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The influence of interlocutor proficiency and rater
severity in Indonesian oral assessment

Abstract

The use of pair work in speaking assessment has been adopted as an authentic way of testing oral
proficiency in a L2 communicative language teaching classroom; however, previous studies have
controversial findings regarding whether interlocutor proficiency may influence the outcomes of oral
assessment and whether rater training will achieve long lasting inter-rater reliability. It is, therefore,
necessary to explore (1) whether providing training to raters to use the rubric will increase inter-rater
reliability, and (2) whether the test taker will perform differently, paired with an interlocutor of the same
or different proficiency level. This study aimed to investigate the oral assessment in the GEN ED
Indonesian classes at a national university in Taiwan, using the Rasch analysis to measure to what extent
interlocutor proficiency (Indonesian language learning beginners vs. Indonesian L1 speakers) will
influence students’ oral performance and to what extent rater severity of the Indonesian teaching
assistants can be identified and controlled. Pedagogical implications are provided to inform how to
choose pair work interlocutors and how to train novice teaching assistants to achieve inter-rater
reliability.

Keywords: oral assessment, Indonesian, rater training, rater severity, interlocutor proficiency
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