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Abstract 

This mixed methods study compared IELTS examiners’ scores when assessing spoken 

performances under live and two ‘non-live’ testing conditions using audio and video recordings. 

Six IELTS examiners assessed 36 test-takers’ performances under the live, audio, and video 

rating conditions. Scores in the three rating modes were calibrated using the many-facet Rasch 

model (MFRM). For all three modes, examiners provided written justifications for their ratings, 

and verbal reports were also collected to gain insights into examiner perceptions towards 

performance under the audio and video conditions. Results showed that, for all rating criteria, 

audio ratings were significantly lower than live and video ratings. Examiners noticed more 

negative performance features under the two non-live rating conditions, compared to the live 

condition. However, richer information about test-taker performance in the video mode 

appeared to cause raters to rely less on such negative evidence than audio raters when awarding 

scores. Verbal report data showed that having visual information in the video-rating mode 
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helped examiners to understand what the test-takers were saying, to comprehend better what 

test-takers were communicating using non-verbal means, and to understand with greater 

confidence the source of test-takers’ hesitation, pauses, and awkwardness. 
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It has long been suggested that double rating of spoken performance is essential to establish 

scoring validity for a speaking test and ensure fairness to test-takers (e.g., AERA, APA & 

NCME, 2014). However, double rating of speaking in large-scale test operationalisation is 

costly and complex due to the here-and-now nature of the speech that raters need to assess. 

Some examination boards employ two examiners who do ‘live’ rating during the speaking test 

sessions; others record the sessions for double-rating later. It is costly to have two examiners 

present for every live test, but it can be logistically complex to record and send test-taker 

performances to one or more raters post hoc (Taylor & Galaczi, 2011).  

Rapid advances in digital and computer technology have made the gathering and 

transmission of test-takers’ recorded performances much easier in sound or video format, and 

this has facilitated changes in the practice of some examination boards where the delivery and 

rating of their speaking tests are concerned. More research is needed to investigate and compare 

different modes of rating speaking test performance so that test providers can make informed 

decisions on appropriate rating methods for the future.  

One important strand in this research agenda is the exploration of technological options 

that might permit a systematic double-rating procedure for score production and reporting 

(rather than simply as a post hoc quality assurance procedure) for face-to-face speaking tests, 

especially large-scale tests administered worldwide. One such test is the International English 

Language Testing System (IELTS) which offers a one-on-one, face-to-face Speaking test.1 With 

 
1 IELTS is a large-scale, high-stakes English test designed to measure the language proficiency of those wishing 

to study or work in English-speaking contexts. The test contains Listening, Reading, and Writing subtests and a 

face-to-face Speaking test component. IELTS uses a nine-band scale to report levels of proficiency, from non-user 

(band 1) through to expert user (band 9). In 2018 the test was available in over 140 countries and was taken by 
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this in mind, this study compares examiners’ scores and their perceptions when assessing IELTS 

test-takers’ video-recorded and audio-recorded performances under non-live testing conditions. 

The examiners’ scores and perceptions of test-taker performance are also compared with those 

obtained under the standard live test condition. Conclusions are drawn concerning the 

relationship between rating modes and construct representation, as well as the role of raters in 

speaking assessment. 

 

Background to the Research  

While rater judgement plays a central role in a number of international speaking examinations 

(Wind & Peterson, 2018), not all examination boards conduct double rating for reporting 

speaking test scores. Some face-to-face speaking tests employ a single-rating system with a 

human rater (e.g., IELTS, Trinity). For computer-based tests in a semi-direct format, the audio-

recorded spoken performance may be single-rated by a human rater (e.g., TOEFL iBT) or by a 

machine (e.g., Pearson; see Nakatsuhara, Inoue & Taylor, 2017, for a summary of rating systems 

for speaking tests in international examinations.) 

Some examination boards do employ double rating with two raters for their speaking 

tests, such as the General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) in Taiwan, and many of the 

Cambridge English exams (e.g., B2 First). Both these boards use a ‘live’ double-rating system 

with two examiners present at the test sessions. Both examiners assess the test-takers’ live-

performance, one playing a dual role as an interlocutor and rater using a holistic rating scale, 

 
over 3.5 million candidates. It is owned and run jointly by the British Council, IDP: IELTS Australia, and 

Cambridge Assessment English (see www.ielts.org/). 
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while the other observes and assesses using an analytic scale. Combining holistic and analytic 

rating in this way contributes to a multi-dimensional picture of test-takers’ spoken performance 

(Taylor & Galaczi, 2011) and leads to greater scoring reliability through the gathering of 

multiple observations.  

Gathering multiple observations can be achieved in different ways. One is to conduct 

‘part rating’, as for example in TOEFL iBT and Aptis Speaking where audio-recordings of 

different parts of the test performance are sent to different raters. Another approach, more 

similar to live double rating, is to have a live examiner in the test and then a second rater who 

rates the recorded performance post hoc (e.g., BULATS Speaking, TEAP in Japan). While this 

may be more cost-effective than having two examiners present during each test session, 

research is still needed as to which aspects of spoken performance may be more suitably 

assessed via different recording formats (i.e., sound or video) and through live rating. 

Furthermore, such research may shed light on the routine double rating that is currently 

conducted by testing boards for quality assurance purposes. Routine double rating can require 

considerable resources on the part of exam boards, since the percentage of recorded samples 

sent for second rating can be as high as 30% (e.g., Trinity, Cathy Taylor, 2018, personal 

communication). In routine double rating, raters usually assess audio-recorded samples with 

the same rating scale used for live rating. Whether rating behaviour for the audio-recorded 

samples is actually comparable to that for live performance, however, merits further 

investigation. This strengthens the case for examining the rating behaviours involved in 

different modes of double rating.   
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Research Comparing the Rating of Audio and Video Recorded Spoken 

Performance 

Double rating in different modes has been investigated for more than 20 years. Styles (1993) 

set out to investigate a commonly-held assumption that using video recordings would be more 

reliable, in terms of both inter- and intra-rater reliability, than using audio recordings. Style’s 

study involved three examiners and 30 IELTS test-takers, and inter- and intra-rater correlations 

obtained from the post hoc audio rating proved to be noticeably higher than those for post hoc 

video rating. However, interpretation of the results requires some caution, due to the poorer 

sound quality of the audio-recordings and the possibility that the test-taker ability of the audio- 

and video-groups in his independent-measure research design might not have been equivalent. 

