us that use of 
visuals should be emphasizes in the IELI 2420 course. The reading from notes and poor use of non-
verbal cues might have been a result of the virtual nature of the class and recording mode of the 
presentation. This is an atypical mode and employed only to accommodate the online nature of 
courses during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

The consensus was that despite the unusual mode of delivery due to the global pandemic and 
based on this limited sample, the students met the criteria.  


