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ABSTRACT

The subject of the research is grounded on the theoretical analysis of different models
of communicative competence in order to develop rating criteria for assessment of oral
presentation in language for specific purposes. The aim of the research is defining
validity of an alternative form of assessment, such as oral presentation, by defining the
construct of assessment in the manner of the standardised testing procedure. More
precisely, starting from the students’ performances, i.e. oral presentations in language
for specific purposes that need to be evaluated, we analysed theoretical frameworks of
communicative competence and specific purpose language ability, as well as speech
parameters and public speaking rating scales’ characteristics. This approach was
adopted in order to reach an optimal solution for an assessment construct of oral
presentation performance. The initial hypothesis posits that it is possible to ensure the
a priori validity of alternative assessment by defining the construct and its operalisation
through rating criteria. Therefore, we designed a unique rating scale for oral
presentation assessment based on the results of the theoretical analysis. Thus, the rating
scale for oral presentation assessment is composed of the parameters of linguistic,
sociolinguistic, discourse and functional competences as well as on performance stra-
tegies and background knowledge. The main purpose of such rater-oriented scale is to
increase objectivity and a priori validity of assessment procedure in the real classroom
context. The contribution of this paper is a unique, theoretically-grounded, analytic
rating scale which is suitable for application in higher education context.
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Introduction

Assessment plays a pivotal role in foreign language teaching, as it enables a
solid foundation for reaching conclusions and making further decisions related to
learning and teaching (Safarzadeh & Taghipour Bazargani, 2023). There are a number
of assessment approaches such as diagnostic, summative, formative, classroom-based
assessment, sustainable assessment, authentic/alternative assessment, performance
assessment, etc. In higher education context, summative assessment, or assessment
based on numerical grades, is most frequently used as it enables earning an academic
degree (Boud & Falchikov, 2005). Vukasovi¢ (2006: 102—104) confirms the previous
standpoint, stating that there has been substantial progress towards continuous
assessment, self-assessment and peer assessment in higher education in Serbia. In
order to engage students into active learning, Koh, Tan and Ng (2012) claim that it is
necessary to make progress from traditional towards authentic assessment. In the same
vein, Lavinia & Alina (2018: 201) state that the researchers support alternative
assessment as it creates opportunities for reflective thinking about learning process
and achievements, which in turn leads to self-planning of further learning aimed at
improving students’ performances.

Alternative assessment characteristics vary according to different researchers’
standpoints (Norris, Brown, Hudson, Yoshioka, 1998). Herman, Aschbacher and
Winters (1992: 2) use alternatives in assessment as the most comprehensive term that
includes different forms such as alternative assessment, authentic assessment and
performance-based assessment. All the previously mentioned terms are used in
research to denote the assessment of a student’s creative performance as opposed to,
for example, multiple-choice tests. The same authors claim that authentic assessment
implies that a student should employ all the skills and knowledge at their disposal in
order to solve realistic, i.e. authentic situations. Bachman & Palmer (1996: 23) define
authenticity as a degree in which certain test task characteristic respond to the qualities
of a similar task that a student could meet in a real life situation. According to them,
this is situational authenticity. As they further explain, if a task is relatively authentic,
its assessment results could imply that a student would achieve the same results in the
target language use situation. Lavinia & Alina (2018: 201) mention portfolios, diaries,
exhibitions, oral presentations, interviews, experiments and projects as specific
examples of alternative forms of assessment. Certain authors even consider research
on authentic assessment as a solid knowledge foundation that may serve as a basis for
forming a distinctive framework for authentic assessment (Ashford-Rowe,
Herrington, Brown, 2014).

The previously mentioned standpoints show that there is a need for more
thorough research on alternative assessment. This implication derives from the
research that indicates the movement from traditional towards authentic forms of
assessment (Koh, Tan, Ng, 2012). Additionally, alternative assessment offers a wide
range of challenging activities that promote students’ motivation to use all the
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disposable language knowledge to solve a task which is not only linguistic, and
therefore requires certain performance.

