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Summary: This research develops a multicriteria rating scale for the assessment of oral pres-
entations in language for specific purposes (LSP) in order to make the assessment process easiet; more
objective, and reliable. For this purpose, the prevailing contemporary theoretical models of commu-
nicative competence and specific purpose language ability were explored and five different models of
multicriteria rating scales were generated. The criteria with the corresponding descriptors were created
based on the distinct characteristics of oral communication and public speaking activities. Subsequently,
they were the subject of evaluation by 103 foreign language teachers who teach LSP in higher education
institutions and vocational secondary schools in Serbia and Croatia. An online survey was used as a
data-collection method. The answers were analysed by the quantitative analysis and fuzzy multicriteria
decision-making analysis (MCDC) to obtain a favourable model of the scale suitable for the LSP oral
presentation assessment. The results show that the Specific Purpose Communicative Competence Scale
is the optimal model recommended for evaluating learners’ oral performance in the context of foreign
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tion of the research. The paper also offers various possibilities for further research, such as testing the
obtained scale’s validity in practice and comparing it with other assessment instruments.

Keywords: language for specific purposes (LSP), assessment, rating scale, oral presentation,

multicriteria decision-making analysis

Introduction

In the context of foreign language education,
language assessment represents a considerable part of
the entire evaluation process. Purpura (2016, p. 191)
defines language assessment as “a systematic proce-
dure for eliciting test and non-test data for the pur-
pose of making inferences or claims about certain lan-
guage-related characteristics of an individual” In oth-
er words, the activities that are used during assessment
serve to initiate a student’s language performance that
occurs under certain circumstances. A close observa-
tion of the elicited performance and its further anal-
ysis leads to evaluation. The conclusions reached in
the process of evaluation enable the assessors to gain
deeper insight into one’s language competence.

The aforementioned implies that foreign lan-
guage (FL) assessment is quite a complex and de-
manding task for a teacher when in the role of an as-
sessor. It is also a rigorous and responsible process
since its results reflect not only the students’ perfor-
mance but the teachers” as well (Jankovi¢, 2022, p.
10). Assessment activities comprise almost a quarter,
or even a third of the entire teaching practice (Stig-
gins, 2014, p. 68). This implicates substantial impor-
tance of assessment within the whole pedagogic pro-
cess. According to the documents prescribed by the
relevant institutions, such as American Federation
of Teachers (AFT) and National Council on Meas-
urement in Education (NCME), a teacher should be
equipped with specific knowledge that enables as-
sessment and the analysis of the assessment results,
which can help them plan further teaching as well
as other curricular activities (Mékipdd & Ouakrim-
Soivio, 2019, p. 25). However, empirical research con-
ducted with foreign language teachers in seven differ-
ent European countries shows that their knowledge

about the traditional assessment procedures prevails
(Vogt & Tsagari, 2014, pp. 391-392). Additionally, the
same research indicates that teachers lack knowledge
about more contemporary, less formal, and alterna-
tive assessment methods. Various studies undertak-
en in different parts of the world also reveal consid-
erable variations in relation to the prevailing practic-
es of foreign language speaking assessment (Bohn,
2015, p. 8). The results of a qualitative empirical re-
search indicate that teachers as assessors pay atten-
tion to different characteristics of students’ perfor-
mances (Yildiz, 2011). They also have different opin-
ions about the most important assessment criteria,
so that sometimes even the construct-irrelevant cri-
teria affect the assessment inferences. Bohn (2015)
affirms the previous claim with his study and finds
that FL teachers evaluate effort as an assessment cri-
terion even though this parameter has not previous-
ly entered the list of construct characteristics; in ad-
dition, their assessment approach is holistic. Simi-
larly, a survey conducted with the Japanese teachers
has shown a great variety when the assessment pro-
cedures are concerned, which, at the same time, caus-
es confusion and even a lack of confidence (Nakatsu-
hara, 2007, pp. 83-85). This study proves that some
teachers either evaluate students’ performance with-
out any assessment scales or they create the assess-
ment scales without any descriptors, but instead use
numbers to tell the difference among their students’
achievements. Bohn (2015) concludes that solutions
for the problems of oral assessment validity would
be substantially improved by the introduction of the
scales for the assessment of speaking activities. In
compliance with the results from the previous discus-
sion, Tagle, Etchegaray, Diaz, Ortiz, Quintana & Ra-
mos (2024) conclude that different evaluative prac-
tices, which include both authentic and traditional
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assessment instruments, should be used in order to
promote communicative competence development.
Namely, they conducted the study with 110 second-
ary school teachers in Chile to show that traditional
testing is used even when speaking assessment is con-
cerned leaving rubrics and rating scales behind.

Summarizing the earlier implications, we could
assert that one of the crucial responsibilities of FL
teachers is to serve as assessors as they evaluate their
students’ performances on their own. They mainly
validate oral production activities subjectively, either
by using the scales prepared by themselves or without
any assessment scales (Petrovi¢, 2022, p. 67). If they
happen to use any descriptors, they are frequently cre-
ated in a way that does not allow a reliable assessment
of a students’ performance. For that particular reason,
it may occur that even the characteristics that had not
been previously planned to be assessed affect a teach-
er’s decision about a final grade. Finally, it seems that
various teachers focus on different aspects of one’s
performance and often evaluate the same criterion
in different ways. Therefore, it is necessary for the as-
sessors to negotiate their meanings in order to reach
a greater degree of validity. Teachers also realize the
importance of relying on a rating scale with descrip-
tors that would make oral assessment in real-life class-
room context easier and more objective. In a previous
study, the LSP teachers from Serbia and Croatia ex-
pressed a clear need for having a simple and concrete
speaking scale (Petrovi¢, 2024, pp. 151, 162). Conse-
quently, the aim of our research is to develop a unique
multicriteria scale for assessing students’ oral perfor-
mances in LSP and, more precisely, for assessing oral
presentations in English for Specific Purposes (ESP).