Conlan, Bardsley and Martinson (1994) also explored modes of double rating. They 

sought to establish the intra-rater reliability of live and audio-taped interviews, rated by the 

same examiner, from an introspective and ethnographic perspective. The study used 27 IELTS 

test-takers and three experienced examiners. The finding that in 10 out of 27 cases the audio-

recording was rated a band lower than the live interview suggests that certain examiners took 

more account of extra linguistic, paralinguistic and non-linguistic data than others. There 

appeared to be less chance of a discrepancy between the two scores when the primarily 

linguistic features (e.g., fluency, use of particular linguistic forms, vocabulary) were taken as 

the point of focus by examiners and the slightly more peripheral features (e.g., gestures, 

confidence, eye contact, posture) were given less attention. A methodological shortcoming of 

Conlan et al.’s study is that the examiners’ retrospective reports were self-initiated after the test, 

drawing on their short-term memory; the researchers were unable to ask follow-up questions 
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probing rater attitude and behaviour. Such lessons drawn from these earlier studies are reflected 

in the current research design. 

 

Research Investigating Perceptions of Speech Samples Delivered by Different 

Modes  

The two studies referred to above seem to agree that using audio-recording with a focus on 

linguistic aspects of the performance may increase rater reliability, perhaps because video-

recordings include visual, contextual information which may direct some examiners’ attention 

away from linguistic aspects of the spoken text and potentially lead to greater variation in the 

ratings. This is in line with a body of research that suggests semi-direct speaking tests, which 

tend to narrow the construct, usually generate more reliable scores than direct speaking tests 

(e.g., Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2007). 

Research into listening perceptions of speech samples has long suggested that listeners 

rely on visual information in understanding the spoken text (e.g., Burgoon, Guerrero & Floyd, 

2016; Raffler-Engel, 1980). Some researchers have investigated test-takers’ listening 

comprehension across different modes of material presentation and concluded that presenting 

video facilitates understanding better than audio-only materials because of the presence of 

visual and contextual information, although there are some individual differences (e.g., Wagner, 

2008; 2010). While using video materials may enhance face validity, other researchers have 

shown concerns that it may lead to distraction, because visual information may impose 

additional demands upon listener attention (e.g., Bejar, Douglas, Jamieson, Nissan & Turner, 

2000).  
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In contrast to the ample research available in the field of listening assessment, there has 

been relatively little research into the influence of different modes of material presentation on 

raters in speaking tests (i.e., live, audio, or video rating of test-taker performance). One 

interesting line of enquiry would be to examine whether either mode of non-live rating (i.e. 

audio or video) leads to examiners’ attention being oriented to more positive or negative aspects 

of test-takers’ output related to each analytical rating criterion. Building on the findings of the 

two earlier IELTS studies (Styles, 1993; Conlan et al., 1994), the current research was designed 

to fill this gap by exploring ratings and rater perceptions in depth.  

 

Objectives of the Current Research 

The face-to-face nature of the IELTS Speaking Test has long been considered effective for 

achieving the purpose of eliciting a test-taker’s language in interaction. The test takes a one-on-

one examiner/test-taker format, lasting 11–14 minutes and consisting of three parts: Part 1—

Introduction and interview (4–5 minutes); Part 2—Test-taker long turn (3–4 minutes), and Part 

3—Examiner and test-taker discussion (4–5 minutes). Rating is conducted by a single examiner 

playing the dual role of interlocutor and rater during the live test session. The examiner awards 

scores on a scale of 1–9 on four analytical rating criteria: Fluency, Lexis, Grammar, and 

Pronunciation. The examiner awards a rating for each of the four analytical criteria across the 

whole of the test (not for each individual test part). This results in four criterion subscores which 

are then combined and rounded to report an overall score for the Speaking test on the nine-band 

scale (e.g., band 5.5).  

All speaking test sessions are audio-recorded (and thus available for double rating 

whenever required), but the proportion of samples sent for double rating as a routine quality 
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assurance procedure is currently limited due to cost and logistics. However, technological 

developments, including the use of audio- or video-recorded performances, either 

synchronously or asynchonously, may permit the large-scale, routine use of double rating in the 

future. For this reason, improved understanding of rater perceptions as well as of rating 

outcomes under different rating conditions becomes an important area for research and it 

provides the rationale for the study reported below.    

The research questions addressed in this study, specifically in relation to IELTS 

Speaking, are: 

RQ1: Are there any differences in examiners’ scores when they rate test-taker performance 

under live-, audio-, and video-rating conditions? 

RQ2: To what extent do examiners notice positive and negative performance features while 

awarding scores under the live-, audio-, and video-rating conditions? 

RQ3: How do examiners perceive test-taker performance under the audio- and video-rating 

conditions? 

 

Methodology 

This study employed a convergent, parallel-mixed methods design (Creswell & Plano Clark, 

2011), where different but complementary quantitative and qualitative data sources were 

gathered and separately analysed, after which findings were integrated and triangulated. A 

summary of the research design is presented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Research design 
 

 
 

 

Participants: Test-takers and Examiners 

Thirty-six test-takers with a wide range of spoken English proficiency (IELTS Speaking scores 

ranging from band 3.0 to band 8.0) studying at a pre-sessional course of a UK University took 

part in this study. Of the 36 participants, 17 were male and 19 were female. All were 

approximately 20 years old (mean: 19.34, SD: 1.31), and length of stay in the UK ranged from 

1 to 24 months (mean: 7.72, SD: 4.88). The first language (L1) of 28 test-takers was Mandarin 

Chinese, and the rest included five L1 Cantonese, two L1 Arabic and one L1 Kazakh test-takers.  

The live, audio, and video performances of these 36 test-takers were rated by six trained 

IELTS examiners (Examiner A, B, C, D, E, F). While Examiner A carried out all three types of 

rating, Examiners B and C were involved in live and audio ratings, Examiner D was involved 

in audio and video ratings, and Examiners E and F were involved only in video ratings (see 

Table 1). 
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Table 1. Examiners involved in live, audio and video ratings 

                Examiner  

Mode                         
A B C D E F 

Live x x x    

Audio x x x x   

Video  x   x x x 

  

Data Collection 

Test Scores 

Two retired test versions of the IELTS Speaking test were made available for the study (Version 

1: Interests, and Version 2: Parties). The 36 test-takers took one of these two versions of the 

IELTS Speaking test administered by Examiners A, B, and C. Each examiner interviewed 12 

test-takers face to face and awarded scores during the live test sessions using the four analytical 

criteria (Fluency, Lexis, Grammar, and Pronunciation). It is important to note that in the 

operational IELTS Speaking test examiners award one set of analytical scores based on a test-

taker’s entire test performance (see the earlier section on objectives). However, this 

experimental study exercised a by-part scoring approach where scores were given to Parts 2 

and 3 of the test separately (Part 1 of the test was treated as a warm-up task and was not 

assessed). Given task-type related differences in the nature of language elicited by test-takers 

between face-to-face and video-conferencing delivery modes (e.g., Nakatsuhara, Inoue, Berry 

& Galaczi, 2017), it was considered relevant to obtain by-part scores so that it is possible to 

factor a potential effect of task type in the analyses.  