However, although there is a bulk of research that supports authentic
assessment, there are also some studies that argue in favour of ensuring its validity
and reliability (Bachman, 2000). Namely, Brown and Hudson (1998) consider validity
and reliability to be essential characteristics of the standardised testing which endures
rigorous evaluation. Thus, the standardised tests are initially subjected to
measurement characteristics such as validity, reliability, objectivity, discrimination,
initial setting, practicality and efficiency (Dimitrijevi¢, 1999: 73), which is not
undertaken in alternative assessment (Brown & Hudson, 1998). Moreover, a weakness
of alternative assessment lies in the fact that its validity is not examined prior to its
implementation, which may lead to inconsistencies in assessment (Clapham, 2000).
Additionally, it is inevitable to determine the degree of alternative assessment validity
concerning the task complexity, as well as the rater reliability (Maclellan, 2004).
Jankovi¢, Tomovi¢ & Aleksi¢ (2020) also advocate that the language proficiency
should be evaluated on the basis of clearly defined and uniform rating criteria, thus
making the assessment procedure as similar as the standardised assessment.

Taking previously mentioned arguments into account, we created this research
to develop a valid and reliable alternative form of assessment based on the
measurement characteristics of the standardised tests.

In order to create an alternative form of assessment aimed at a priori
determining its validity and reliability, prior to its implementation, we started with the
oral presentation in LSP since the task represents a key component of alternative
assessment cycle. The oral presentation task is a complex activity that encourages
students to use a foreign language to complete a purposeful assignment that is not
purely linguistic, since an oral presentation involves presenting a specific topic to an
audience (Petrovi¢, Radovi¢ Firat, Plaurovi¢, 2022: 415). This task is typically
assessed at the tertiary level of education, especially in English for specific purposes,
as the presentation skills are required in the contemporary business context (Makrieva,
2017). Oral presentation is a performance-based task. It is highly comprehensive and
includes several phases: (1) selecting a topic and its accompanying material, (2)
careful analysis of the selected texts, which requires reading skill, (3) negotiating
meanings about the shortlist material that should be presented (if oral presentation is
designed as a group activity), which requires listening and speaking activities, and
finally (4) delivery of speech on the selected topic (Morita, 2000). Moreover, it is
advisable to adjust the supporting material such as video presentation, slides, images,
graphs, etc. Students also rehearse before the final topic delivery. The most
contemporary teaching approaches enable online oral presentations (Hill & Storey,
2003). During the development of the assessment cycle, the creator selects appropriate
tasks that encourage a student’s language performance, which in turn serves as an
indicator of their communicative competence (North, 2003: 1).
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As we have focused on ensuring the validity of assessment cycle prior to its
implementation, we will describe the concept of validity in more detail in the
following segments. Apparently, Dimitrijevi¢ (1999: 73-74), provided the simplest
definition of validity. He claims that a test is valid if “It measures exactly what we
intend to measure”. However, over time, both the forms of assessment and the
requirements for ensuring validity have been developed and adjusted. Therefore, as
opposed to Dimitrijevi¢ (1999), Weir (2005) considers it unnecessary to examine the
validity of the test itself. It is important to investigate the validity of the inferences
based on the test results, and consequently the validity of the interpretations of these
conclusions regarding the assessment outcomes. Weir (2005) also explains that until
the 1980s, the construct validity was determined statistically, after the test had been
done. This allowed us to determine whether the test measured a particular
competence. However, Weir, (2005: 17) made a significant progress by introducing
the concepts of a priori and a posteriori validity.

When advocating a priori validity, he argues that it is necessary to investigate
the degree of validity at the initial stages of test development, define the constructs
precisely, and thus facilitate the interpretation of test results obtained through
statistical analysis. Weir actually considered that construct definition represents the
foundation of ensuring validity (Chan & Latimer, 2020: 105). A priori validity
encompasses (1) theory-based validity and (2) context validity. A posteriori validity
comprises: 1) scoring validity, 2) criterion-related validity and 3) consequential valid-
ity (Weir, 2005). Additionally, the construct is operationalised through the assessment
criteria (North, 2003). In other words, the rating scale, like the construct itself, should
include a description of the learner’s competences (Fairbairn & Dunlea, 2017: 7). The
scale must be grounded on appropriate theoretical principles in order to be valid, while
also taking into account the context in which it is applied during its development
(North, 2003).