Before we explore the scale for communicative
competence assessment, it is necessary to define the
assessment construct. Defining a construct is proba-
bly among the most challenging tasks in FL proficien-
cy assessment (Douglas, 2000, p. 36; Purpura, 2016,
pp. 191, 193) due to the complexity of the commu-
nicative competence concept. Douglas (2000) warns
construct designers to be extremely careful when

choosing which parameters to include into the con-
struct definition, since in the pedagogic context, it is
almost impossible to regard them in the same way as
they appear and interact in the target language use
situation (p. 36). However, if the construct is defined
precisely and in accordance with the specific assess-
ment context, the assessment results will enable qual-
ity interpretation of the student performance and
reaching valid conclusions (Douglas, 2000, p. 371).
The assessment construct is operationalised through
a rating scale (North, 2003). The rating scale (also
called scoring rubric or proficiency scale) is an in-
strument whose purpose is to direct the assessment
process (North, 2003, p. 1). It includes a framework
with the scores and criteria that are used for evalua-
tion of one’s performance (Chen, 2016, p. 51), togeth-
er with multiple descriptors with different levels that
describe the corresponding skills and abilities (Fair-
bairn & Dunlea, 2017, p. 7). Clearly, both construct
and scale should contain the descriptions of an indi-
vidual’s language proficiency. In order to be valid, a
rating scale needs to be both theoretically grounded
and context-related (North, 2003).

The previous discussion shows that here is no
doubt that a learner’s communicative competence is
very broad and complex. This is the reason why it
is practically impossible to evaluate all its aspects as
they appear in real-life context. Therefore, it is neces-
sary to make a careful selection of the communica-
tive competence features that are, at the same time,
the construct characteristics relevant to the purpose
of the specific assessment process. In other words,
concerning the fact that the communicative compe-
tence is broader than the construct itself, a scale de-
veloper should actually select only the communica-
tive competence features that will compose the con-
struct that is to be assessed in particular situation. For
this reason, and for the purpose of developing the
precise construct definition in this research, which
at the same time denotes the assessment criteria, we
proceed to analyse the components of communica-
tive competence and specific purpose language ability
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that will serve as the foundation for creating a rating
scale for assessing the oral presentation in LSP.

The language user’s progress can be measured
according to his or her ability to use communicative
activities and strategies correctly and appropriately.
In other words, language learners are users of lan-
guage whose proficiency is evaluated based on what
they can actually do when using the language (Hey-
worth 2004, p. 14; Little, 2007, p. 646). As a document
created by the group of experts and being submitted
to constant revisions and improvements, Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages:
Learning, teaching, assessment (Council of Europe
2001, 2018) provides a reliable starting point for the
analysis of the learner’s communicative competence.
In CEFR, communicative competence is defined as
consisting of three basic components with its subcom-
ponents: 1) linguistic (grammatical, lexical, semantic,
phonological, orthographic, and orthoepic), 2) prag-
matic (discourse, functional, and design) and socio-
linguistic competences (pp. 108-130). Communica-
tive competence is realised through communicative
activities of reception, production, interaction, and
mediation. While these activities are often performed
simultaneously in the target language use situation,
CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001) provides definitions
and explanations for each activity respectively, so that
the oral presentation is qualified as a communicative
activity of oral production (pp. 57-61). Communica-
tive strategies, in turn, enable successful task comple-
tion. A strategy is “any organised, purposeful and reg-
ulated line of actions chosen by an individual to carry
out a task” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 10). This fur-
ther implies that the language learner uses communi-
cative strategies while performing all different kinds
of communicative activities.

Considering the fact that our primary interest
is in relation to language for specific purposes, we also
consider two models that crucially marked the cur-
rent understanding of communicative competence
and specific purpose language ability, respectively:
Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Douglas (2000).

In their discussion on communicative com-
petence, Bachman and Palmer (1996, p. 10) use the
term communicative language ability. According to
these authors, communicative competence includes
two basic components, language knowledge and stra-
tegic competence. Language knowledge, in turn, con-
sists of organizational knowledge (grammatical and
textual) and pragmatic knowledge (functional and
sociolinguistic). Strategic competence, on the oth-
er hand, represents a group of hire-rank metacogni-
tive strategies: the language learner employs meta-
cognitive strategies in order to activate and use the
language knowledge in the form of an appropriate
language discourse. Hence, in order to develop com-
municative competence, the language learner needs
to acquire language knowledge, the ability to use that
knowledge, as well as the knowledge about the con-
text in which they perform particular language activ-
ity (Bachman, 1990, p. 80).

