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Review questions 

• What information do test specifications 
contain? 

• Who are test specifications written for? 

• What does item moderation entail? 
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Outline 

Outline 

• Marking performances 

• Rating scales 

– Raters 

– The rating process 

– Types of rating scales 

• Using rating scales 
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Marking performances  
(Alderson et al., 1995) 

Types of marking 

• Objective marking 

– E.g. multiple choice, True/False 

– Key/marking scheme 

• Subjective marking 

– Especially in case of writing and speaking tasks 

– Rating scales 

(see Alderson et al., 1995) 
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Discussion 

• In what ways can we minimize subjectivity in 
marking?  

• In what ways can we minimize bias?  
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Rating scales 

• Rating scales include descriptions of behavior.  

• Rating scales describe how well a candidate 
completes a given task. 

• In a rating scale, levels are usually represented 
by numbers/letters/labels. 

 

(Alderson et al., 1995; Fulcher, 2003; Hughes, 
2003) 
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Raters 

• ”Judge performances in productive tests of 
speaking and writing using an agreed rating 
procedure and criteria” (McNamara, 2000, p. 
136) 
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The rating process 

• The rating process is an ”[a]greed procedure 
followed by raters in judging the quality of 
performances, particularly in the assessment of 
speaking and writing” (McNamara, 2000, p. 
136). 
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Types of rating scales: Holistic scales 

”A type of marking procedure which is 
common in communicative language testing 
whereby raters judge a stretch of discourse 
(spoken or written) impressionistically 
according to its overall properties rather 
than providing separate scores for particular 
features of the language produced (e.g., 
accuracy, lexical range).” (Davies et al., 1999, 
p. 75). 
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Types of rating scales: Analytic 
scales 

• ”A method of subjective scoring often used in the 
assessment of speaking and writing skills, where a 
separate score is awarded for each of a number of 
features of a task (in distinct categories)” (Davies et al., 
1999, p. 7) 

 

• What do you think can be common categories for the 
assessment of writing? 

• What do you think can be common categories for the 
assessment of speaking?  
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Sample analytic scale 
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• http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/fass/projects/exa
mreform/Media/Scale_Writing.pdf 

 

 

http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/fass/projects/examreform/Media/Scale_Writing.pdf
http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/fass/projects/examreform/Media/Scale_Writing.pdf


Discussion 
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• In groups of three, collect advantages of using 
holistic scales and advantages for using 
analytical scales when rating spoken/written 
performances. 

 

• In groups of three, collect disadvantages of 
using holistic scales and disadvantages for 
using analytical scales when rating 
spoken/written performances. 

 



Using rating scales in large scale assessment  
(based on Alderson et al., 1995) 

• Chief examiner 

– Reads and selects around 15 consensus and around 5 
problem scripts. 

• Standardization committee  

• Standard setting and benchmarking  

– Rating scales are used to set and record standards 

and to benchmark performances. 

– The standardization committee discusses the performances 
and arrives at consensus marks. 

– The justification of the marks are recorded. 

– The rating scale is refined if necessary. 
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Rater training: Rating written 

performances  
(Alderson, et al., 1995; Tankó, 2005) 

 • Raters are trained closely before each time the marking takes 
place. 

• All raters must attend rater training. 
• Before the rater training:  

– Raters should familiarize themselves with the rating scale.  
– Raters should rate consensus scripts. 

• At the meeting :  
– The goal is to match marks of the Standardization committee. 
– Previous scripts are discussed. 
– Sources of disagreement are clarified. 
– Rating scale is edited only if it is absolutely necessary. 
– With the help of problem scripts, guidelines are provided for 

raters about dealing with special cases of performances. 

 2016 Brózik-Piniel 14 



Rater training: Rating spoken performances (1) 
(Alderson, et al., 1995; Csépes & Együd, 2004) 

• In addition to general guidelines (see previous slide), 
at the meeting for raters of oral performances: 
– The levels on the scale are illustrated via video 

recorded performances already rated by 
experienced raters or a team of experts (at the 
standard setting).  

– Raters practice in applying rating scale to a 
number of video recorded performances until 
each rater's scores match the scores of the expert 
team.  
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Rater training: Rating spoken 
performances (2) 

(Alderson, et al., 1995; Csépes & Együd, 2004) 
 

 

 

• Due to feasibility, fewer performances are rated 
at the rater training than written performances. 

• A separate training is needed for the 
interlocutors and the examiners. 

 (Alderson, et al., 1995; Csépes & Együd, 2004) 
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Note (Kontra & Kormos, 2007) 

• The standardization meeting and rater training should 
take place each time the test is administered, NOT 
just for the first time. 

• Experienced examiners should also undergo regular 
training. (Rater training is not merely for novice 
examiners.) 

• For reasons of reliability: 
– Organize double-marking (blind). 
– In case of disagreement, refer to the rating scale and the consensus 

scripts (involve a third rater if necessary). 
– Provide justifications for the scores. 
– Include reliability scripts. 
– Organize the re-marking of scripts. 
(Kontra & Kormos, 2007) 
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