Research approach

This study adopts exploratory research approach (Brankovi¢, 2014: 17).
Namely, taking into account the previously mentioned arguments, we started from
defining the theory-based validity by defining the construct we intend to assess. The
following research methods were employed: analysis, classification and synthesis
(Raicevi¢, 2009: 28). Specifically, the technique of systematic observation that
includes date collection, description, analysis, generalisation and interpretation was
applied (Rai¢evi¢, 2009: 67). We were guided by the idea that establishing the validity
of the test prior to its administration would facilitate the interpretation of the results
after their analysis, following the approach of the Weir (2005). We established a priori
validity by grounding the core of the research in the definition of the assessment
construct. In other words, we created a rating scale with criteria based on theoretical
models of communicative competence and specific purpose language ability in the
context of higher education. Thus, our rating scale is based on the selected
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components of theoretical models of communicative competence. Namely, the rating
criteria defined in this research were based on the parameters we selected by analysing
the existing communicative competence models proposed by Bachman & Palmer
(1996), specific purpose language ability developed by Douglas (2000), and the
components of communicative competence that were suggested by CEFR (Council of
Europe, 2001) (see Petrovi¢, Jovanovi¢, Puki¢, 2024). Therefore, our rating scale
comprises the following communicative competence components: (1) linguistic
competence, (2) discourse competence, (3) sociolinguistic competence (4) functional
competence, (5) communication strategies and (6) background knowledge (Petrovic,
2022: 77). On top of this, we considered the speech parameters proposed by Luoma,
(2004), Richards (2008) and Fulcher (2014) when designing a rating scale for LSP
oral presentation assessment. They include: (1) use of fixed phrases and formulaic
expressions, (2) clarity of presentation, (3) effectiveness of presentation, (4) fluency,
(5) grammar accuracy, (6) meeting the needs of the audience and their management,
(7) managing eye-contact and (8) structure and organisation of presentation (see
Petrovi¢, Jovanovi¢, DPuki¢, 2024: 69). Through the synthesis of relevant
characteristics, we formed an optimal framework for constructing our scale for
assessing oral presentations in language for specific purposes. Additionally, we
considered the instructions for rating scale criteria development. Therefore, the
following sections of the paper are devoted to the process of developing the construct
for assessment of oral presentation in language for specific purposes. We also describe
the procedure of defining the rating criteria with their descriptors. We will
demonstrate that the assessment based on this rating scale actually represents an
alternative form of assessment, or performance assessment as oral presentation re-
quires certain performance along with the foreign language knowledge.

Rating scales for foreign language proficiency assessment

Rating scale is an instrument for proficiency assessment (North, 2003: 1).
It consists of rating criteria or proficiency levels with different number of credits on
whose grounds assessment process is performed (Chen, 2016). Certain rating scales

also include the descriptors for measuring students’ performances (Fairbairn &
Dunlea, 2017: 7).

Rating scales vary according to their purpose, target groups intended to be
assessed, terminology used for proficiency descriptors or the degree of systematicity,
etc. (Alderson, 1991). As a result, one universal scale cannot satisfy all the assessment
needs in different contexts and developing a specific scale with a concrete purpose is
recommended. Alderson (1991: 72-74) defines (1) constructor-oriented rating scales,
(2) assessor-oriented rating scales or (3) user-oriented rating scales. In this study, we
start from Alderson’s classification while developing an assessor-oriented scale which
focuses on the assessment procedure and the performance intended to be assessed.
The scale should be developed to be assessor-oriented if the aim of evaluation is to
assess a specific performance and the underlying communicative competence (North,
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2003: 3). Regarding the research instrument development, we employed a task-based,
i.e., performance-based approach that takes the context into account and may often
incorporate task characteristics when creating scale descriptors (North, 2003: 26, 63).
Fulcher, Davidson & Kemp (2011: 5) also state that the development of a
performance-based scale entails a detailed observation and analysis of the
characteristics of the performances being assessed, taking into account the context in
which they occur. Thus, the characteristics of performance are integrated into the
process of scale development. Nevertheless, consideration of the context in scale
development may limit the extent to which the conclusions can be generalized to
different contexts (Fulcher et al., 2011; North, 2003). It is also considered that this
problem can be overcome if we evaluate a student’s competence rather than
performance (North, 2003: 2). Moreover, if the theoretical foundation on which the
criteria are validly balanced is taken into account during scale development, the
assessment and the drawing of conclusions based on such a scale can be highly
meaningful and substantive (North, 2003: 78).