Although Douglas (2000, p. 35) designs his
model of the specific purpose language ability on the
foundations of Bachman and Palmer’s communica-
tive competence, his framework is somewhat simpli-
fied, as it leaves out the major distinction between or-
ganizational and pragmatic knowledge, while keep-
ing other features of language knowledge almost
identical (for further analysis see Petrovi¢, 2022, pp.
44-45). As far as the strategic competence is con-
cerned, only slight differences appear in comparison
to Bachman and Palmer (1996) and they mainly re-
fer to the order in which metacognitive strategies are
used by the learner when performing a communica-
tive activity. However, Douglas (2000) includes back-
ground knowledge as a distinct characteristic of the
language for specific purposes communicative com-
petence, so that his model of specific purpose lan-
guage ability consists of three major components: 1)
language knowledge, 2) strategic competence, and 3)
background knowledge (pp. 35-36). Hence, accord-
ing to this author, background knowledge is crucial
for the distinction between communicative compe-
tence and the specific purpose language ability.
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As we have previously pointed out, the aim of
this research is to develop a unique rating scale for as-
sessment of oral presentations in LSP which would
make assessment procedure easier and more objec-
tive. The concise and comprehensive descriptors for-
mulation that could be easily used during the rating
process is one of the most challenging tasks in the rat-
ing scale construction (Luoma, 2004, p. 60). To over-
come this challenge, our rating scale is based on the
theoretical models of communicative competence
and specific purpose language ability that include
features of oral communication in English as a for-
eign language. In order to create an original rating
scale for the assessment of oral presentation in LSP,
we designed the methodological framework which
posits different models of the newly created rating
scales based on the theoretical grounds previously ex-
plained as well as the results of the multicriteria anal-
ysis that served to obtain the optimal scale model in-
tended for assessment of oral presentation in LSP. Fi-
nally, the discussion and the conclusion provide the
vital aspects of the obtained solution, together with
its most important pedagogical implications and di-
rections for future use.

Methodology

The completion of this research implied an im-
plementation of a series of strongly related steps to-
ward the design and evaluation of the original rating
scale for the assessment of oral presentation in LSP,
and more precisely ESP. As a starting point, an analy-
sis of different theoretical models of communicative
competence relevant for the features of ESP oral pro-
duction activities is completed in order to identify the
key parameters that define the rating scale criteria.
Namely, based on theoretical information, we define
the construct of communicative competence for oral
presentation in ESP: we identify its key components
that function as assessment criteria and we elaborate
a list of descriptors for each of the criteria.

In the following step, we submit the rating scale
criteria to the evaluation of LSP teachers. On the basis
of an original survey, we explore whether the teachers
evaluate all the criteria equally within the process of
oral presentation assessment or they give priority to
different criteria.

The results from the survey enable the follow-
ing multi criteria decision-making (MCDM) anal-
ysis. In other words, the responses from the survey
help us define a number of alternatives of the rating
scales, which are then submitted to the MCDC analy-
sis in order to decide which model is the most opti-
mal among the range of the offered ones. As Hensen
and Devlin (2019) explain, the fuzzy model of MCDC
enables calculating the values for each alternative re-
lated to the existing criteria. The obtained values are
further multiplied by weight coefficients so that the
results point out the relative importance of each par-
ticular alternative. The following step includes calcu-
lating the total sum of all the alternatives in order to
rank the derived results. Radoji¢i¢ and Zizovi¢ (1998)
further explain that the MCDC of fuzziness can de-
crease the degree of subjectivity during the decision-
making process (p. 77). That way, we actually per-
form the analysis of vagueness while the coefficients
take diverse weight values. In other words, the impor-
tance of each particular criterion can be modified in
the process of the final decision-making. We may also
check to what extent a criterion affects the final alter-
natives’ range, i.e. how much an individual system is
liable to changes and how sensitive it is.

Criteria and descriptors for LSP
oral presentation assessment

The initial step when designing a rating scale
is the development of the relevant criteria and corre-
sponding descriptors. In addition to the previous the-
oretical analysis of relevant communicative compe-
tence models, we completed a survey of the research
that focused on the different characteristics of oral
communication, and especially, of oral presentation
as a specific task (see Luoma, 2004; Richards, 2008;
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Fulcher, 2014). In this way, we were able to identify

the following key parameters:

e grammar accuracy (word order, tenses,
high/low gravity errors);

e use of fixed phrases and formulaic expres- ¢ meeting the needs of the audience and their

sions (appropriate opening, announcement
of a topic, introduction of presenters, mov-
ing on to the next slide, summarizing and
appropriate closing);

clarity of presentation (overall comprehen-
sibility that relates to speed, intonation,
stress, and rhythm);

effectiveness of presentation (general qual-

ity of voice, expressiveness, liveliness, and
enthusiasm);

fluency (automaticity of performance, fa-
miliarity with a chosen topic);

management;

managing eye-contact (paralinguistic fea-
tures);

structure and organization of presentation,
i.e. logical manner of delivery and use of ap-
propriate vocabulary.

The complexity of aspects that all come into
play when describing oral performance in LSP in Eng-
lish as a foreign language is synthesized in Table 1.

Table 1. Communicative competence construct with the corresponding criteria for assessment of oral presentation

in LSP,

Communicative competence
components

Construct components/ criteria

Grammatical knowledge/
Linguistic competence

Textual knowledge/
Discourse competence
Sociolinguistic knowledge/
Sociolinguistic competence
Functional knowledge/
Functional competence
Strategies

Contextual knowledge

Clarity of presentation

Fluency

Vocabulary

Grammar accuracy

Structure and organisation of presentation

Use of appropriate register
Use of appropriate style
Handling follow-up questions

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

Appropriacy of topic

Background knowledge
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The overview in Table 1 shows that the LSP
oral presentation construct for assessment in our re-
search context is based on the total number of 19
criteria categorized according to six components: 1)
grammatical knowledge, i.e. linguistic competence,
2) textual knowledge, i.e. discursive knowledge, 3)
sociolinguistic knowledge, i.e. sociolinguistic com-
petence, 4) functional knowledge, i.e. functional
competence, 5) strategies and 6) contextual knowl-
edge. As we have already mentioned, the criteria ac-
tually represent the components of communicative
competence we intend to evaluate during a student’s

Table 2. Rating scale criteria with descriptors.

delivery. We also optimise the criteria by defining
the relatable descriptors.

Iberri-Shea (2017) highlights the importance
of developing a specific rating scale intended for oral
production activities assessment and therefore, in
her study, defines the descriptors that explain differ-
ent assessment criteria (pp. 11-14). Also, when de-
fining the descriptors in our research we consider
the proficiency levels that describe public speaking
activities as given in CEFR. The criteria with the de-
scriptors are presented in Table 2.

