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|. INTRODUCTION TO THE BRIDGE STUDY

As part of the development of a comprehensive assessystam for English language learners
in kindergarten through Grade 12, states in the World-Qtasisictional Design and Assessment
(WIDA) Consortium have developétssessingomprehension an@ommunication irEnglish
State toState forEnglishLanguagéd.earners (ACCESS for ELLs), a new English language
proficiency test, as their annual, large-scale meaByréebruary 2004, the Consortium’s

English language proficiency standards with their laxgdesand classroom frameworks had
been crafted and introduced to member states. The laatgeassessment framework of the
English language proficiency standards, aligned witle stehdemic content standards, served as
the basis for designing the specifications and anchorifQE2&S for ELLs

Prior to the inauguration of ACCESS for ELLs in spring 2Gf&tes within the Consortium were
using a variety of marketed English language proficienstg tlor initial identification,

placement, and annual assessment of their Englighdae learners, most notably the Idea
Proficiency Test (IPT), the Language Assessment S¢akS), the Language Proficiency Test
Series (LPTS), and the Revised Maculaiti@AC 11). These measures existed before passage
of the No Child Left Behind Act in 2001, and consequently marthaif features were not in
concert with the requirements set forth in the law.

This report summarizes the Consortium'’s efforts taldsth estimates of comparability between
the four English language proficiency measures and ACC&SSLLs. The relative

equivalence between the tests was determined through a stigtyeconducted in spring 2005
in two member states, lllinois and Rhode Island. Sct@ticts in lllinois, the state with the
largest ELL population among WIDA Consortium states, diadretion in selecting three of the
four named measures: IPT, LAS, and LPTS. School dstindRhode Island administered the
MAC Il. As all the member states used one or moré@de English language proficiency tests,
we felt that the results from the study would be gdizaiale across the Consortium.

Part | of this report presents background to the bridge stadiyan overview of procedures. It
also contains information on how to read the resulte®&tudy. Part Il contains the results of
the bridge study and is divided into four subsections, onedch of the four English language
proficiency measures in the study:

Part Il A: IPT Results
Part Il B: LAS Results
Part Il C: LPTS Results
Part Il D: MAC Il Results

A. Purposes of the Bridge Study

The overall purpose of the complete bridge study is taméte the strength of the relationship
between the results from each of the four Englisguage proficiency tests being used in
Consortium states and those from ACCESS for ELh®ther words, the intent is to establish
links between older measures of English language proficiendythe Consortium’s new test
when a representative sample of English language Isaand proficient English students are
double tested within a specified time frame. The estim@tesmparability ascertained through
the bridge study are helpful for various stakeholde2)Bb—06, the year when states are
transitioning from their old to the new generation of lisfiglanguage proficiency testing. Table
1 outlines the various levels of implementation oflage proficiency assessment, with a
corresponding purpose for conducting the study.
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Table 1
The Purposes for the Bridge Study by Level of Implememntati

Level of Purposes for the Bridge Study
Implementation

State * Meet compliance with Title 11l requirements under No @hil
Left Behind

* Provide continuity of data flow for cohorts of Englis
language learners identified in 2002—03, the baseline year

* Determine Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives
(AMAOs) for the established cohorts in the transitlomear

School District » Explain the differential performance of English language
learners’ English language proficiency in the transdloyear

School * Enable continuity of support services for English language
learners

B. Descriptions of the English Language Proficiency Tests Used in the Bridge
Study

There is substantial disparity between tests of Ehdéinguage proficiency in terms of their
theoretical orientation, design, materials, and reppuaf results. The four tests are briefly
described here.

Idea Proficiency Test (IPT): The Early Literacy Tdsst published in 2001, joined the IPT
compendium of oral language measures introduced in #d $40s and literacy measures
introduced in the late 1980s. The tests have undergonerseis®n and renorming throughout
their history. The tests are components of a managggpnegram, and the results are referenced
to accompanying instructional materials. Unlike other languagfeci@ncy tests, they include a
subsection on reading for life skills. Listening/speak@directly assessed with answers coded
as correct or incorrect; writing is another direct sghisn that utilizes a four-point rubric.
Results are reported as three designations (six lef/elal language proficiency) and three
levels of literacy.

Language Assessment Scales (LAS): This test was devalopesponse to a Supreme Court
decision of 1974, Lau v. Nichols, and was initially publisieeti976 as an oral measure. The K—
12 oral language forms have undergone minor modificatioosigh the years. The most current
literacy sections date back to 1988, the oral language seat@yadast revised in 1990, and pre-
LAS was introduced in 1998. Speaking and writing are directestibsis that utilize rubrics for
teacher scoring, while listening and reading are selecspdmee. Tapes are available for
administration of listening and speaking; procedures tbksh interrater reliability of the direct
subsections are listed in the administration manualr@sgts yield five levels of oral language
proficiency and three levels of literacy.




Language Proficiency Test Series (LPTS): Launched in 19%9te$ti is the newest of the
marketed English language proficiency measures. Its caradpse and design were derived
from the lllinois Measure of Annual Growth in EnglidMAGE), which at that time served as
the state’s English language proficiency test. Unliledtier language proficiency measures,
LPTS draws from themes with sets of interrelated steand it is vertically scaled. Oral language
and writing rubrics accompany the direct subsectiotistehing/speaking and writing. There
are no supplementary materials outside of the paper-and-pesicilhe results are reported as
two levels of oral language proficiency and four levelbterfacy.

Revised Maculaitis Il (MAC II): In its second editiaijs test has incorporated the Degrees of
Reading Power as a subtest starting in Grade 4. It basdhkt grade level cluster forms (five) of
the four English language proficiency tests that measadanguage and literacy. Listening is
assessed and reported independently from speaking. Fiverploiitts are used to interpret oral
language and writing samples. Results are convertedivettevels of oral language
competency and five levels of literacy.