Furthermore, we created an analytic rating scale. Most researchers adopt two
basic types of rating scales, analytic and holistic (Chen, 2016; Luoma, 2004). An
analytic scale is employed to analyse and independently assess individual components
of language performance. This enables a highly precise assessment process, in which
evaluators focus on the different criteria defined within the scale and thus arrive at a
comprehensive conclusion regarding the stronger and weaker aspects of a student’s
performance (Luoma, 2004: 68). The use of an analytic scale in assessment enables
multiple evaluators to focus on the same criteria and aspects of performance. Analytic
scales are also suitable for diagnostic assessment aimed at providing feedback to
students. However, they may have certain weaknesses. In other words, evaluators may
become overloaded by numerous categories requiring attention, which can lead them
to assign similar ratings for different qualities (North, 2003: 72). Therefore, the
number of levels representing different performance characteristics should be limited
to an appropriate extent, enabling evaluators to make accurate judgments (Council of
Europe, 2001: 21). Furthermore, the question arises as to whether the criteria within
the same scale should have equal weight in the final score. All criteria are evaluated
equally in most analytic scales (North, 2003: 73). In contrast, a holistic scale enables
the rater to regard and assess the overall language performance. By applying a holistic
scale, raters assess the overall performance and, consequently, do not evaluate
according to separate criteria. Therefore, the holistic approach is efficient and suitable
for real-time application (Fairbairn & Dunlea, 2017; Luoma, 2004). However, it often
happens that when using a holistic scale, a rater pays more attention only to certain
aspects of a student’s performance (North, 2003). Furthermore, there are numerous
standardised scales for assessing performance in any foreign language or solely in the
English language. Most of these scales are used for assessment of spoken interaction,
while the rating scales for assessment of public performance, i.e. oral presentation as
an activity of oral production lack (Iberri-Shea, 2017). CEFR is an exception as it
offers a rating scale for assessing public performance activities that contains rating
criteria with descriptors (Council of Europe, 2001: 60). When analysing the criteria
and their descriptors we notice that all in the levels, from the highest to the lowest
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one, the affirmative statements are used to show what a candidate can do. Although
such formulations represent a challenge, it is advisable to use positive statements
which show a candidate’s achievement rather than those that highlight what they
cannot do (Council of Europe, 2001: 205). Besides, regardless of the type of scale, the
descriptors should be specific, clear, concise, and independent (Council of Europe,
2001: 206-207). The expressions that are used to distinguish among the levels should
be concrete and precise so that the difference is meaningful and clearly noticeable.
Additionally, the expressions that describe proficiency should be clear and simple.
Conciseness is recommended to facilitate drawing conclusions about a candidate’s
achievement; a descriptor should contain two sentences at most, as longer
explanations may overload a rater. Independence can be obtained by checking whether
each descriptor can be transformed into an independent category of a can/ cannot do
list. If a rater can answer yes or no to the descriptor, it can be claimed that it is clear,
concise and specific. Descriptors that are used for assessing public announcements
(Council of Europe, 2001: 60) represent a highly suitable resource for creating a
specific scale. This is due to the fact that the CEFR rating scale refers to a particular
context and thus can be used as a solid ground for creating assessment criteria in
specific circumstances along with appropriate modifications of descriptors which
could satisfy concrete needs for assessment in a specified context (Luoma, 2004).

Results

Taking the aforementioned theoretical and empirical research into considera-
tion, we formulated the rating criteria with the corresponding descriptors in our study.
We operationalised the construct of communicative competence of oral presentation
in LSP through the rating criteria. A total number of 19 criteria were developed and
divided into 3 groups: (1) language knowledge, (2) presentation content and structure,
and (3) presentation strategies. Table 1 presents the criteria with their descriptors that
refer to language knowledge.

Table 1. Criteria for assessment of oral presentation in language for
specific purposes — group: language knowledge (Petrovié, 2022: 104-105)

Criterion Descriptor

Clarity of speech A student talks loud enough, at
appropriate speed, with appropriate
intonation and rhythm.

Fluency A student speaks fluently,
spontaneously, and without hesitation.
Vocabulary A student uses vocabulary that is
in line with a specific LSP topic.
Use of appropriate register A student uses appropriate register
that is in line with a specific LSP topic.
Use of appropriate style A student adapts their delivery style

to suit appropriate level of formality.
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Criterion Descriptor

Grammar accuracy A student mostly uses language
constructions correctly (e.g. tenses,
sequence of tenses) with an appropriate
word order. Occasional errors do not
impede communication.

It is obvious that Table 1 presents the overview of the language knowledge
criteria. This group consists of 6 parameters: clarity of speech, fluency, vocabulary,
use of appropriate register, use of appropriate style and grammar accuracy. A survey
of the rating criteria that refer to content and structure of presentation is given in Table
2. This group also encompasses 6 criteria: appropriacy of topic, background knowledge,
structure and organisation of presentation, audio-visual aids, alignment of thematic
content with supporting visual material and alignment of visual materials’ delivery
with the context of entire presentation.

Table 2. Criteria for assessment of oral presentation in language for specific
purposes — group: content and structure of presentation (Petrovi¢, 2022: 104-105)

Criterion Descriptor

Appropriacy of topic The chosen topic is relevant for specific
LSP area.