Criterion

Descriptor

Language knowledge

Clarity of presentation

A student talks loud enough, at appropriate speed, with appropriate

intonation and rhythm.

Fluency

Vocabulary

Use of appropriate register
topic.

Use of appropriate style
formality.

Grammar accuracy

A student talks fluently, spontaneously and without hesitation.
A student uses vocabulary that is in line with a specific ESP topic.
A student uses appropriate register that is in line with a specific ESP

A student adapts their delivery style to suit appropriate level of

A student mostly uses language constructions correctly (e.g. tenses,

sequence of tenses) with an appropriate word order. Occasional errors
do not impede communication.
Presentation content and structure

Appropriacy of topic
Background knowledge
Structure and organisation of
presentation

Chosen topic is relevant for specific LSP area.

A student shows appropriate subject knowledge.

A student’s presentation is clear and well-structured. It includes
appropriate presentation elements, such as an introduction main points

and a relevant conclusion. There is 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 point.

The student’s interaction with other team members is appropriate,
including proper ending of the presentation and inviting audience
members to ask questions and participate.

Audio-visual aids

A student uses appropriate software for visual presentation of the text,

such as images, animations, or clips.

Alignment of thematic content with
supporting visual material

Oral presentation is in line with visual aids used in slides. Material is
effortlessly delivered and is straightforward to follow.

Alignment of visual materials’ delivery = Visual materials’ delivery is in line with oral presentation material and

with the context of entire presentation  pace.
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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

Presentation strategies
A student chooses a topic that is compatible with their level of LSP
proficiency.
A student has delivered a presentation relevant to audience interest.

A student has prepared a straightforward presentation and has shown
the ability to work as a team member.

A student presents effectively, persuasively, and enthusiastically using
appropriate non-verbal presentation skills (e.g. gestures or miming).
A student manages to keep eye-contact with the audience in order

to check whether they are being understood, whether the topic is of
interest, or whether they have lost the audiences’ attention.

A student mostly gives appropriate answers or comments in response
to the audience.

Time management

A student keeps within an appropriate time frame.

As shown in Table 2, the criteria are divided
into three different groups: 1) language knowledge
criteria, 2) presentation content and structure crite-
ria and 3) strategies criteria. The language knowledge
criteria contain: 1) clarity of presentation, 2) fluency,
3) vocabulary, 4) use of appropriate register, 5) use of
appropriate style, and 6) grammar accuracy. The sec-
ond criteria group relates to the structure and con-
tent of presentation and observes: 1) appropriacy of
topic, 2) background knowledge, 3) structure and or-
ganisation of presentation, 4) audio-visual aids, 5)
alignment of thematic content with supporting visual
material, and 6) alignment of visual materials’ deliv-
ery with the context of entire presentation. The third
group encompasses the parameters that are related to
the presentation strategies, i.e., 1) topic appropriacy
relevant to a student’s level of LSP proficiency, 2) top-
ic appropriacy relevant to the interest of audience, 3)
planning and preparation, 4) effectiveness of presen-
tation, 5) managing eye-contact, 6) handling follow-
up questions, and 7) time-management.

Research instrument and sample

Starting from the established rating scale with
descriptors, presented in the previous segment, we
set out to explore teachers’ attitudes about each in-

dividual scale’s criterion importance. More precise-
ly, we designed a survey with the established rating
scale (Table 2) and the teachers were asked to rate
suggested criteria using Likert scale (ranging from
1 - not important at all to 5 - very important) in or-
der to show how much each of the criteria affected
the evaluation of their students” oral presentations.

We used online environment for data collec-
tion: an anonymous Google form survey was cre-
ated in Serbian and disseminated to teachers of lan-
guages for specific purposes (LSP) in higher educa-
tion institutions and vocational secondary schools
all around Serbia and Croatia. The Google form link
was sent to the Language for Specific Purposes Cen-
tre, the Association for Foreign Languages and Lit-
eratures of Serbia, and the Serbian Association for
the Study of English. The survey was also posted on
the Association for Foreign Languages and Litera-
tures of Serbia’s Facebook page and LSP Teachers at
Higher Education Institutions in Croatia’s Facebook
page. The entire data-collection process lasted for
two and a half months, from November 2021 un-
til the mid of December 2022, for a total of 103 re-
sponses.
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Results

The data from the survey were submitted to
the descriptive analysis which shows the mean val-
ues of the grades the teachers” used to assess sug-
gested criteria (see Appendix 1). We expected that
the teachers” evaluation would help us discern sev-
eral criteria that they considered particularly impor-
tant for oral presentations’ assessment. However, it
turned out that the mean values for each particular
criterion were approximately equal (see Figure 1),
which implies that the teachers do not give priority
to any of the distinct criteria and that all the param-

Figure 1. Mean values of teachers’ grades for oral presentation assessment criteria

(adapted from Petrovi¢, 2022: 99).
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13. Topic complexi

14. Topic appropriac

eters, according to their opinions, affect the assess-
ment of students’ performances almost in the same
measure. These results would further imply that our
rating scale should have contained all of 19 assess-
ment criteria. Therefore, in order to avoid possi-
ble confusion and overload that could arise when a
nineteen-criteria-scale is used for oral presentation
assessment, we set out to design an optimal rating
scale with a reduced number of criteria as presented
in the following section.