All the live test sessions were both audio and video recorded. The video and audio 

recordings were then edited to separate test-takers’ performances on Part 2 from those on Part 
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3. A mixture of separate Part 2 and Part 3 recordings from different test-takers was given to the 

six examiners (A to F) for audio and video rating purposes. The rating followed a matrix that 

was designed to have all six examiners sufficiently overlap with one another and to avoid 

disjoint subsets (See Appendix). This was to allow the Facets program to calibrate live, audio, 

and video rating scores on the same logit scale, while taking account of examiner severity levels 

and other potential sources for score variance. 

 

Examiners’ Written Commentaries 

The examiners in all rating modes were asked to make notes (using a 1-page proforma) on why 

they awarded their scores on each of the four analytical criteria on Parts 2 and 3. Compared 

with the verbal report methodology (as described below), a written description is likely to be 

less informative. However, given the ease of collecting larger datasets in this manner, it was 

considered worthwhile obtaining brief notes from examiners to supplement a small quantity of 

verbal report data. In total, 1,396 comments were collected from six examiners who rated Parts 

2 and 3 of the speaking test separately across the four analytical rating criteria (Fluency, Lexis, 

Grammar, and Pronunciation). 

 

Verbal Report Data on Audio and Video Rating 

Four test-takers’ (Test-taker ID: S04, S05, S09, S29) audio and video recordings were selected 

for collecting examiners’ verbal report data. The four recordings were selected because they 

represented a range of performances: IELTS bands 4.0, 5.0, 6.0, and 7.0. Of the six examiners, 

Examiners A, D, E, and F participated in verbal report sessions, given Examiners B and C’s 

unavailability to take part in this phase of data collection. Verbal report methodology has been 

employed in a number of speaking test studies and has proved to be an effective method for 
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gaining useful insights into examiners’ scoring processes (e.g., Brown, Iwashita & McNamara, 

2005; May, 2011).  

The examiners, who completed verbal reports, first received a tutorial that introduced 

the procedures for verbal report protocols. Following the procedure used in May (2011), verbal 

reports were collected in two phases for both audio and video verbal reporting, using stimulated 

recall methodology (Mackey & Gass, 2016).  

◼ Phase 1: Examiners listened to/watched the entire audio/video speech sample 

without pausing, gave scores and made general oral comments about a test-taker’s 

overall task performance.  

◼ Phase 2: Examiners listened to/watched the audio/video sample once again, while 

pausing a recording whenever necessary to make oral comments about any features 

that they found interesting or salient related to the four analytical criteria. 

The order of audio and video verbal reporting sessions for the four examiners was counter-

balanced. The four examiners (Examiners A, D, E, and F) were instructed to try not to refer to 

what they had heard/watched before and to start each rating as for a new test-taker. This was to 

minimise any effects of the rating of a test-taker in one mode on the following rating of the 

same test-taker in the other mode. All sessions were facilitated by two researchers who asked 

the examiners to elaborate on their views whenever appropriate, and invited their final remarks 

at the end of the verbal report sessions. All verbal report sessions were audio recorded.  
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Data Analysis 

Test Scores    

Scores awarded under the live, audio, and video rating conditions were calibrated with the 

many-facet Rasch model (MFRM) using Facets 3.71.3 (Linacre, 2013). Two sets of MFRM 

analyses were carried out with test scores.  

First, to gain an overall picture of the score results, a rating scale model analysis2 was 

conducted using six facets as potential sources for score variance: test-taker (S01-S36), test 

version (interest, parties), examiner (A-F), test part (parts 2 and 3), rating mode (live, audio, 

video), and rating criterion (Fluency, Lexis, Grammar, and Pronunciation). The standard 

MFRM equation (see Linacre, 2019, p.17) was used to model these facets. 

Following the overall analysis, we dummied out the rating mode facet, and then 

performed a bias/interaction analysis3 between the rating mode and rating criterion facets, in 

order to investigate whether and to what extent the three rating modes interact with the four 

analytical rating criteria. By dummying the mode facet out (i.e., anchoring the logit value at 0), 

the facet was not used for estimation, which minutely affected the data-model fit (but all the 

data-model fit statistics were within an acceptable range). The dummy facet anchored the model 

when the bias/interaction analysis was run. Facets then used the residuals from those 

interactions with its own difficulty estimate, enabling the running of pairwise comparisons. 

 

  

 
2 The rating scale model was applied to the dataset rather than the partial credit model, as the level steps across the 

four analytical criterion scales of IELTS Speaking were designed to be comparable, consistent with the original 

holistic rating scale design for IELTS Speaking (Taylor & Falvey, 2007). 

3 See http://winsteps.com/facetman/biasestimation.htm for more details on how bias/interaction analyses work in 

Facets. 
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Examiners’ Written Commentaries 

All 1,396 written comments provided by the examiners under the three rating conditions were 

typed out and organised in spreadsheet format. Given the large volume and the brief and concise 

nature of the dataset, the data were analysed quantitatively to complement the qualitative 

analysis of the verbal report data. Building on IELTS research which suggested variability in 

examiners’ rating processes and orientations (e.g., Brown, 2006; Galaczi, Lim & Khabbazbashi, 

2012), it was considered appropriate to quantify the degree of positivity of their comments on 

a common ordinal scale and analyse them as a unidimensional concept using MFRM. The 

application of MFRM on a coded dataset is a novel approach, though akin to the well-

established use of MFRM on Likert-scale questionnaire responses. This approach was 

considered to offer a good summary of the examiner orientations while allowing the results to 

take account of examiner variations (e.g., some raters orient to more negative features in a 

particular rating criterion) as well as other facets such as test part and test version.  