Background knowledge A student shows appropriate subject
knowledge.

Structure and organisation A student’s presentation is clear and

of presentation well-structured and it includes

appropriate presentation elements, such
as an introduction of main points and
a relevant conclusion, a suitable range
of expressions and fixed phrases to
introduce the topic in a logical manner,
as well as to introduce their team
members or a new presentation topic.
The student’s interaction with other
team members is appropriate, including
the proper ending of the presentation
and inviting the audience members
to ask questions and participate.
Audio-visual aids A student uses appropriate software
for the visual presentation of the text,
such as images, animation or clips.
Alignment of thematic content with Oral presentation is in line with visual
supporting visual material aids used in the slides. Material is
effortlessly delivered and is
straightforward to follow.
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Criterion Descriptor

Alignment of visual materials’ delivery Delivery of visual materials is in

with the context of entire presentation line with the oral presentation material
and pace.

Finally, the third group comprises 7 criteria that describe presentation
strategies: topic complexity appropriate for student’s level of LSP proficiency, topic
appropriacy relevant to the interest of audience, planning and preparation,
effectiveness of presentation, managing eye-contact, handling follow-up questions
and time management. The overview of the rating criteria is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Criteria for assessment of oral presentation in language
for specific purposes — group: presentation strategies (Petrovi¢, 2022: 104-105)

Criterion Descriptor

Topic complexity appropriate for A student chooses a topic that is

student’s level of LSP proficiency compatible with their level of LSP
proficiency.

Topic appropriacy relevant to the A student has delivered a presentation

interest of audience relevant to audience interest.

Planning and preparation A student has prepared a straightforward

presentation and has shown the ability
to work as a team member.

Effectiveness of presentation A student presents effectively,
persuasively and enthusiastically using
appropriate non-verbal presentation
skills (e.g. gestures or miming)

Managing eye-contact a student manages to keep eye-contact
with the audience in order t check
whether they are being understood,
whether the topic is of interest, or
whether they have lost the audiences’
attention.

Handling follow-up questions A student mostly gives appropriate
answers or comments in response to
the audience.

Time management A student talks within an appropriate
time frame.

Additionally, Table 4 presents the overview of the criteria based on the
communicative competence characteristics in order to provide necessary theoretical
background.
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Table 4. Construct based on communicative competence components
according to Bachman and Palmer (1996), Douglas (2000) and
Council of Europe (2001) (Petrovi¢, 2022: 77)

Components Components of construct
of Communicative Competence
Grammatical knowledge/ Clarity of presentation
Linguistic competence Fluency
Vocabulary
Grammar accuracy
Textual knowledge/ Structure and organisation of presentation
Discourse competence
Sociolinguistic knowledge/ Use of appropriate register

Sociolinguistic competence
Use of appropriate style

Functional knowledge/ Handling follow-up questions
Functional competence
Strategies Topic complexity appropriate for student’s

level of LSP proficiency
Planning and preparation
Audio-visual aids
Alignment of thematic content with
supporting visual material
Alignment of visual materials’ delivery
with the context of entire presentation
Topic appropriacy relevant to the interest
of audience
Effectiveness of presentation
Managing eye-contact
Time management

Contextual knowledge Appropriacy of topic
Background knowledge

Table 4 contains of clarity of presentation, fluency, vocabulary and grammar
accuracy, which represent communicative competence parameters based on grammar
knowledge and linguistic competence. Structure and organisation of presentation
show communicative competence component based on textual knowledge and
discourse competence. In order to assess the component of communicative
competence founded on sociolinguistic knowledge and sociolinguistic competence,
we developed the rating criteria referring to usage of appropriate register and style.
Handling follow-up questions is part of the construct based on functional knowledge
and functional competence. Communication strategies encompass: topic complexity
appropriate for student’s level of LSP proficiency, planning and preparation,
audio-visual aids, alignment of thematic content with supporting visual material,
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alignment of visual materials’ delivery with the context of entire presentation, topiC
appropriacy relevant to the interest of audience, effectiveness of presentation,
managing eye-contact and time management. Contextual knowledge consists of
appropriacy of topic and background knowledge. However, it is important to highlight
that beside appropriacy of topic and background knowledge which directly refer to
LSP knowledge, both vocabulary and register which comprise grammar knowledge,
also relate to LSP knowledge. This is due to the fact that that students need to use
appropriate vocabulary and register in line with the selected LSP topic and therefore
represent a key component of LSP knowledge.