Rating scale models

In order to create an
optimal rating scale for the
assessment of oral presen-
tations in LSP, a fuzzy mul-
ticriteria  decision-mak-
ing (MCDM) analysis was
conducted. Five different
scales’ models were made,
each containing 9 criteria.
The models include the
scales that are based on:
1) strategic competence,
2) language knowledge,
3) content and structure
of presentation, 4) specif-
ic purpose communicative
competence, and 5) intui-
tive model of the research-
er. Importantly, an addi-
tional effort was invested
in the selection of the cri-
teria so that each of them
could be included into
one of the scales models
at least once. Each scale
model, as well as the prin-
ciple of choosing the crite-
ria that feature particular
scale are explained more
thoroughly bellow. Fol-

)

17. Mamaging oye-contact |
19. Time managernent g

15. Planning and preparation
18. Handling follow-up questions

16. Effectiveness of presentation
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lowing this, fuzzy MCDM analysis was conducted in
order to find an optimal rating scale model with the
belonging criteria.

Model 1, or the Strategic Competence Scale,
contains 9 criteria (see Table 3). It includes seven
criteria that make presentation strategies. Since the
descriptive analysis showed that all the criteria were
rated almost equally in the survey, the other criteria
of Model 1 were chosen on the basis of the great-
est number of the best scores (5). Additionally, the
eighth parameter is the language knowledge criteri-
on that scored with the best grades, while the ninth
belongs to the content and structure group (see Ap-
pendix1).

Table 3. Model 1: Strategic Competence Scale.

Criteria Group Criteria

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
Time management

Language knowledge =~ Vocabulary
Presentation content Structure and organisation of
and structure presentation

Table 4. Model 2: Language Knowledge Scale.

Table 4 represents Model 2 or the Language
Knowledge Scale. It contains six language knowl-
edge criteria. The seventh criterion belongs to the
presentation content and structure group (see Table
2) and is selected on the basis of the greatest num-
ber of the highest survey scores (see Appendix 1).
The following two parameters were selected on the
same principle and describe the strategies that the
students use while presenting.

Criteria Group Criteria
Language Clarity of presentation
knowledge Fluency

Vocabulary

Use of appropriate register
Use of appropriate style
Grammar accuracy

Structure and organisation of
presentation

Managing eye-contact

Presentation content
and structure
Presentation

strategies Effectiveness of presentation

Table 5 illustrates the third scale Model 3 that
consists of six criteria describing presentation con-
tent and structure parameters. The next two crite-
ria, selected as the most prominent ones with the
greatest number of the highest scores (see Appendix
1), refer to language knowledge. The ninth criterion
was chosen as the most influential in the presenta-
tion strategies category according to the grades of
the research respondents.

Table 5. Model 3: Presentation Content and
Structure Scale.

Criteria Group Criteria
Presentation content ~ Appropriacy of topic
and structure Background knowledge
Structure and organisation of
presentation

Audio-visual aids

Alignment of thematic
content with supporting visual
material

Alignment of visual materials’
delivery with the context of
entire presentation

Language knowledge =~ Vocabulary

Fluency
Presentation Managing eye-contact
strategies
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Model 4 or the Specific Purpose Communi-
cative Competence Scale contains three criteria that
describe LSP communicative competence. These
were the teachers’ options selected as the most influ-
ential ones (see Appendix 1). They refer to topic, vo-
cabulary and register appropriate for particular LSP
field. Then, the two most prominent criteria from
the other two groups were also selected as the most
suitable to describe learners’ communicative com-
petence when delivering oral presentations. Model 4
is presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Model 4: Specific Purpose Communicative
Competence Scale.

Criteria Group Criteria
Language knowledge  Clarity of presentation
Vocabulary
Fluency

Use of appropriate register
Content and structure  Structure and organisation of
of presentation presentation

Appropriacy of topic

Alignment of thematic

content with supporting visual

material
Presentation Managing eye-contact
strategies Effectiveness of presentation

Finally, Model 5 is the Intuitive Scale model
of the researcher, presented in Table 7. The principle
of selecting criteria was based on equal proportion
of the parameters belonging to the three different
groups of criteria, i.e. the language knowledge cri-
teria, the content and structure of presentation cri-
teria, and the presenting strategies criteria in equal
proportion: 3:3:3. Also, the principle of the greatest
number of the highest scores was not followed for
this particular model. Besides equal proportion, the
researcher considered the selected criteria particu-
larly important for describing communicative com-
petence of learners when delivering oral presenta-
tions in LSP.

Table 7. Model 5: Intuitive Scale.

Criteria Group Criteria
Clarity of presentation
Language knowledge  Fluency

Use of appropriate register

Content and structure  Background knowledge

of presentation Structure and organisation of
presentation

Alignment of visual materials’
delivery with the context of
entire presentation

Planning and preparation
Effectiveness of presentation
Managing eye-contact

Presentation
strategies

Multicriteria decision-making analysis

As previously announced, fuzzy multicrite-
ria decision-making (MCDM) analysis enables se-
lecting the optimal solution among multiple possi-
ble ones. This paper presents the fuzzy MCDC ap-
plication according to 3 criteria (C): C1 - language
knowledge, C2 - content and structure of presenta-
tion, and C3 - presenting strategies. In our research,
we assigned C1, C2 and C3 to 5 different scales
models which represent the alternatives. We start-
ed calculation by assigning equal weight coefficients
to the criteria C1, C2 and C3, i.e. each of them had
equal importance and proportion. Further on, we
conducted the sensitivity test by assigning different
weight coeflicients to different criteria. This enabled
us to reach the conclusion which scale model was
the most optimal for assessment of LSP oral presen-
tation. Table 8 presents the range of the alternatives
optimal for assessment of LSP oral presentations ob-
tained by the MCDC analysis.
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Table 8. MCDC results with the criteria having equal weight coefficients.