C. Major Differences between the Old Generation of English Language
Proficiency Tests and ACCESS for ELLs

No Child Left Behind marks a major shift in the use of l[isglanguage proficiency tests for
accountability purposes. The Consortium constructed ACG&SSLLs in compliance with the
mandates of the act. In addition, ACCESS for ELLEot$ the growing body of theory and
research on academic language and exemplifies currémniciignal practice in the field,
centering on the integration of language and contenteTabbmpares the features of the
generation of English language proficiency tests develppedto 2001 and those of ACCESS
for ELLs.

Table 2

Comparison of Features of the Old Generation of Engiisiguage Proficiency Tests and
ACCESS for ELLs

Old Generation of English Language ACCESS for ELLs
Proficiency Tests
* Not standards-based * Anchored in WIDA'’s English language
proficiency standards

* Nonsecure * Secure

 Emphasize social language » Emphasizes academic language

» Generally integrated oral language |+ Independent language domains (i.e.,
domains listening and speaking)

» Different tests for each grade level |+ Vertically scaled across tiers and grade
cluster (no comparability) level clusters

* Low-stakes » High-stakes

* Not compliant with the requirements o Compliant with the requirements of Np
No Child Left Behind Child Left Behind




D. Uses of Results from the Bridge Study

The results from the bridge study have applicabilitg\egry level of implementation. States may
use the data to define the criteria to identify Englisiglege learners and set revised AMAOs
for established cohorts. School districts will be &etible to inform stakeholders of the
relationship between their previously used English languagfeejency test and ACCESS for
ELLs. Schools will have additional information on tiamge of performance of their English
language learners to use to align curriculum, instructiad,classroom assessment. Table 3
presents these varied uses of the bridge study data.

Table 3
Uses of the Results from the Bridge Study by Level gfiémentation

Level of Uses of the Results
Implementation

State * Examine data in the aggregate to formulate policy for@chg
districts in regard to identification, placement, and
reclassification decisions for English language learner

» Assist in determining initial tier placement for ACCE®®
ELLs

O

School District * Implement state policy for identification, placereand
reclassification of English language learners

* Use multiple data sources for decision-making in the
transitional year

» Offer justification for reexamining support services for
English language learners based on the results

School ¢ Communicate to teachers working with English language
learners

e Stimulate examination of curriculum, instruction, and
classroom assessment

E. Caveats on Interpreting the Data in the Bridge Study

The results from the bridge study must be temperedmiitth caution. The goal of the study is
to predict scores on ACCESS for ELLs based on scoresdtber English language proficiency
tests; however, the tests under examination do notdaw&ched set of characteristics. The
differences among the basic structures of the teste @re reason to interpret the results
cautiously. Differences among all five tests includeftiiewing:




» Degree of alignment with English language proficienay academic content standards
* Number and types of items in each subsection or langi@geain

* Depth of knowledge of the items

* Inclusion of the language of math, science, and setudies

» Celling levels of the measures

* Rubrics used for interpreting speaking and writing

» Treatment of grade level clusters in multiple forms

» Types of scoring and reporting (metrics used)

For these reasons, and those listed in Table 2, higls leveorrespondence between the
measures in the bridge study cannot be establishedecakbration of previously used English
language proficiency tests with ACCESS for Elrthgst be viewed as astimateof

comparability at best. Results from the empiricalyses on the equivalences for each test form
are presented in the four subsections (Parts Il A-Bhisfreport.

Il. GENERAL PROCEDURES

During the first operational administration of the AEES for ELLs in spring 2005 in Alabama,
Maine, and Vermont, students in selected districtsimoi$ and Rhode Island were also
administered the test. Within three months of takinghMGEESS for ELLs between April 15
and June 15, these students were also administered tme other tests used by their district:
the IPT, LAS, LPTS, or MAC II.

The ACCESS for ELLs was administered and scored undeatop®l conditions by MetriTech,
the vendor that operationalizes the test for the Whsortium. MetriTech also collected
scores on the other tests from the districts particigan the bridge study. The data were
matched at MetriTech; MetriTech confirmed that perfaroes on ACCESS for ELLs matched
the scores data for the appropriate students. Among atlipating students, about 3% of scores
could not be matched. The data were then sent to thterdenApplied Linguistics (CAL) for
analyses.

While the ACCESS for ELLs data came from the operatiadministration of the test, results
from the other tests were reported by the schools. mbéant that several kinds of errors were
detected in the data. The following is an illustrativermitcomplete list of the types of data
errors that CAL needed to correct before proceedingtiwtlanalyses:

* Test form information was missing.

» Test form information was inaccurate or incomplete.

* Range of test results did not match range for repoestddrm.

» Test results across districts for same reportedaest Were not comparable (some of the
results could be made comparable, but many could not).

CAL made every effort to contact the school distriotslean the data from the four tests. While
ACCESS for ELLs data were clean and complete, theesdor students for whom all individual
responses were missing for any domain (listening, speakirdinge®r writing) were treated as
missing. In a very few cases the responses on a teadhenistered section (the kindergarten
test in all domains or the speaking test in all gradel lelusters) indicated that the test was
incorrectly administered (e.qg., stopped before a ceilirgr@ached). In such cases, the student’s
score for that domain was also treated as missing.
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. ANALYSES

A. General Issues

As mentioned earlier, there are many fundamentadrifices between the older English
language tests and ACCESS for ELLs. For the purpose ofidge study analyses, two major
differences became important.

First, three of the four tests (IPT, LAS, and LPTShdbprovide a separate score for listening
and speaking. For purposes of the bridge study, listeningpaadiag scores on ACCESS for
ELLs were each separately related to these test$e sing language (or listening/speaking)
score.