To that end, the written commentaries on each of the four analytical criteria were then 

coded according to the positive and/or negative performance features described and offered by 

examiners as reasons for the scores awarded, and the degree of positivity was quantified and 

compared between the audio and video rating conditions. This was to examine whether either 

mode of non-live rating leads to examiners’ attention being oriented to more positive or negative 

aspects of test-takers’ output related to each analytical criterion. To measure the degree of 

positivity, all examiner comments were classified into three ordinal scale levels: 1. Negative, 2.  

Both negative and positive, and 3. Positive, where higher ratings indicated more positive 

impressions of a speaking performance. When comments could not be classified in terms of 

their positivity, they were coded as Unclassified and treated as missing data. Some example 

comments are illustrated below. 
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◼ Comments referring to Negative features of the test-taker’s performance (coded as 1) – 

e.g., ‘Patches that are unclear and mispronunciations are frequent.’ (Pronunciation, 

Band 4, S12, Examiner B, Part 2, Audio) 

◼ Comments referring to both Positive and Negative features of the test-taker’s 

performance (coded as 2) – e.g., ‘Wide variety of structures, including subordinate 

clauses. Some inaccuracies persist. Occasional self-corrections. Generally accurate.’ 

(Grammar, Band 7, S05, Examiner F, Part 2, Video) 

◼ Comments referring to Positive features of the test-taker’s performance (coded as 3) – 

e.g., ‘Wide enough range to discuss topics at length. Generally paraphrases successfully, 

e.g., ‘eat noodles, give a wish for living longer and healthy.’ (Lexis, Band 6, S20, 

Examiner E, Part 3, Video) 

◼ Comments that could not be classified in any of the three categories (coded as 

Unclassified) – e.g., ‘Possible 5 in latter part but overall 4.’ (Fluency, Band 4, S01, 

Examiner C, Part 3, Audio) 

The coding was straightforward, but after 20% of the coding had been completed by 

one of the researchers, another researcher checked the accuracy of the coding and discussed a 

few ambiguous cases (especially related to ‘unclassified’ comments). The remaining data were 

then coded by one researcher. However, whenever uncertainties occurred, the two researchers 

discussed each case and agreed on a relevant coding decision4.  

 
4 Due to the straightforward nature of coding, the use of manual coding of examiner comments was thought to be 

appropriate. It was also considered beneficial for the researchers to engage in individual comments in the process 

of manual coding, in order to allow for better triangulation of findings from different data sources. 
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The degrees of positivity in comments were then analysed by MFRM analysis. To 

compare the degree of positivity in examiner comments across the three rating modes while 

taking into account examiner variability and other possible factors that might affect examiners’ 

orientations, a rating scale model analysis was conducted with 5 facets: test-taker, examiner, 

test part, test version and comment on each rating criterion under the three rating conditions 

(e.g., Fluency live, Fluency audio, Fluency video, Lexis live, Lexis audio, Lexis video). It should 

be noted that rating criteria were combined as one facet, to examine how each combination of 

a rating mode and criterion would be ordered rather than observing the orders of rating modes 

and criteria separately (see Figure 4 in the Results section). This allowed for the comparison of 

comment positivity across the three rating modes.  

 

Verbal Report on Audio and Video Rating 

All verbal report recordings where the examiners referred to their rating behaviours and their 

perceptions towards test-takers’ performance under the audio and video conditions were 

transcribed. Two researchers who facilitated verbal report sessions with four examiners took 

detailed observational notes during the verbal report sessions, and recorded examiners’ 

comments. Their notes were helpful when listening to the audio-recordings once again to 

identify relevant parts to transcribe. 

Detailed coding schemes were developed while analysing the transcribed data. Two of 

the researchers went through all the relevant, transcribed verbal report data together and 

iteratively worked out the emerging themes and sub-themes. Emerging topics and comments 

were then captured in spreadsheet format so they could be coded and categorised according to 

different main themes and sub-themes. The thematic content of verbal reports was then 
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discussed for any similarities and differences in examiners’ perceptions towards test-takers’ 

performance under the two non-live rating conditions.  

 

 

Results 

Rating Score Analysis (RQ1)  

Table 2 shows a summary of the descriptive statistics of the scores awarded for the three rating 

conditions. For ease of presentation, scores from different test parts and scores from different 

raters are combined here. The mean scores of live and video ratings were all above band 5.0 

(ranging from 5.05 to 5.40), while those of audio ratings were below band 5.0 (ranging from 

4.53 to 4.75). Additionally, in line with previous studies noted earlier (e.g., Douglas & 

Hegelheimer, 2007; Styles, 1993), the range of standard deviations shows that assessing audio-

recorded performances led to more consistent ratings than live and video ratings with visual 

information. 

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of test scores in three rating modes (N=36): Mean (SD) 

 Fluency Lexis Grammar Pronunciation 

Live 5.40 (1.25) 5.21 (1.10) 5.31 (1.18) 5.33 (1.12) 

Audio 4.75 (0.70) 4.58 (0.63) 4.63 (0.63) 4.72 (0.58) 

Video 5.10 (1.01) 5.21 (1.01) 5.19 (1.02) 5.05 (1.04) 

 

Prior to the further analyses of the data with MFRM, the assumption of 

unidimensionality was checked. The acceptable ranges of data-model fit statistics (presented in 

Tables 3 and 4 below) confirmed the unidimensionality of the data set. Furthermore, principal 
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components analysis of the Rasch standardised residuals from 12 ratings (i.e., 4 rating criteria 

x 3 modes) per test-taker extracted five factors, each having a very strong disattenuated 

correlation of .89 or above with all the rating clusters, which provided additional evidence for 

data unidimensionality (Linacre, 2020: 416).      

 

Overall Analysis   

Figure 2 and Table 3 provide the overview of the results of the 6-facet analysis. Figure 2 plots 

estimates of test-taker ability, test version difficulty, examiner severity, test part difficulty, rating mode 

difficulty, and rating criteria difficulty. All facets but test-taker ability are negatively scaled. The last 

column, ‘scale’, shows the 9-level IELTS band scale. Of most importance to this study is the ‘mode’ 

column, visually representing that the audio ratings were harsher than the live and video ratings. 