M C1 C2 C3 Total sum
M1 118348 128702 0 .24705
M2 0 .103645 .093962 .197606
M3 .11834 .001139 .093962 213449
M4 .06986 .099848 .093962 259795
M5 .030651 0 .051448 .0821
Level of significance .33% .33% .33%

Note. M- Model of the scale for LSP oral presentation; M1 - Strategic Competence Scale; M2 - Language Knowledge Scale;
M3 - Content and Structure of Presentation Scale; M4 - Specific Purpose Communicative Competence Scale; M5 -
Intuitive Scale; C1 - Language knowledge; C2 - Content and structure of presentation; C3 - Presenting strategies.

The MCDC analysis assesses the hierarchy
of the generated rating scale models, ranging from
the most optimal to the least optimal alternatives
designed for evaluating LSP oral presentations, i.e.,
M4>M1>M3>M2>M5. Thus, Model 4, or the Spe-
cific Purpose Communicative Competence Scale ap-
pears as the optimal option for the LSP oral presen-
tation assessment. Model 1 scale based on the pres-
entation strategies is right behind. Model 3, which
is related to the content and structure of the pres-
entation, is very close in rank to Model 1 and Mod-
el 3. However, Model 2 scale based on the language
knowledge and Model 5 (or the Intuitive Scale)
represent slightly less optimal choices comparing
to the aforementioned alternatives. These calcula-
tions were also confirmed by deeper analyses that
were conducted to test the sensitivity of the results
obtained by equal coefficients application. In other
words, all further evaluations singled out Model 4
as the first or the second option concerning the lev-
el of significance, whereas the other models did not
prove such sensitivity.

Discussion

The previous chapters explain the generation
process of the rating scale criteria for the LSP oral
presentation assessment. Starting from the relevant
theoretical models, we defined the construct of spe-

cific purpose communicative competence neces-
sary for the LSP oral presentation. On the basis of
this theoretical investigation, we identified the rel-
evant criteria with the corresponding descriptors
that were then submitted to the evaluation from
the part of the professional community of teachers
of languages for specific purposes. The mean values
obtained by descriptive analysis of the teachers’ an-
swers were then used to create five alternative mod-
els of the rating scale criteria that were subsequently
submitted to the fuzzy MCDC analysis. This analy-
sis helped us reach the conclusion that the Specific
Purpose Communicative Competence Scale is the
optimal alternative for the LSP oral presentations
assessment (see Appendix 2).

However, it is significant to point out that
these analyses do not exclude the other alterna-
tives or scales models. On the contrary, they actu-
ally present the hierarchy of the alternatives within
the continuum ranging from the most applicable to
the least applicable one. It is also of utmost impor-
tance to highlight the fact that there are slight dif-
ferences among the alternatives that represent Mod-
el 4, Model 1, Model 3, and Model 2. This leads us
to conclude that they all could be used in the as-
sessment process, since they all contain the assess-
ment construct based on the prevailing communi-
cative competence models as shown earlier in the
paper. The only significant difference in the values
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obtained by the MCDC analysis appears in Model 5,
or the Intuitive model of the researcher. This, again,
does not mean that it cannot be applied in the as-
sessment process, but that it appears as less optimal
choice than the previous four models.

Finally, since the results from the survey sug-
gest that the research participants tend to evaluate
all the criteria with same or similar importance, the
teachers could use the criteria to suit their own as-
sessment processes. More precisely, they could eval-
uate criteria using either grades or points to reach
the final conclusion about their learners’ communi-
cative competence in LSP.

Conclusion

There is no doubt that assessment represents
a considerable segment of teaching practice. The re-
search conducted in this domain shows that teach-
ers predominantly use traditional testing, or sum-
mative assessment, to evaluate their students’ per-
formances. For this reason, foreign language teach-
ers would significantly benefit from utilising alter-
native assessment, or performance assessment in
their classrooms. This particularly refers to the as-
sessment of oral production activities since it rep-
resents quite a challenging and demanding process.
Therefore, defining precise and comprehensive cri-
teria for oral performances assessment would sub-
stantially simplify rating process while making it
more objective and reliable. The previous arguments
highlight the reasons for designing original rating
scale with precisely defined criteria and correspond-
ing descriptors, as presented in this paper, that has
the potential to facilitate the assessment process by
making it more efficient while also increasing its ob-
jectivity and reliability.

We believe that an important contribution
of this paper lies in the fact that all scales models
generated in this research contain the criteria and
the descriptors based on the communicative com-
petence models which have thoroughly been exam-
ined in theoretical and empirical research for more
than two decades. Secondly, we took into consider-
ation the opinions and assessment practices of the
statistically valid number of teachers who assess LSP
oral presentations in higher education institutions
and vocational secondary schools throughout Ser-
bia and Croatia. Thirdly, we applied a fuzzy multic-
riteria decision-making analysis in our linguistic re-
search to obtain the necessary results in social sci-
ences and humanities, which presents a considera-
ble innovation since this statistic procedure is quite
rare in the field of linguistics and its disciplines.

We believe that teachers can benefit from us-
ing this multicriteria scale when assessing oral pres-
entations since it contains carefully designed assess-
ment construct, which creates the opportunity for
all the performances to be evaluated on the basis of
the same criteria without possible construct irrele-
vant parameters’ impact. The advantage of the scale
is also in the possibility to introduce the rating crite-
ria to learners prior to the task preparation and as-
sessment. Accordingly, the students can adapt their
metacognitive strategies to meet the requirements
of the task during planning and preparation phases.
The results also offer a platform for future research:
possible potentials lie in the fact that the created
models show different levels of suitability for oral
presentation assessment, so it would be interesting
to investigate performances of each particular scale
model in different teaching contexts.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Results of the survey. Summary and mean values.