Second, the way most of the tests (with the exceptidhe LPTS) divided the grade level
clusters differed from that of the ACCESS for ELL&cBuse the ACCESS for ELLS scores are
vertically scaled, results on the ACCESS for ELLsldaross grade level cluster boundaries.
This was not true of the English language tests (agatih,the exception of the LPTS). In
addition, apart from the LPTS, scores on adjacent-tegé forms could not be compared. The
score scale for each form was unique, although, accomliting ttechnical manuals, scores on
parallel forms (e.qg., versions A and B) were compardiies, it was decided that each unique
English language test would form the basis for scorepeoison.

To compare proficiency levels was a little harder. Stasts have different cut scores on the
same form by grade levels. Most notably, the LPTS Héerelnt cut scores for its proficiency
levels for practically each grade. In addition, singehegrade level cluster on the ACCESS for
ELLs has a separate set of cut scores, care mustdiettainterpret the proficiency levels across
the two forms in light of the grade of the students beogpared.

The following tables show the number of unique comparisormk ronatween performances on
the ACCESS for ELLs and on the other tests, by testA€ICESS for ELLs domain (listening,
speaking, reading, and writing). In the case of the MMBCCESS for ELLs composite scores
were compared with MAC Il total scores. At the top affeahart are the grade levels. A space is
left between the five different ACCESS for ELLs t&sims (K, 1-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12). Note,
however, that although the K form differs from the 1eirf in its mode of administration, many
of the items are the same and there is only onef set scores for the K—2 grade level cluster.
The rows in the table show the domains and test forhefirst domain is Listening. The
"ACCESS" row fills in all blanks by grade level clustBelow that is the listening score from
the English language test (often an "oral language" ydéo#owing this are the unique forms
the English language test uses to test the domain gbegsade level clusters. Each number
represents a unique comparison presented in the resuits&ahis report, although not
necessarily in the order of this table.

The following is a discussion highlighting each setarhparisons in turn.

B. Comparing the Four Tests with ACCESS

IPT

The IPT provides a combined listening and speaking scoreldaotplage). While an oral pre-
IPT test exists, it is for 3- to 5-year-olds, and nalstts in the final cleaned database were
identified as having taken it. Forms 1 and 2 span the K tarige. In this study, enough
students were administered the older Form 1 versiond®am@and the newer Form 1 version (E




and F) to merit separate analyses. According to the pebdisperformances on C and D could
not be compared to performances on E and F.

Spanning from K to Grade 6, the Form 1 Oral IPT crossessfetgrof test forms and three grade
level clusters on the ACCESS for ELLs. Form 2 Ordl HPosses two grade level clusters.

On the IPT, for reading and writing, a low-level for&L( or Early Literacy) exists for
kindergarteners and first-graders. This form and the efberentary forms divide across grade
level cluster boundaries on the ACCESS for ELLs. Thédst level reading and writing form
(Form 3) spans Grades 7 to 12 and also crosses two gradellstet boundaries on the
ACCESS for ELLs. Because of these boundary crossings) egraparing outcomes in terms of
proficiency levels, it is imperative to interpret tlesults with caution, paying strict attention to
the grade level of the students who are being compared.




Table 4

Comparing the IPT with the ACCESS for ELLs

1. ACCESSI/IPT Overlap

K

1

2

3

10

11

12

LISTENING
ACCESS
Oral
Language
1 IPT Oral 1C, 1D
2 IPT Oral 1E, 1F
3 IPT Oral 2C, 2D
SPEAKING
ACCESS
Oral
Language
4 IPT Oral 1C, 1D
5 IPT Oral 1E, 1F
6 IPT Oral 2C, 2D
READING
ACCESS
Reading
7 IPT EL Reading
8 IPTR 1A, 1B
9 IPT R 2A, 2B
10 IPTR 3A, 3B
WRITING
ACCESS
Writing
11 IPT EL Writing
12 IPTW 1A, 1B
13 IPT W 2A, 2B
14 IPT W 3A, 3B




LAS

The clusters on the LAS were very similar to thoseh® IPT. One difference, however, was in
the pre-LAS. All kindergarten and first-grade studentfienfinal clean dataset were
administered the pre-LAS for preliteracy skills. Alhdergarteners also took the pre-LAS for
oral language skills, while some first-graders took thelt® and others were administered
Form 1 of the oral test. It should also be noted thapre-LAS preliteracy test for
kindergarteners and first-graders provided only a combinae $oopreliteracy skills, not a
separate score for reading and writing.

Table 5
Comparing the LAS with the ACCESS for ELLs
ACCESS/LAS Overlap K 1]2 3/4]5 6|78 9 |10 |11 |12
LISTENING
ACCESS I N N N
Oral
Language
1 Pre-LAS Oral
2 LAS Oral 1C, 1D
3 LAS Oral 2C, 2D
SPEAKING
ACCESS
Oral
Language
4 preLAS Oral
5 LAS Oral 1C, 1D
6 LAS Oral 2C, 2D
READING
ACCESS
Preliteracy
7 Pre-LAS preliteracy
Reading
8 LAS R/W 1A, 1B
9 LAS R/W 2A, 2B
10 LAS R/W 3A, 3B
WRITING
ACCESS
Preliteracy
11 Pre-LAS preliteracy
Writing
12 LAS R/W 1A, 1B
13 LAS R/W 2A, 2B
14 LAS R/W 3A, 3B




LPTS

The grade level clusters of the LPTS parallel thosee@RCCESS for ELLs. There are two

main differences to note between the two tests. Emstl.PTS does not give separate scores for
listening and speaking as does the ACCESS for ELLs. Sepmfatiency level cut scores on

the LPTS, with the exception of Grades 11 and 12, are @rtde level; that is, there are
separate cut scores to determine proficiency classificafor each grade. On the ACCESS for

ELLs, the proficiency level cut scores are based ogthde level cluster.