 Table 3 shows that there were 8.47 statistically distinguishable levels in the test-taker 

facet, 3.99 in the rater facet, and 5.77 in the mode facet. The relatively small RMSE values 

across the 6 facets confirmed “the overall precision of the measurement of the elements in the 

facet” (Linacre, 2019, p.206). The Rasch-kappa value for the rater agreement was 0.08, 

indicating that the ratings were in accord with the Rasch independence assumption (Eckes, 2015, 

p.92). As displayed in Table 3, all six facets were examined for data-model fit, which confirmed 

that infit and outfit mean square values for all elements included in the six facets fell within the 

“productive for measurement” range5 of 0.5 to 1.5 (Wright & Linacre, 1994), except for three 

 
5 This research adopted the “productive for measurement” range suggested by Wright and Linacre (1994) which 

seems to have been most widely used in validation research on operational speaking tests. It should however be 

acknowledged that this can potentially be a limitation of this study, as researchers in the field of educational 

measurement have recently started recommending a bootstrap approach (Wolfe, 2013) to identify sample-specific 

cut-off values rather than applying fixed cut-off values. 
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test-takers who misfitted the model6. Figure 3 shows category probability curves, illustrating 

how examiners applied the IELTS band categories (i.e., Bands 1-9) across the four analytic 

criteria. The clear, separate peak for each category suggests that none of these categories was 

over- or under-used, and the category thresholds rightly ordered from left to right indicate that 

the scale categories functioned in the intended order (Eckes, 2015: 119). 

  

 
6  These three test-takers were retained in the model, as reducing the number of responses would increase 

measurement errors. 
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Figure 2. Wright variable map of the overall score analysis 
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Table 3. Facets statistics summary 

 Test-taker * Version Rater** Part Mode Rating criterion 

M (measure) -0.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

SD (measure) 2.40 0.03 0.50 0.09 0.48 0.19 

M (SE) 0.28 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.08 0.09 

Infit MnSq – Min, Max 0.36, 2.95 0.83, 1.16 0.80, 1.10 0.97, 1.02 0.91, 1.12 0.97, 1.06 

        Misfitting case  

       (over 1.5) 

2 cases (2.90, 

1.59) 

None None None None None 

Outfit MnSq – Min, Max 0.36, 2.90 0.84, 1.14 0.79, 1.10 0.96, 1.02 0.90, 1.14 0.95, 1.05 

        Misfitting case  

        (over 1.5) 

3 cases (2.95, 

1.58, 1.51) 

None None None None None 

RMSE 0.28 0.06 0.12 0.06 0.08 0.09 

Adj. (true) SD 2.38 0.00 0.48 0.06 0.47 0.17 

Separation 8.47 0.00 3.99 1.00 5.77 1.89 

Strata 11.63 0.33 5.65 1.67 8.03 2.85 

Separation reliability 0.99 0.00 0.94 0.50 0.97 0.78 

*Test-taker is the only non-centred facet. 
**Inter-rater agreement opportunities: 552, exact agreements: 48.7%, Expected: 44.2% 
 
 
 

Figure 3. Probability curves 
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We now focus on the rating mode facet which is of most relevance to this study. Table 4 shows 

that the audio rating mode was substantially more difficult than the live and video rating modes. 

The live and video rating modes exhibited very similar difficulty levels. The fair average scores 

of the three modes were 5.22, 5.15, and 4.82 for the live, video, and audio ratings respectively, 

indicating that there was a difference of 0.40 of a band between the live and audio ratings, while 

the live and video modes differed by only 0.07 of a band. Fixed (all same) chi-square also shows 

that the mode of rating significantly affected rating scores awarded (X2 = 199.9, p < 0.01). 

Table 4. Rating mode measurement report 

 Measure Real S.E. 
Observed 

Average 

Fair (M) 

Average 

Infit 

MnSq 

Outfit 

MnSq 

Live -0.42 0.10 5.31 5.22 1.12 1.14 

Video -0.25 0.07 5.14 5.15 1.02 1.01 

Audio 0.67 0.07 4.70 4.82 0.91 0.90 

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 199.9, d.f.: 2, significance: 0.00 

 

Although the difference between the live and audio fair average scores was 0.40 of a band, 

which is smaller than the smallest unit (half a band) that would make an actual difference to a 

test-taker’s final score in the IELTS Speaking Test, it is worth noting that by applying the IELTS 

rounding-down convention, both the live and video mean scores are rounded down as band 5, 

while the audio mean score becomes band 4.5. (Note that, in the operational IELTS Speaking 

Test, where the average of the four rating criteria subscores for a test-taker could include 0.75 

and 0.25 of a band, the overall score is rounded down; for example, 5.25 is rounded down as 

band 5.)  
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Bias/Interaction Analyses 

Following the overall analysis above, we dummied out the rating mode facet entirely, and then 

performed a bias/interaction analysis between the rating mode and rating criterion facets, in 

order to investigate whether and to what extent the three rating modes interact with the four 

analytical rating criteria. By dummying the mode facet out, it did not contribute to estimation, 

which minutely affected the data-model fit (but all the data-model fit statistics were within an 

accepted range). The dummy facet anchored the model when bias/interaction analysis was run. 

Facets then used the residuals from those interactions with its own difficulty estimate, enabling 

the running of pairwise comparisons. Table 5 presents the results of the bias/pairwise report 

together with effect sizes calculated for Welch’s t-tests. As shown in the last column, effect sizes 

for the t-tests were also computed using Cohen’s d, which indicates the proportion of a standard 

deviation difference. Cohen (1988) suggested the following guidelines for estimating size 

(small: d = 0.2, medium: d = 0.5, large: d = 0.8). The pairwise comparisons show that test-takers 

received significantly lower scores in the audio rating mode than the live rating mode with a 

medium effect size for Lexis (d = -0.65), Fluency (d = -0.61), and Grammar (d = -0.58), and 

with a relatively small effect size for Pronunciation (d = -0.34). Similarly, significantly lower 

scores were awarded under the audio condition than under the video condition with a medium 

effect size for Lexis (d = 0.60), and with a smaller effect size for Grammar (d = 0.45), 

Pronunciation (d = 0.40), and Fluency (d = 0.24). Between the live and video mode, the only 

interaction observed was for Fluency, where live ratings were higher than video ratings with a 

small effect size (d = -0.35). 
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Table 5. Bias/interaction pairwise report (Mode x Rating criterion) 

Rating 

Criterion 

Target 

Measr 

 

SE 

Obs-Exp 

Average 

Context 

Mode 

Target 

Measr 

 

SE 

Obs-Exp 

Average 

Context 

Mode 

Target 

Contrast 

Joint 

SE 

 

t 

Welch 

df 

 

p 

Cohen’s 

d 

Lexis -0.38 0.19 0.16 Live 0.58 0.13 -0.22 Audio -0.95 0.23 -4.17 166 0.00 -0.64 

Fluency -0.62 0.19 0.23 Live 0.28 0.13 -0.13 Audio -0.90 0.23 -3.94 166 0.00 -0.61 