Rating scale criteria Survey

Survey question:
On the Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 circle a number to evaluate how
much each of the criteria influence the achievement of an individual
learner when they deliver oral presentation in LSP.
1. Clarity of speech: a student talks loud enough, at appropriate speed,
with appropriate intonation and rhythm.

2. Fluency: a student speaks fluently, spontaneously, and without
hesitation.

3. Vocabulary: a student uses vocabulary that is in line with a specific LSP
topic.

4. Use of appropriate register: a student uses appropriate register that is in
line with a specific LSP topic.

5. Use of appropriate style: a student adapts their delivery style to suit
appropriate level of formality.

6. 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.

Likert scale
answers

G W D= G W N = U s W N = U bk W DN = Uk W N~ Ul W N~

Number of
teachers’
answers

14
31
51

12
21
69

15
83

30
62

16
38
46

18
32
49

Mean value

4.39

4.52

4.73

4.47

4.22

4.21
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Content and structure of presentation

7. Appropriacy of topic: the chosen topic is relevant for specific LSP area.

8. Background knowledge: a student shows appropriate subject

knowledge.

9. Structure and organization of the presentation:

a student’s presentation is clear and well-structured. It includes
appropriate presentation elements, such as an introduction main points
and a relevant conclusion. There is 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 point.

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.

10. Audio-visual aids: a student uses appropriate software for the visual

presentation of the text, such as images, animations or clips.

11. Alignment of thematic content with supporting visual material: oral

presentation is in line with visual aids used in the slides. Material is
effortlessly delivered and is straightforward to follow.

12. Alignment of visual materials’ delivery with the context of entire

80

presentation: delivery of visual materials is in line with the oral
presentation material and pace.

G W D= G W N

—

[\

'S

w

Gl W W N = U W N = Ul WD

13
23
62

10
28
38
23

19
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15
37
46

11
27
63

10
33
56

4.36

3.64

4.63

4.20

4.46

4.35
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13.

14.

15.

Presentation strategies

Topic complexity appropriate for student’s level of LSP proficiency:
a student chooses a topic that is compatible with their level of LSP
proficiency.

Topic appropriacy relevant to the interest of audience: a student has
delivered a presentation 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.

16. Effectiveness of presentation: a student presents effectively, persuasively

17.

18.

19.

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 to 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.

N W N =

5

Without an
answer

Gl W N = = D W bk =D W R U Ul WD = U R W= U R W N =

16
37
40

16
29
38
11

10
37
44

34
61

29
63

37
59

13
32
55

4.01

3.25

4.04

4.47

4.47

4.48

4.34
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Appendix 2. Model 4: The Specific Purpose Communicative Competence Scale.

The Specific Purpose Communicative Competence Scale

Criterion

Appropriacy of topic
Alignment of thematic content
with supporting visual material
Structure and organisation of
presentation

Clarity of presentation

Vocabulary

Fluency

Use of appropriate register
Managing eye-contact

Effectiveness of presentation

Descriptor

Chosen topic is relevant for specific LSP area.

Oral presentation is in line with visual aids used in slides. Material is
effortlessly delivered and is straightforward to follow.

A student’s presentation is clear and well-structured. It includes appropriate
presentation elements, such as an introduction main points and a relevant
conclusion. There is 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 point.

The student’s interaction with other team members is appropriate, including
proper ending of the presentation and inviting audience members to ask
questions and participate.

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

A student uses vocabulary that is in line with a specific LSP topic.

A student talks fluently, spontaneously and without hesitation.

A student uses appropriate register that is in line with a specific LSP topic.
A student manages to keep an eye-contact with the audience in order to
check whether they are being understood, whether the topic is of interest, or
whether they have lost the audiences’ attention.

A student presents effectively, persuasively, and enthusiastically using
appropriate non-verbal presentation skills (e.g. gestures or miming).
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Becna M. Ilerposuh
Mapuwuja P. Hykuh
Yuusepsuinein y Kpaiyjeeuy, Paxyniniein inexnuuxux nayxay 4auxy, Yauax, Cpduja
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Yuueepsuinein y beoipagy, ®unonowxu daxyninein, beoipag, Cpduja

PA3BOJ] BUIIEKPUTEPUNJYMCKE CKAJIE 3A OLIEIbIBAIbE KOMYHUKATVBHE
KOMIIETEHIOUJE Y OKBUPY ITIPESEHTALINIJE HA CTPAHOM JE3UKY CTPYKE