Table 6

Comparing the LPTS with the ACCESS for ELLs

ACCESS/LPTS Overlap K 1]2 3|4 9|10 | 11| 12
LISTENING
ACCESS B B B
Listening/Speaking -.--
1 LPTS 1,5
2 LPTS 2,6
3 LPTS 3,7
4 LPTS 4, 8
SPEAKING NN
ACCESS B B B
Listening/Speaking -.--
5 LPTS 1,5
6 LPTS 2,6
7 LPTS 3,7
8 LPTS 4, 8
READING HEERE R
access |l TR | B
Reading -.--
9 LPTS 1,5
10 LPTS 2,6
11 LPTS 3,7 I
12 LPTS 4, 8
WRITING NN
ACCESS B B
Writing -.--
13 LPTS 1,5
14 LPTS 2,6
15 LPTS 3,7
16 LPTS 4, 8
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MAC II

The MAC Il divides the K-12 range into five clusters, althotlghtop two clusters (Grades 6-8
and 9-12) align completely with the ACCESS for ELLs. MA@rovides separate scores for
listening and speaking. In addition, the centralized dasasetto the Consortium from Rhode
Island contained total scores on the MAC Il, which weenmpared to the ACCESS for ELLs

composite scores.

While two forms of the MAC Il (A and B) exist at ea@vél, all students in this study were
administered form B. Since A and B may be comparedaalgtandard scores, standard scores

on the MAC Il were used in the study.

Table 7

Comparing the MAC Il with the ACCESS for ELLs

ACCESS/MACII Overlap

K

1

2

3

4

5

LISTENING
ACCESS B B B
Listening -.-
1 Al, B1
2 A2, B2
3 A3, B3
4 A4, B4
5 A5, B5
SPEAKING NN
ACCESS B B B
Speaking !!!
6 Al, B1
7 A2, B2
8 A3, B3
9 A4, B4
10 A5, B5
READING NN
ACCESS B B B B
Reading -.-
11 Al, B1
12 A2, B2
13 A3, B3
14 A4, B4
15 A5, B5
WRITING NN
ACCESS B B B B
Writing -.-
16 Al, B1
17 A2, B2
18 A3, B3
19 A4, B4
20 A5, B5
COMPOSITE NN
ACCESS B B B B
Total
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21 Al, Bl

22 A2, B2

23 A3, B3

24 A4, B4

25 A5, B5
IV. RESULTS

A. Participants

The participants in the study were 4,985 students in gradesoigh 12 from selected districts
in lllinois and Rhode Island. Table 8 shows the numbstuafents who participated by test and
by grade level.

Table 8
Students Participating in the Bridge Study
GRADE | IPT LAS LPTS | MACII TOTAL
K 102 81 246 47 476
1 109 184 216 95 604
2 143 137 246 76 602
3 102 80 290 63 535
4 82 57 146 74 359
5 104 32 216 57 409
6 116 55 142 97 410
7 111 110 58 110 389
8 106 62 48 142 358
9 28 12 150 134 324
10 37 17 120 106 280
11 30 2 92 79 203
12 9 2 31 43 85
Total 1,079 831 1,952 | 1,123 4,985

B. Analytical Procedures

The English test data, particularly for the LAS aRd ,|needed to be cleaned very carefully.
Following that, variable names were standardized athes®ur final data sets and a single
program in SPSS syntax was prepared that could be appliledetdrom all tests. For each test
comparison, the program was written to produce the faliguwnformation:

(1) A table of participants in the comparison

(2) Atable of basic descriptive statistical informatamthe two tests

(3) A table showing proficiency level classificationséad on the two tests in raw numbers
(4) A similar table in terms of percentages of studelatssdied by the English language test
(5) The correlation between the scores on the tats te

(6) A scatterplot showing the scores on the two f@stsed against each other

12



(7) Statistics from the regression analysis to predi@CBSS for ELLs scale scores from scores
on the English language test

In addition, tables were prepared in Excel to show tlagioaship between scores on the English
language test (with their corresponding proficiency Evenhd predicted scores on the ACCESS
for ELLs (with their corresponding proficiency level$he tables were prepared showing every
possible raw or scale score (as appropriate) on thedBrighguage test. The technical manuals
for each test were consulted to determine the conversio proficiency levels. For every score
on an English language test, there is at least ongierafy level. Some tests, notably the LPTS,
have different cut scores for the same test form, dkpgron the grade level of the student. In
such cases, multiple columns were made for each apgpgrade level. Likewise, when the
English language test spanned multiple grade level clustetfse ACCESS for ELLs, multiple
proficiency levels were also possible and included indbket

Following the SPSS analysis, the regression coeftgitam the SPSS output were used to
build an equation that was applied to the Excel tablesoupe a predicted ACCESS for ELLs
scale score for every possible score on the Englisfulage test. Once these were entered into
the table, a look-up table was used to find the correspglICCESS for ELLSs proficiency

level score (e.g., 4.8) that corresponded to the predisT€&2ESS for ELLs scale score. As
mentioned above, some tables needed multiple ACCESS tcs proficiency level score
columns.

Once the table was complete in Excel, it was cut astedanto the appropriate place in the
output document.

An initial draft of the format in which bridge study réisuwvould be reported was circulated to
several members of the WIDA Steering Committee padheir meeting at the end of October
2005. Following comments from one member, a revised vevasrpresented to the Steering
Committee on October 25, 2005. The contents of the outgng approved with minor revisions,
which have been incorporated into the final format. flisé draft of this report was made
available to WIDA Consortium states at the end of Ndwem2005.

C. How to Read the Results (Sample)

The following output from the comparison between perfowcea on the MAC 1l and ACCESS
for ELLs is annotated to help the reader completely rstdied the bridge study output.