Grammar -0.13 0.19 0.16 Live 0.72 0.13 -0.18 Audio -0.85 0.23 -3.72 166 0.00 -0.58 

Fluency -0.62 0.19 0.23 Live -0.11 0.13 0.02 Video -0.51 0.23 -2.24 166 0.03 -0.35 

Pronunciation -0.45 0.19 0.09 Live 0.05 0.13 -0.11 Audio -0.50 0.23 -2.18 166 0.03 -0.34 

Fluency 0.28 0.13 -0.13 Audio -0.11 0.13 0.02 Video 0.38 0.19 2.04 280 0.04 0.24 

Pronunciation 0.05 0.13 -0.11 Audio -0.39 0.13 0.07 Video 0.44 0.19 3.37 280 0.02 0.40 

Grammar 0.72 0.13 -0.18 Audio 0.00 0.13 0.10 Video 0.72 0.19 3.79 280 0.00 0.45 

Lexis 0.58 0.13 -0.22 Audio -0.36 0.13 0.15 Video 0.94 0.19 4.96 280 0.00 0.59 
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Examiners’ Written Comment Analysis (RQ2)  

Figure 4 provides an overview of the MFRM analysis of the degrees of positivity in examiner 

comments across the three rating modes. The figure indicates that Examiners A and D provided 

more negative comments than the other examiners, and that audio and video comments across the four 

rating criteria tended to be more negative than live comments. 

Figure 4. Wright variable map of the comment analysis 

 

 

All five facets generated small RMSE values, though that of the test-taker facet was somewhat 

larger than others (test-taker: 0.27, examiner: 0.11, test part: 0.06, test version: 0.06, comment: 
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0.15) because of the relatively small number of ratings for each test taker. There were no 

misfitting elements for any of the facets, suggesting that the MFRM analysis on examiners’ 

comments was successfully performed on a single logit scale. As anticipated during our coding 

stage, the degree to which positive and negative comments were made was significantly 

different among the six examiners. Examiner D (fair average: 1.60) and Examiner A (fair 

average: 1.71) tended to pay more attention to negative performance features than other 

examiners (fair average: 1.95 to 1.98), suggesting that individual differences cannot be 

neglected when examiner perceptions are researched. 

Due to space limitations, only the examiners’ comment measuring report, which is the 

most relevant to answer RQ2, is presented (for additional information, see Nakatsuhara, Inoue 

& Taylor, 2017). In Table 6, for ease of reading, all live comments are shaded. 

 

Table 6. Examiners’ comment measurement report 

 Measure Real S.E. 
Observed 

Average 

Fair (M) 

Average 
Infit MnSq 

 

Outfit MnSq 

Fluency (Live) -0.39 0.18 2.10 2.07 0.98 1.06 

Grammar (Live) -0.36 0.21 2.09 2.05 1.27 1.26 

Fluency (Audio) -0.23 0.13 1.84 1.98 0.99 0.96 

Lexis (Live) -0.14 0.18 1.97 1.93 1.04 0.99 

Lexis (Video) -0.05 0.13 1.86 1.88 0.96 0.92 

Pronunciation (Live) -0.03 0.19 1.91 1.88 0.83 0.90 

Lexis (Audio) 0.03 0.14 1.73 1.84 1.15 1.17 

Fluency (Video) 0.09 0.13 1.80 1.81 0.77 0.77 

Grammar (Audio) 0.15 0.14 1.68 1.78 1.08 1.20 

Grammar (Video) 0.27 0.13 1.72 1.72 0.88 0.93 

Pronunciation (Audio) 0.32 0.14 1.61 1.70 1.02 1.04 

Pronunciation (Video) 0.34 0.13 1.69 1.69 1.02 1.11 

RMSE: 0.15  Adj (True) S.D.: 0.20  Separation: 1.27  Strata: 2.03  Separation reliability: 0.62 

Fixed (all same) chi-square: 28.7, d.f.: 11, significance: 0.00  
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Table 6 shows that the fair average scores ranged from 1.69 to 2.07 for the 3-point ordinal scale 

of 1. Negative, 2. Both negative and positive and 3. Positive, indicating that examiners in general 

oriented to both positive and negative performance features (whether noting either positive or 

negative features, or both in individual performances). The results suggest that comments made 

on the live rating mode were more positive than the audio and video modes, and the volume of 

positive and/or negative comments noted down under the two non-live rating modes were very 

similar. Whilst audio comments were slightly more positive than video comments, the 

differences were negligibly small, ranging from 0.01 to 0.06 fair average scores for all 

categories except Fluency, where the difference was 0.14). Although the actual difference is 

extremely small, it is interesting to observe Fluency being somewhat different from other 

categories, as it was in the score analysis. 

One notable difference between the two non-live comments identified during the coding 

stage was recurrent references to the test-taker’s ‘(un)willingness’ under the video condition, 

and these comments were located by the examiner within the Fluency criterion, such as ‘Willing 

to speak at length on a variety of topics. Some good use of spoken discourse markers…’ 

(Fluency, Band 6, S05, Examiner E, Part 3, Video). It is not surprising that examiners refer to 

‘(un)willingness’ since the Fluency descriptors for band 6 include ‘is willing to speak at 

length…’. However, it is still worth highlighting that as many as 16 comments on 

‘(un)willingness’ were made in the video mode, while only 8 such comments were found in the 

audio mode. Given the difficulty of identifying speakers’ (un)willingness due to a lack of visual 

information under the audio rating condition, this might have been one of the factors that 

contributed to the small but statistically significant difference between the audio and video 

comments. 
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Verbal Report Analysis (RQ3) 

We now move on to presenting the results of examiners’ verbal report data, comparing their 

perceptions across the audio and video modes. The final coding scheme includes four main 

themes, each of which will be briefly described below (further information about Sub-themes 

is presented in Nakatsuhara, Inoue & Taylor, 2017).  

 

Video Providing a Fuller Picture of Communication 

Most frequently mentioned by all the examiners was that having video helps them understand 

what test-takers are saying during the test. Being able to see lip movements, hand gestures, eye 

movements, and body language complements what the examiners hear while rating, and seems 

to particularly help when test-takers’ pronunciation is unclear and their intonation and pausing 

are not appropriately controlled. A number of remarks were made about this, such as: 

Being able to see her facial expressions and lip read, I find her much easier to 

understand (S09, Examiner F, Part 2, Video). 