Discussion

The previously mentioned arguments lead us to the conclusion that the rating
scale developed in this research is a unique, specific and intended for assessment in
particular context. In order words, the rating scale is created for the assessment of
students’ communicative competence when performing oral presentation in LSP or in
Business English. It is systematic and contains the rating criteria with detailed
descriptions of construct components being assessed. Furthermore, it is assessor-
oriented as it is based on assessment procedure and students’ performance evaluation.
While developing performance descriptors, we aimed to ensure that the formulations
would be comprehensible to teachers as raters, as well as to students as recipients of
the feedback based on the achievement descriptions within the criteria.

Our scale is performance-based rating scale as it was created on the grounds of
an analysis of performance characteristics being assessed. It takes into account the
specific LSP context and oral presentation characteristics as a task being evaluated.
In order to address the problem inherent in a performance-based approach, which re-
fers to the limited possibility of generalising conclusions drawn from the assessment
process, we theoretically grounded the criteria in this research following North’s
(2003: 2) proposal. This approach allowed us to assess a student’s communicative
competence in performing oral presentation task by using the rating criteria we
formulated. Each criterion within the scale can be evaluated with an appropriate grade
or a specified number of points. In conclusion, a final grade can be entitled on the
basis of previously evaluated rating criteria or a total number of the calculated points.
This approach creates the possibilities for both summative and diagnostic assessment
(North, 2003: 77).

Additionally, we followed CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001: 205-207)
recommendations for specificity, clarity, conciseness and independence of
performance description within the rating criteria. Namely, the descriptors contain
affirmative sentences with simple formulations and expressions which show what a
student can do/cannot do. There are no descriptors which contain a description that is
longer than two sentences. Longer descriptors could cause confusion with raters as
they would have to recall the information at the beginning of the description. The
independence of the criteria was also ensured by formulation that shows what a
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student can do/cannot do independently. Additionally, the scale for public
announcements by CEFR (Savet Evrope, 2002: 62-63) and the scale for assessment
of public speaking suggested by Iberri-Shea (2017: 11-14) represented a fruitful
source of words and phrases selection for creating our rating scale.lt is notable that
each of the three groups of criteria contains the same or approximately the same
number of parameters. As it is apparent that the rating scale contains a total number
of 19 criteria, we considered that it would overload a rater. Petrovi¢, Jovanovi¢ &
buki¢ (2024: 73, 74) propose 5 different models of the scales, each containing 9
criteria, whose validity and reliability were established and proved by the
mathematical multicriteria decision-making analysis.

Conclusion

This research presents the development of the rating scale for assessment of
oral presentation in LSP. The aim of the study is to establish a priori validity at the
initial stage of test creation. We formed our validity concept following the theoretical
model of Weir’s (2005) validity concept. We established validity prior to creating and
administrating an assessment task, i.e. oral presentation. We also defined the construct
we intend to assess and it is operationalised through LSP communicative competence
within the activity of oral production. Therefore, we can expect that we created the
possibility for establishing a posteriori validity (scoring validity, criterion-related
validity and consequential validity) as well. Namely, we consider that we ensured the
conditions for establishing scoring validity which further leads to drawing valid
inferences about a candidate’s performance. Additionally, we based our rating criteria
following appropriate theoretical grounds and we believe that such approach enables
establishing the consequential validity. According to Weir (2005) we actually allowed
for generalisation of the judgements about a student’s performance in the target
language use situation. Following the aforementioned procedure, we also ensured that
this scale, with its criteria and descriptors, should be comprehensible and applicable
for teachers, as it will help them correctly interpret the assessment construct (Council
of Europe, 2001: 21, North 2003: 17). Taking the previous arguments into account,
we expect that the rating scale for oral presentation in LSP will help teachers in the
assessment procedure. To put it differently, we believe that teachers will be able to
pay attention to the same qualities of a student’s performance and that we will prevent
the possibility of evaluating irrelevant criteria that are not part of construct (e.g.
effort). We also consider that we will possibly decrease the occurrence of certain
assessment mistakes such as excessive severity or leniency, mean score tendencies,
forming a grade on the basis of the whole group’s performances, mistakes occurring
due to a rater’s exhaustion, etc.

The weakness of this research lies in the fact that the specific rating scale has
not yet been used in an actual assessment context, in which a posteriori validly would
be investigated. However, this creates the potential for future research which may test
practical usage of different combinations of the criteria that would additionally
examine the reliability of the rating scale itself.
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