Annotations appear in a dotted text boxitwie serpt.

13



Jraders, Most of the students were adh
S Tier O of the ACCLSS,

.
@0ccccccccccccccccccccccccccoc o
.

The title tolle us these resul:
reading seores on the MAC A‘
ACCESS readig soores, Tk hé

before each section,

®eccccccccccccccccccccccccccccce

Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read

Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read
1. Participants (All)
grade * tier Crosstabulation

®@eccccccccccccccccce,

Count
tier
A B C Total
grade |2 20 3 52 75
3 3 8 52 63
Total 23 11 104 138

P R R Y R

@0ce0cc00cc00cc00cc00000000000000000000000

Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read
2. Descriptives (Listwise Deletion)

Descriptive Statistics

N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
ACCESS Read
Scale Score 136 203 166 369 307.50 29.169
MAC Il Read
Standard 136 154.00 154.00 308.00 230.1324 30.98191
Score
Valid N
(listwise) 136

©0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

This table wder section 2, Desorplives, shows s i the first cotumn the two seores ased i the
comparizon: the ACCLSS Keading Seate Seore and the MAC [/ Reading Standard Seore, The number
of students (M) is the runber of those who had both scores and were wsed i the analysis, In this case,
it was 736 of the 738 students who were adninistered the test, The newt column /M/(;/a / Shows the
number of points between the mininun observed seore ix the Mininun coblumn and the mavinam observed
seored iy the Mavinam cotumn, The nest cobunn shows the average //;(aa/r/ soore, and Che f/}m/ column
Shows the standard deviation / St ﬂaw'at/'wr/, Locatiing the mean scores i the firal table can give an
indzation of the aerage ability tevel of the students in this comparison

®oece0ecc00c00000000000000000000000000000 000
@0cc00cc0ccc00cc0cc000c0000000000000000000

©0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000°
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Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read
3. Crosstabulation of Results (Numbers)

MAC Il Read Prof Level * ACCESS Read Prof Level Crosstabulation

Count
ACCESS Read Prof Level
Entering Beginning Developing Expanding Bridging Attained Total
Cluster |Gr 1-2 |MAC Il |Beginner 4 0 0 0 0 0 4
Read
Prof Low
Intermediate 3 7 3 2 0 2 17
Level
High
Intermediate 0 4 5 6 6 7 28
Advanced 0 1 5 3 5 10 24
Total 7 12 13 11 11 19 73
Gr 3-5 |MAC Il |Beginner 1 0 0 0 0 1
Read
Prof Low
Intermediate 3 2 0 0 0 5
Level
High
Intermediate 4 8 2 0 0 14
Advanced 5 26 8 2 2 43
Total 13 36 10 2 2 63

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

This table wder section 3, Crosstabutation of Resulbs (Wambers), shows how students olassified into a
proficiency lovel based on their performance on the MAC 1 B2 reading test were olassified into an

ACCESS /mf/a/éwf bovel based on their /ﬂe/‘fﬂ/‘/ﬂdlme on the ACCESS, Sioe on the ACCLSS there are
separate out scores for each grade lovel cluster, and MAC 11 B2, administered to grodes 2 and 3, spans

two ACCLSS grade lovel clisters, there are two parts lo this table, as indieated in the loftmost columns,
: The lop part presents reslls for the grode tovel luster 1-2 [ie,, for the secord-praders i this c’&«{y/,
The bottom part prosents resubls for the grade lovel cluster 3-5 [ie, for the Chird-graders in this :
J’faafy/, Ik each par, the rows show the /mf/a/é/my bovel sutoome on the MAC 11 the columns show the
/Mf/a/é/my lovel autoomes on the ACCLSS, In terms 0f the raw numbers 0f students, we see that of the

fowr students ix second grade who were classified as Begimer” based on their performarce ox MAC 1/ were
olassified as Lutering " based on their performance o ACCLSS, Checking the total column on the far :
ﬁ/}éﬁ, we see thal these were Che w/y Students n Thris Jroap. Ik the next row, of the 17 students

ctassified as Low Intermedite” by theie MAC 1] performance, 3 were chissified as Eatorig " based on
ACCESS) 7 as Begining, 3 as ”ﬂaue/ﬂ//}y, "2 as ’Ev/wm&}y, “rone as Bridping, " and 2 as Attuied”




Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read
4. Crosstabulation of Results (Percentages)

MAC Il Read Prof Level * ACCESS Read Prof Level Crosstabulation

% within MAC Il Read Prof Level

ACCESS Read Prof Level
Entering Beginning Developing Expanding Bridging Attained Total
Cluster|Gr 1-2 |MAC Il |Beginner 100.0% 100.0%
Read
Low
E;?/LI Intermediate 17.6% 41.2% 17.6% 11.8% 11.8% 100.0%
High
Intermediate 14.3% 17.9% 21.4% 21.4% 25.0% 100.0%
Advanced 4.2% 20.8% 12.5% 20.8% 41.7% 100.0%
Total 9.6% 16.4% 17.8% 15.1% 15.1% 26.0% 100.0%
Gr 3-5 |MAC Il |Beginner 100.0% 100.0%
Read
Low
Prof | ermediate 60.0% 40.0% 100.0%
Level
High
Intermediate 28.6% 57.1% 14.3% 100.0%
Advanced 11.6% 60.5% 18.6% 4.7% 4.7% 100.0%
Total 20.6% 57.1% 15.9% 3.2% 3.2% 100.0%