[His hand movement] helps separate the points one from the other, I think it helps 

support that, whereas, because his intonation is so flat… (S05, Examiner F, Part 3, 

Video).  

The examiners felt that the video mode provided much more information about what is going 

on beyond what test-takers are saying, such as the use of communication strategies, facial 

expressions, eye contact, the degree of willingness, engagement and confidence. For example, 

Examiner E pointed out a test-taker’s body language complemented what she was trying to say, 
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as well as how her willingness to communicate seemed to have engaged the examiner in the 

video mode. In the audio mode, such information is lost, which makes it difficult for examiners 

to sense whether or not a test-taker is willing to communicate.  

Furthermore, examiners pointed out that they can see what test-takers are doing when 

they hesitate, pause, or sound awkward, which can affect examiners’ judgement and the final 

scores to be awarded.  

Some disfluency here, and you can tell from her face it’s because she doesn’t really 

understand ‘celebrations’, so as you’re seeing her face and her facial expressions, it’s 

showing that it’s a lack of comprehension rather than thinking of the ideas (S04, 

Examiner E, Part 3, Video).   

Considering that the rating descriptors mention “content-related hesitation” (Band 9) and 

“language-related hesitation” (Band 7) under Fluency, being able to accurately guess the source 

of hesitation seems vital for assessing higher-level test-takers. In contrast, for lower-level test-

takers, examiners commented on the video showing their understanding (or lack of 

understanding) clearly, which gives out more information, even though comprehension is not 

included in the descriptors in the assessment criteria at lower levels.  

 

Possible Difference in Scores between the Two Modes 

One of the examiners (Examiner F) made extensive comments on how she noticed different 

features of the same test-takers’ performance between the two modes. Particularly, she felt that 

some linguistic features are accentuated either positively or negatively in audio in general; it 
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might be an item of vocabulary, a feature of intonation, or a grammatical construction that either 

sounds very impressive or rather disappointing. At the end of her verbal report session, she 

added general comments as below: 

The mistakes are much more obvious with the audio. The audio makes the bad seem 

worse, but also, the good bits, particularly where it’s to do with intonation, where 

they’ve got the intonation spot-on, the little phrases that several candidates did, that also 

really stood out in an otherwise appalling performance from their video performance. 

(Examiner F, General comments). 

Another examiner (Examiner E) made comments about how she might have given different 

scores to the same test-takers between the two modes; she suspected that being able to observe 

non-understanding of lower-level test-takers aggravated their scores, while the relaxed, 

confident look of higher-level test-takers may have led to higher scores. Contrary to such 

examiner reports, an additional analysis on all the test-takers’ raw scores in the two modes did 

not suggest that there were differential effects of having visual information on test-takers with 

different levels of proficiency (see Nakatsuhara, Inoue & Taylor, 2017). However, given the 

small sample size of this study, this issue is worth following up in future research.  

Another insight gained from the verbal reports was the differential effects of rating 

modes on different rating criteria. When examiners were asked if they thought they would give 

different scores between the two modes of rating, Fluency and Pronunciation came up as 

potentially receiving different scores. As noted earlier, they mentioned a better understanding 

of sources of disfluency and the importance of looking at lip movements in the video mode for 

possible reasons. 
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Different Examining Behaviour/Attitudes between the Two Modes    

This theme emerged from remarks about having sympathy towards a test-taker in the video 

mode. Because it can be seen that a test-taker is struggling, still trying to speak more, or giving 

up, an examiner may be willing to wait rather than to penalise the dysfluency or awkward 

phenomena. Since the visuals give some clues while a test-taker is hesitating, Examiner F felt 

that she might be more willing to wait for responses if she could see the test-taker:   

I’ve had students before who don’t say anything, there’s nothing, and they’re thinking, 

and then they come out with a response, but it’s been 5 seconds or 10 seconds since the 

question was asked, and that is a pause, there’s nothing going on there, no 

communication going on there, but there is communication going on there, she’s 

signalling “I’m thinking. I’m going to give you an answer in a second, just as soon as I 

get it in my head.” […] you can see where she’s keeping her mouth open, so she is 

indicating, “I haven’t finished.” (Examiner F, General comments). 

Having visual data may give examiners more confidence, particularly with pronunciation, 

which is in line with the first theme reported above: 

Well, the difference it made for me was that I felt more confident with pronunciation if 

I could see it. (Examiner E, General comments) 
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Comparing Examiner Preferences across the Two Modes     

Although the two non-live modes seem to have drawn the examiners’ attention to different 

aspects of performance, the examiners agreed that the video mode gave them a rounder, fuller 

picture of the test-takers’ interactional competence (e.g., Galaczi & Taylor, 2018; Salaberry & 

Kunitz, 2019; Young, 2011). In their final remarks, one of the examiners preferred to have the 

video as the potential mode for double rating because she could be more confident of her rating.  

One examiner did not have a specific preference and said that it was a matter of getting used to 

either mode, and the other two examiners preferred the audio because they could concentrate 

on the language and the criteria without being distracted by the visuals.  

Echoing the score findings presented earlier which were congruent with Conlan et al.’s 

(1994) results, it seems that when test-takers are audio-rated without visual information, the 

risk is that they will receive a slightly lower mark than when they are live-rated or video-rated.  

I find it quite striking, listening and then seeing and listening, they’re different people, 

almost. I can’t picture her when I listen to the disembodied voice. I get very little sense 

of who she is and what she’s doing in that test, because this is very interesting, we do 

standardisation and we do all audio, […] but when we do the training, we do it with 

video (Examiner F, S29, Part 3, Audio). 

 

Discussion and Conclusions 

The score analysis for RQ1 suggested that overall fair average scores of the three modes were 

5.22, 4.82, and 5.15 for the live, audio, and video ratings respectively. The bias/interaction 

analyses indicated that audio ratings were significantly lower than live and video ratings for all 
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rating criteria. Except for Pronunciation, all effect sizes for the differences between the live and 

audio modes were medium. For Lexis, the effect size for the difference between the audio and 

video was also medium. Scores in the video mode were comparable with those in the live mode, 

except for Fluency where live scores were slightly higher. These results confirm previous 

research findings indicating that assessment of test-taker performance may be depressed due to 

limitations imposed by the audio-only rating condition. The comparability of score outcomes 

across the live and video rating modes is an encouraging finding, suggesting that a remote video 

option may be acceptable in a context where a live face-to-face speaking test is not possible. 

Nevertheless, the differential outcome for Fluency observed across the live and video modes 

merits further investigation. 