Y osom pagy je passujena euuieKpuitiepujymcka cKkana 3a ouerbusarbe YCMeHUx ipe-
3eHIlayUja HA CHIPAHOM je3UKy Cilipyke ca HAMepom ga ce Upouec ouerusarea OnNaKua u y4u-
HU 0djeKlUBHUUM U Tl0y3gaHujum, iie ga ce HaciliasHuuuma omoiyhu ga usspuie oyerusarve y
CBAKOGHEBHUM PeanHuM yC08UMA Yy YHUOHUUU HA WO jegHOCTABHUjU, UPeUUSHUJU U 8PeMeH-
cku ekoHomuuHuju Hawu. Ciioia cy uctipaxcenu ipeosnahyjyhu iieopujcku mogenu KOMyHUKa-
iueHe KomileilleHyuje u Mogenu KoMyHuKamueHe KomieiieHyuje Ha jesuxy ciipyxe, a 3aitium je
HA HWUX0BUM OCHOBAMA KPEUPAHO ileill pasTuduilux mogena ckana 3a ouerwusarse. Ilpe ceeia, y
UCTHPAIUBALY je OCMUUBEHO YKYUHO 19 kpuiliepujyma ca ogiosapajyhum geckpuiiitiopuma Ha
0a3u UCTHAKHYTHUX KAPAKTHePUCTUKA YcMeHe KOMYHUKAYUje U akiliuéHociiu jaeHol iosopa. Ha-
KoH itioia, 103 HaclasHuKa clPpaHol je3uka cilipyke Koja page y 6UCOKOUKOICKUM YCIlAH08AMA U
cpegroum citipyurum wikonama y Cpouju u Xpeamickoj cy e6anyupana ocmunibene Kpuiepujyme
WaKo wilio ce 0g wux 3axitiesasno ga uomohy Jluxepitiose ckane 8pegHyjy ipegnoxere Kpuiiepujy-
Mme oyeHom og 1 go 5, y cknagy ca wum Konuko cMamipajy ga céaxu og noHyhenux xpuitiepujyma
uma yimiuyaja Ha dociuinyhe yueHuka Apunukom wuxosoi ycmenol usnaiara. Lium nam je duo
ga Uctipaxicumo ga nu HACHIABHUUU T0gjegHAKO 6peqHyjy Kpuiliepujyme 3a ouerbusarbe YCMeHux
ipeseHillayuja Kaga epuie oyerousarve Unu HojequHUM Kpuitlepujymuma gajy apegrocii y ogHocy
Ha Hexe gpyie. Ilogayu cy GpuxyilbeHu ilyitiem OHNAjH-aHKellie, 3aiium H0gepIHy iy KeaHTUa-
MUBHOj aHANU3U, Koja je I0KA3Ana ga HACHABHULU He gajy TpegHOoCili HujegHom 0g HoHyheHux
kpuitiepujyma, eeh cmattipajy ga ux tipeda epegHo6ailiy y UPpUSTUNIHO jegHAKO] MepU UPUTUKOM
ouerwusarba ioctiuinyha citiygenaitia y okeupy ycmene tipeseniiavuje. bygyhu ga 19 kpuitiepujy-
Mma tpegciiasmpa eenuku Spoj napameitiapa Koje HaciiasHuyu wpeda ga épegHyjy Kaga oueryjy,
WO UX MOdce Oliiepeiutiiu U u3azeaiiu 3adyHy, 3a ioiipede UCTUPANUBAHA OPOPMUTIU CMO Tleili
pasnauvuitiux Mogesna cKana 3a ouerbusarbe ycmexe tpeseHitiayuje Koju cagpice pasnuvuitie Kom-
OSuHayuje tipegnoxeHux Kpuitlepujyma ca geckpuiliiopuma u ogepinu ux eUleKpuitiepujymckoj
AHAU3U 0GNIYHUBAA KAKO OUCMO gouinio go ogiosapajyhel mogena ckane iioiogHoI 3a ouerusare
ycmeHe Tipe3eHifiayuje Ha cllipaHom je3uxy ciipyke. Mogenu ckana ykmyuyjy: 1) ckany 3acHo6awy
Ha clipatieiujckoj KomieileHUUju; 2) CKamy 3acHO6AHY HA je3UHKOM 3HawY; 3) CKany 3acHO8aHy HA
cagpxcajy u Clupykiiypu tipeseniiiayuje; 4) ckany 3acHO8aHy HA KOMYHUKATHUBHO] KOMUeilieHUUju
HAa CIPAHOM je3uKy CilipyKe U 5) UHIYUUBHU MOgesl UCTApaNusaya. Pesynitiaitiu sumexpuiiie-
pujymcke ananuse ogry4usarea cy HoKa3anu ga ckaia 3a ouerusarbe KOMyHUKAueHe Komile-
ileHyuje Ha CIUPAHOM je3uKy clipyxe tipegciilaspa HAjOUMUMANHUJU MOgen Koju ce ipeiiopyyyje
3a oyerwusarve ycMere lipeseHiliayuje Ha CiParom je3uxy citipyxe y KoHilexcitly yuuoruue. InasHu
goupuHoc paga cacitioju ce y popmuparey 10iilose ckase 3a ouerusarbe ycmere ipeseHiiayuje Ha
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CULPAHOM je3UKy CUipyKe, Ulje cy 8aiUgHOCIHL U 0Y3JaHOCTl eOPUjCKU U eMUUPUJCKU YilieMeTbeHe.
ITospx thioia, ¢ 003Upom Ha THO ga je BULLEKPUTHEPUJYMCKA AHATIUZA 08UX MOGeNd TI0KA3ANA HUX08
ilopegax 0g HAjOUTUUMATHU]eT O HajMaree OUTUUMATIHOL, U ga ce TuMe He Cyiepulie UCKbYUUBAarbe
duno Kojei og gopmupanux mogena, cmammpamo ga du 3a Sygyha ucitipaxcuearea Suno KopucHo
U3BPUUTHU OUetvusarve yuomipeSom céux mogena, iie yiuopequiliu ucxoge maxéux ouervusarvd.
Hcitipancusarve imiakohe Hygu pasHe molyhHociiu 3a gapa uciuitiuara koja du ce 0gHOCUNA HA
iectiupare 8anUgHOCTIU lojequHauHe cKae y Upakcu Kpo3 weHo topeherve ca gpyium uHCiapy-
meHitiuma 3a oyervusare. Olpanuuerba 0601 UCTHPpaXUBarba ogHoce ce HA Yiowpedy arkeiile Ko
UCTAPANUBAYKOT UHCTUPYMEHIIA 3a UPUKYUbatve H0gamlaka Koja ca co6omM yeeK HOCU PU3UK U Oc-
iiaema moiyhHoCil ga UCAUTAHUYU HUCY gOBObHO MOTAUBUCAHU ga 0giosope HA HUTHAtLA.

Kmyune peuu: ciipanu jesux citipyke, ouerousarve, CKana 3a ouerbusarve, ycmeHa mpesem-
mayuja, 6UeKPUTEPUJYMCKA AHANIU3A 0GTLY HUBAtbA