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
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This table wnder section 4, Crosstabutation of Resulle (Forcentages), shows the exact same information as the table andor section 3,
excepl that each cell now shows the peroentige of Sludents o/a&&/f/a/ i @ certan bovel .afy the MAC 1/ B2 / that i, the mw/ who
are clhssified in a certain level by the ACCESS (that is, i the column). In other words, sivce ol four stidents ix second grade who
were otassified as Beginner” based on their performance on the MAC 1] were abeo classified as Cutering " based on their performance
on the ACCLSS, the result i that cell of the Cable is 700%, Ix the rewt row, of ol the students a/a&&’/jf/ea/ as Low Intermediate”

by their MAC 17 performunce, 77.6% were otassified as ”Erteﬁ/}y " based on the ACCLSS, 47.2% as ’54///}(/(/}(4@ "17.6% as

Develiping, " 77.8% as Lopanding, “none as Bridypig, " wnd 77,8% as Attwied, " This table shoulll be andorstood only ix lipht of the
lable wder section 3; the femﬁ sladents ix a row, the boss mé'gzét should be /a/aaea/ on the resulls, Neverthetoss, the table can be
wseful for quiokly seeiny what percentage of students was at or abpve a certain loved o what percentage of students was betow a
certain tevel, For example, we can 7«/’0@ see that of the seoond-graders olassified as Advanced ”/y Lheir performance on the MAC

1] 62.5% (= 20.8% + #1.7%) were clhssified ix the top two ACCESS proficiency tovels,
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Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read

5. Correlation

Correlation
MAC Il Read
Standard

Score

IACCESS Read |Pearson
Scale Score  |Correlation 675
Sig. (2-tailed) 000
N 136

oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
.

This table ander section 8, Correlation, shows the correlation
L between students’ scores on the two tests. The hipher the
correlation, the stronger the ﬁa/?zt/ms’é{a between
/aﬁfom(wme& on the two tests, [he second row / 3} / Shows
the /m/a//%?f that there is no correbation between the two

L tosts, The result of 000 shows that there is very litle
chance that there /s no correlation between the lests, [he
fieal row again shows the number of students invotred ix
a/afeﬁ/rr/}r/}y the correlation,

.
oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
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Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read
6. Scatterplot

ACCESS Read Scale Score by M-B2 Read
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The scatterplot ander section 6, Soatlerplit; shows every observed data poit i the comparison. Soores
S on the MAC 11 are on the horiontal wiis, white seores on the ACCLSS are on the vertical aus. Lach :
S iodh represents the interseotion of at teast one student & resulls on the two tests, [he &aat&m/ﬂ/ot :
oan idieate the range of scores that were observed i the study. Kesulle wil be stronger [ there is a
L wite distribution of seores on both tests; [ff scores in one area of the lest rage are missing, resubls :
/f(/d'a/éf b shewed [ his /ﬂ/mf shows that there was a fa/)‘é /ooa’ range 0f soores foﬁ this comparison,

1%0«//4 there were fm at the very bwest and fw/ at the é/d'a/é%’t end of the range,

.
oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
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Results for MAC Il B2 Read with ACCESS Read
7. Regression Coefficients

Model Summary

Adjusted R | Std. Error of

R R Square Square the Estimate
Model |1 675 456 452 21.589
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Model|1 Regression| 52404.378 1 52404.378 112.431 .000
Residual 62457.622 134 466.102
Total 114862.000 135

Coefficients

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients | Coefficients

B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
Model |1 (Constant) 161.152 13.926 11.572 .000
MAC Il Read
Standard 636 .060 675 10.603 .000
Score

0000 0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

The three tables wder section 7, Regression Coeffivients, show basic resulls from the aralysis to predict
ACCESS seores from MAC 11 seores, The ®in the Model &/ma/y table is a%aaﬂ eyaa/ to the
correlation, The reslls of the ANOVA show the variance expluned by the regrossion [ /@}/‘am'w(/ and the
variance 10t expluied by the regression (Fesiduat). The comparative size of these amounts can give a feel for
how much the varitnce of the seores can be accounted for by the regression. [he sipnificarce test (e Sa. Y,
shows the probabitity that the varintion explured by the regression model is due G chance, [he result

of .000 shows that this is ot likely. The resutbs presented in the Coeffieionts tabte are the most important

0000 00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
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oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

L White the preceding tables are based on autput from SESS, the firal table (on the following pages) was develyped
from Lrcel, [t shows predicted ACCLSS scores based on seores on the oller test as per the SFSS regression

L resullis, it the very lyp of the table is the regressin equation, (Wote that dapendiing on the Lucel table column

L wilth, some of the coeffieients may be shown as rouded, [he exact coefficients from the SESS outputs were ased in
S ol cabsabitions, FPredisted ACCESS scores are rounded b the rearest wholl namber. ) The titte of the table
indizates the scores iwolved, [0 save space, the resublls are presented ix two paralled cobumns that for many tests

L orass several pages, The first column shows the score on the olfer test. [he seoond cotumn shows the proficiency
tovel associnted with that seore by grade as per published materiabe or information direct from the test publisher.

S [Note that ix some cases there witl b nulliple columns here when there are severad dfferent cul soores by grade
tevel, for the same test forn. For the MAC 11 there is w/y one, / The next coblumn shows the predioted ACCESS
seore glven the MAC (1 seore, The f/}m/ cobumn ﬂf/ Shows the /mf/a/'a/my bovel associated with the ACCLSS soore
L by grade(s) involved i the comparison. I the table below, there are two columns. The first column is for the
seoond-praders and s based on the cut soores for ACCESS grade lovel cluster K=-2. The second column is for the
L third-proders and is based on the eat seores for ACCESS grade boved clister 3-8,

t o cxampte, o best prediotion of what a student receiving a MAC 1 Keading Standard Seore of 226 would get ox :
L the ACCESS ie 305, This i regardbss of whether the ohitl is ix sccond o thied grade, Avcarding to the MAC 1]
the seore of 226 is at the H/ or %}é Intermediate ”/Mf/'a/émy boved Or the ACCLSS /f that chitd is in second
grade, the score of 305 on reading woulll place the chitd at 4.8, Lpandig, * but fainly olose to bovel 8, Bridping. "
: However, a third-prade chitd with a seore of 305 wnld be placed 2 (=2.0), whish is the ACCLSS tovel :
Beginning, ” This examplle i one of the most extreme ix ol the bridge study resulls, Get it shows the inportarce of
interpreling profieiency leved desipnations in gkt of appropriate grade lovels,