However, the results of the examiner comments analysis to address RQ2 indicated an 

interesting contrast with the score analysis findings above. While audio examiners consistently 

gave harsher scores than video and live examiners, audio and video examiners in fact noticed 

similar numbers of negative performance features under the two non-live rating conditions. 

Having said this, the negative features noted down under the video condition did not seem to 

translate to lower scores, as they did under the audio rating condition. This trend was observed 

consistently among examiners with varying degrees of positive/negative orientations. The 

results therefore suggest that, for both non-live rating modes, examiners’ attention may be 

drawn to a comparable number of negative performance features in test-taker performance, but 

video examiners may not rely on these features as much as audio examiners. Instead, video 

examiners seem to use such negative evidence in moderation when awarding scores. For 

Fluency only, they seemed to note slightly more negative features under the video condition 

than under the audio condition. This was a little counter-intuitive, but the verbal report data 
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indicated that this might be due to the availability of visual information which can help to clarify 

test-takers’ reasons for hesitation, information which examiners were unable to identify under 

the audio condition. Additionally, it was found that audio and video comments tended to be 

more negative than live comments. This may be due to the absence of time pressure and more 

concentrated focus that is possible in the non-live rating modes where there is no need to 

multitask, compared with the live mode where the examiner serves as both interlocutor and 

rater. The more restricted role of just being the rater in the non-live modes may enable 

examiners to attend more to negative features, features that they might have missed during the 

live testing condition.  

The verbal report data gathered for RQ3 clearly demonstrated that having visual 

information helped examiners a) to understand what the test-takers were saying, b) to 

comprehend better what test-takers were communicating using non-verbal means (e.g., smiling, 

(un)willingness), and c) to understand with greater confidence the source of test-takers’ 

hesitation, pauses, and awkwardness. This suggests that candidates’ interactional competence 

(e.g., Salaberry & Kunitz, 2019) can be better reflected in the video mode ratings than in the 

audio mode ratings. Having video images and being able to understand better what the test-

takers are saying may be one of the reasons why the results of the score analysis showed that 

the test-takers scored significantly higher in the video mode than the audio mode. In contrast, 

because visual information is not accessible in the audio mode, the examiners’ attention seemed 

to have been focused on what they were able to hear, causing them to penalise dysfluency 

features, accents and errors more than in the video mode. However, as discussed earlier in 

relation to test-takers’ listening problems, there were cases where having video made the 

examiners notice more problems with fluency. It appears that having visual cues could 
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potentially work either positively or negatively towards the final score that test-takers receive. 

Either way, it should be noted that the examiners felt more confident in awarding scores based 

on a rounder, fuller picture of the test-takers’ performance in the video condition.  

The findings of this research have several implications for the speaking test constructs 

assessed through different rating modes in terms of examiners having access to test-takers’ 

visual information. The results suggest that the construct tested under the video condition is 

much closer to that under the live test condition, and that audio rating is assessing a narrower 

construct than video rating. The availability of test-takers’ visual information allowed the 

examiners to take account of test-takers’ paralinguistic features such as lip movements and 

gestures and enabled them to understand the communication event more comprehensively. The 

extent to which the examiners should consider non-linguistic features is arguable. There is no 

explicit mention of it in the IELTS band descriptors, and these examiners were therefore taking 

into consideration features other than those defined in the given rating scale. Nevertheless, we 

need to bear in mind that non-linguistic features are also available in real-life face-to-face 

communication, and visual information in face-to-face interactive tests seems to be critical to 

examiners even when it is not explicitly defined as part of the construct (e.g., Vo, 2019). Such 

features are indeed important factors that contribute to facilitating interactive, reciprocal face-

to-face communication and can justifiably be included in the construct definition of 

interactional competence. For instance, the significance of seeing lip movements in 

understanding pronunciation features is widely known as the McGurk effect (e.g., McGurk & 

MacDonald, 1976).  

Direct tests of speaking, like the IELTS Speaking Test, have long been advocated as a 

more suitable format to assess communicative language ability when compared with semi-
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direct speaking tests, where the test-taker’s language output is restricted to a series of monologic 

responses to recorded input. As such, there has been a general consensus among researchers 

that the speaking construct assessed under the face-to-face condition is broadened by tapping 

into both linguistic and social/interactional traits (e.g., Nakatsuhara, Inoue, Berry & 

Galaczi, 2017). Although this argument applies more to paired and group speaking tests, even 

one-on-one direct speaking tests have the potential to tap into the construct of interactional 

competence (e.g., Galaczi, 2014; Galaczi & Taylor, 2018), which is “distributed across 

participants” in a jointly co-constructed context (Young, 2011, p.430). However, the lack of 

visual information in the audio rating mode fails to make the best use of this advantage of direct 

tests, as audio raters cannot fully understand the relationship between the test-taker, the 

examiner interlocutor and the context of the situation. Hence, the extent to which the speaking 

construct can be validly assessed under the audio-rating condition is constrained, moving 

towards the limited construct measured by semi-direct tests. In light of this, if double rating is 

to be introduced to interactive speaking tests such as IELTS Speaking, it is highly recommended 

that the video mode be employed, assuming these tests are designed to assess the wider 

construct of face-to-face, reciprocal interaction.  

The results of this study enhance our understanding of examiners’ perceptions towards 

test-takers’ spoken performance in the three modes of rating (live, audio, and video). They have 

implications for enhanced test delivery and double-rating methods that may be considered for 

an operational context. Whether or not current technology permits fully effective 

operationalisation of techniques such as on-line face-to-face test delivery and remote 

audio/video marking is still under investigation (e.g., Lee, Patel, Lynch & Galaczi, 

forthcoming). The video mode is certainly likely to be more appropriate in examiner training 

and standardisation, so that the same construct is assessed throughout the testing system, but 
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the findings can also help to refine rater training materials to be used under both live and non-

live rating conditions. In addition, broader implications emerge for the construct(s) to be 

assessed in different speaking formats in relation to the availability of test-takers’ visual 

information to examiners. It is clearly important to raise examiners’ awareness about the role 

and use of visual information and to standardise the ways in which visual information is 

interpreted to inform more accurate assessment of test-takers’ speaking performance. This study 

also contributes to a better understanding of the extent to which raters, whether or not they also 

serve as an interlocutor, are co-constructing speaking test performance across different modes 

of rating, thus enabling improved test specifications regarding raters’ roles in speaking tests 

(e.g., McNamara, 1997). 
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