This table can abso shed lpht on the raw data and some of the resulls from SESS, For evample, ander number 2,

t Deserfptives, we saw that the trwest observed stundard score ox MAC [/ reading was 5% and the highest 308,

L From this table, whivh shows ol possible stardurd soores o the MAC 1/ accordig to tost publicher dooamentation,

we see that a score of 754 s /Mf/'o/é/my bovel B / ?@/x/ﬁ(/{e/‘% above the lowest MAC 1/ /Mf/'a/é/(ay bovel of BB

/ Basi 5@;/}(/(% 7 There were ro very low scores iy this Jroup on the MAC 11 The ég}ée‘s’b‘ observed MAC (1 :
L seore of 308 was quite hiph relative G the masinun seore of 325 and well above the cut seore for the hiphest MAC
! profieiency tevel of A [ Advanced ) which is 237, The mean MAC 11 score of 230 occurs right at the cat seore .
} between H ard A, idicating that this growp of lest takers was, ix terms of the MAC (1] on the relatively more

abte site. Because regression provedires are generally most accarate rear the means of the seore distribution, this
information s aseful in interpreling resulls from the bridge study.



Predicted ACCESS

161.152 +

0.636

*

MACII

MAC Il B2 Reading Standard Score to WIDA ACCESS Reading Scale Score

MAC I MAC Il B2 ACCESS
B2 Proficiency | Predicted Proficiency

Standard Level ACCESS Level

Score (by grade) Score (by grade)

Reading 2,3 Reading 2 3
105 BB 228 18 1.6
106 BB 229 18 1.6
107 BB 229 18 1.6
108 BB 230 18 1.6
109 BB 230 18 1.6
110 BB 231 1.8 1.6
111 BB 232 18 1.6
112 BB 232 18 1.6
113 BB 233 18 17
114 BB 234 18 17
115 BB 234 18 1.7
116 BB 235 18 1.7
117 BB 236 18 1.7
118 BB 236 18 1.7
119 BB 237 18 1.7
120 BB 237 1.8 1.7
121 BB 238 1.9 1.7
122 BB 239 1.9 1.7
123 BB 239 1.9 1.7
124 BB 240 1.9 1.7
125 BB 241 1.9 1.7
126 BB 241 1.9 1.7
127 BB 242 1.9 1.7
128 BB 243 1.9 1.7
129 BB 243 1.9 1.7
130 BB 244 1.9 1.7
131 BB 244 1.9 1.7
132 BB 245 1.9 1.7
133 BB 246 1.9 1.7
134 BB 246 1.9 1.7
135 BB 247 1.9 1.7
136 BB 248 1.9 1.7
137 BB 248 1.9 1.7
138 BB 249 1.9 1.7
139 BB 250 1.9 1.7
140 BB 250 1.9 1.7
141 BB 251 1.9 1.7
142 BB 251 1.9 1.7
143 BB 252 1.9 17
144 BB 253 1.9 18
145 BB 253 1.9 1.8

ACCESS
MAC Il MAC 11 B2
B2 Proficiency | Predicted | Proficiency
Standard Level ACCESS Level
Score (by grade) Score (by grade)
Reading 2,3 Reading 2 3
218 HI 300 4.3 1.9
219 HI 300 4.3 1.9
220 HI 301 4.4 1.9
221 HI 302 4.5 1.9
222 HI 302 4.5 1.9
223 HI 303 4.6 1.9
224 HI 304 4.7 1.9
225 HI 304 4.7 1.9
226 HI 305 4.8
227 HI 306 4.9
228 HI 306 4.9
229 HI 307 4.9 2.1
230 HI 307 4.9 2.1
231 A 308 5 2.1
232 A 309 5.1 2.2
233 A 309 5.1 2.2
234 A 310 5.1 2.2
235 A 311 5.2 2.2
236 A 311 5.2 2.2
237 A 312 5.3 2.3
238 A 313 5.4 2.3
239 A 313 5.4 2.3
240 A 314 5.4 2.4
241 A 314 5.4 2.4
242 A 315 55 2.4
243 A 316 5.6 2.4
244 A 316 5.6 2.4
245 A 317 5.6 25
246 A 318 5.7 25
247 A 318 5.7 2.5
248 A 319 5.8 2.6
249 A 320 5.9 2.6
250 A 320 5.9 2.6
251 A 321 5.9 2.6
252 A 321 5.9 2.6
253 A 322 5.9 2.7
254 A 323 6 2.7
255 A 323 6 2.7
256 A 324 6 2.8
257 A 325 6 2.8
258 A 325 6 2.8

21




Predicted ACCESS

161.152 +

0.636

*

MACII

MAC Il B2 Reading Standard Score to WIDA ACCESS Reading Scale Score

MAC I MAC Il B2 ACCESS
B2 Proficiency | Predicted Proficiency

Standard Level ACCESS Level

Score (by grade) Score (by grade)

Reading 2,3 Reading 2 3
146 BB 254 1.9 18
147 BB 255 1.9 18
148 BB 255 1.9 18
149 BB 256 1.9 18
150 B 257 1.9 18
151 B 257 1.9 18
152 B 258 1.9 18
153 B 258 1.9 18
154 B 259 1.9 18
155 B 260 1.9 1.8
156 B 260 1.9 18
157 B 261 1.9 18
158 B 262 1.9 18
159 B 262 1.9 18
160 B 263 2 18
161 B 264 2.1 18
162 B 264 2.1 18
163 B 265 2.1 1.8
164 B 265 2.1 18
165 B 266 2.2 18
166 B 267 2.2 1.8
167 B 267 2.2 1.8
168 B 268 2.3 1.8
169 B 269 2.3 1.8
170 B 269 2.3 1.8
171 B 270 2.4 1.8
172 B 271 2.4 1.8
173 B 271 2.4 18
174 B 272 25 1.8
175 B 272 25 1.8
176 LI 273 25 1.8
177 LI 274 2.6 1.9
178 LI 274 2.6 1.9
179 LI 275 2.6 1.9
180 LI 276 2.7 1.9
181 LI 276 2.7 1.9
182 LI 277 2.7 1.9
183 LI 278 2.8 1.9
184 LI 278 2.8 1.9
185 LI 279 2.8 1.9
186 LI 279 2.8 1.9
187 LI 280 2.9 1.9

ACCESS
MAC Il MAC 11 B2
B2 Proficiency | Predicted | Proficiency
Standard Level ACCESS Level

Score (by grade) Score (by grade)
Reading 2,3 Reading 2 3
259 A 326 6 2.8
260 A 327 6 2.9
261 A 327 6 2.9
262 A 328 6 2.9
263 A 328 6 2.9
264 A 329 6 2.9
265 A 330 6 2.9
266 A 330 6 2.9
267 A 331 6 3
268 A 332 6 3.1
269 A 332 6 3.1
270 A 333 6 3.1
271 A 334 6 3.2
272 A 334 6 3.2
273 A 335 6 3.2
274 A 335 6 3.2
275 A 336 6 3.3
276 A 337 6 3.3
277 A 337 6 3.3
278 A 338 6 3.4
279 A 339 6 3.4
280 A 339 6 3.4
281 A 340 6 3.5
282 A 341 6 3.6
283 A 341 6 3.6
284 A 342 6 3.6
285 A 342 6 3.6
286 A 343 6 3.7
287 A 344 6 3.7
288 A 344 6 3.7
289 A 345 6 3.8
290 A 346 6 3.8
291 A 346 6 3.8
292 A 347 6 3.9
293 A 348 6 3.9
294 A 348 6 3.9
295 A 349 6 3.9
296 A 349 6 3.9
297 A 350 6 4
298 A 351 6 4.1
299 A 351 6 4.1
300 A 352 6 4.2
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Predicted ACCESS

161.152 +

0.636

*

MACII

MAC Il B2 Reading Standard Score to WIDA ACCESS Reading Scale Score

MAC I MAC Il B2 ACCESS
B2 Proficiency | Predicted Proficiency

Standard Level ACCESS Level

Score (by grade) Score (by grade)

Reading 2,3 Reading 2 3
188 LI 281 2.9 1.9
189 LI 281 2.9 1.9
190 LI 282 2.9 1.9
191 LI 283 2.9 1.9
192 LI 283 2.9 1.9
193 LI 284 3 1.9
194 LI 285 3.1 1.9
195 LI 285 3.1 1.9
196 LI 286 3.2 1.9
197 LI 286 3.2 1.9
198 LI 287 3.3 1.9
199 LI 288 3.3 1.9
200 LI 288 3.3 1.9
201 LI 289 3.4 1.9
202 LI 290 3.5 1.9
203 LI 290 3.5 1.9
204 HI 291 3.6 1.9
205 HI 292 3.7 1.9
206 HI 292 3.7 1.9
207 HI 293 3.8 1.9
208 HI 293 3.8 1.9
209 HI 294 3.8 1.9
210 HI 295 3.9 1.9
215 HI 298 4.1 1.9
216 HI 299 4.2 1.9
217 HI 299 4.2 1.9

ACCESS
MAC Il MAC 11 B2
B2 Proficiency | Predicted | Proficiency
Standard Level ACCESS Level
Score (by grade) Score (by grade)
Reading 2,3 Reading 2 3
301 A 353 6 4.3
302 A 353 6 4.3
303 A 354 6 4.4
304 A 354 6 4.4
305 A 355 6 4.5
306 A 356 6 4.5
307 A 356 6 4.5
308 A 357 6 4.6
309 A 358 6 4.7
310 A 358 6 4.7
311 A 359 6 4.8
312 A 360 6 4.9
313 A 360 6 4.9
314 A 361 6 4.9
315 A 361 6 4.9
316 A 362 6
317 A 363 6
318 A 363 6
319 A 364 6 5.1
320 A 365 6 5.1
321 A 365 6 5.1
322 A 366 6 5.2
323 A 367 6 5.2
324 A 367 6 5.2
325 A 368 6 5.3
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V. GENERAL DISCUSSION

A. Analytical Caveats

In addition to the caveats mentioned in Sectiondrausf these results need to remember that the
tests in these studies are not equated. The resultsuyggst how performances on the two tests
may compare. These comparisons are made in two cetggaores and proficiency level
designations. Proficiency level designations were miade using different approaches for the
different tests, using different techniques and standards.

Users of these results should keep in mind the datavdhatin to determining them. It is
important to consider the number of students in eachraepstudy, the distribution of the scores
on each of the two tests, and the extent of the ledioe between performances on the two tests.
The larger the number of students, the more scoresdigributed throughout the range of the
older generation proficiency test (i.e., low, mid, and lHgbrers); the stronger the correlation
between the two tests, the more appropriate may bethparisons between scores.

B. Future Research

The bridge study presents a wealth of important datanghdh language testing. Each of the
comparisons, combined with a content review of the testd, could shed light on various
aspects of testing the developing English proficiencyngfii§h language learners. That research,
however, is beyond the scope of the current study.
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