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A B S T R A C T

Oral communication is a fundamental skill in education, yet its assessment remains a significant challenge due to 
the lack of valid and reliable tools designed for children, particularly for research purposes. This gap limits both 
the understanding and study of oral skills in educational contexts. In response, we developed ORAToR (Oral 
Recap Assessment Tool with Reliability), a comprehensive and rigorously validated tool designed specifically for 
researchers to assess pupils' proficiency in orally summarizing knowledge. This paper details the 10-step process 
involved in constructing ORAToR, highlighting the importance of expert consultation and pilot studies to ensure 
robust content validity. Exploratory factor analysis revealed three factors: Informational Content, Interaction 
with the Interlocutor, and Clarity of the Message Conveyed. While inter-rater reliability was strong for most 
criteria, evaluation of the relevance of the message and paraverbal elements needs further attention. These 
findings underscore the need for validated tools such as ORAToR to advance research on oral communication.

1. Introduction

Oral language plays a major role in everyday and school life and is an 
essential element of active participation in society and a facilitator of 
learning (Mercer et al., 2017). Despite its importance, numerous studies 
have shown that oral language instruction does not yet have the place it 
deserves in the classroom (Wurth et al., 2022). Moreover, when 
speaking is addressed in class, it often involves the same tasks, such as 
poetry recitation or oral presentations (Colognesi & Deschepper, 2019; 
Oliver et al., 2005). These tasks, derived from school traditions, are not 
how oral language is most frequently used by pupils either in or out of 
school, and do not necessarily prepare them for the social tasks 
encountered in everyday life (Oliver et al., 2005). This situation can be 
partly attributed to the fact that the teachers who are responsible for 
instructing native speakers (both in primary education and across 
various secondary-school subjects) often receive little training on the 
nature of oral language and its specific characteristics (Dumais, 2016; 
Moncarey et al., 2025). As a result, they frequently do not know what to 
teach and assess with regard to oral communication skills (Jones, 2017).

Research on oral language therefore appears to be essential for 
helping teachers to better identify what to teach and assess when 

working on speaking in the classroom. In this regard, didactics re
searchers have developed typologies of oral communication that specify 
its components and characteristics (e.g., Dolz et al., 1993; Dumais, 2016; 
Millard & Menzies, 2016). While there are parallels between these ty
pologies (Colognesi & Hanin, 2020), there are also notable divergences. 
Moreover, they have mostly been grounded in theoretical conceptuali
zations with a lack of empirical validation.

Other studies, more rooted in the fields of psychometrics and 
educational measurement (e.g., Massonnié et al., 2022; O'Connell et al., 
2017) have also identified constituent factors of oral language. These 
studies provide rigorous but standardized tasks that lack "ecological 
validity" (Kihlstrom, 2021), meaning they do not reflect the reality of 
classroom interactions (Hosson & Orange, 2019). Some of these stan
dardized assessments (e.g., TOEFL, IELTS) do evaluate participants' oral 
proficiency in situations that approximate real-life communication. 
However, those instruments are specifically designed for adults or 
second-language learners (Karim & Haq, 2014; Ockey, Koyama, 
Setoguchi, & Sun, 2015) and rarely account for peer-to-peer in
teractions in pupils' first language in primary school.

In both cases, the lack of a fine-grained and comprehensive mea
surement of speaking in real-life situations is apparent (Mercer et al., 

* Corresponding author.
E-mail addresses: christine.wiertz@uclouvain.be (C. Wiertz), thibault.coppe@ulb.be (T. Coppe), mael.pire@uclouvain.be (M. Pire), benoit.galand@uclouvain.be

(B. Galand), stephane.colognesi@uclouvain.be (S. Colognesi). 

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Social Sciences & Humanities Open

journal homepage: www.sciencedirect.com/journal/social-sciences-and-humanities-open

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2026.103178
Received 16 May 2025; Received in revised form 24 June 2026; Accepted 26 June 2026  

Social Sciences & Humanities Open 14 (2026) 103178 

Available online 15 July 2026 
2590-2911/© 2026 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC license ( http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by- 
nc/4.0/ ). 

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5886-5435
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5886-5435
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5763-5873
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5763-5873
mailto:christine.wiertz@uclouvain.be
mailto:thibault.coppe@ulb.be
mailto:mael.pire@uclouvain.be
mailto:benoit.galand@uclouvain.be
mailto:stephane.colognesi@uclouvain.be
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/25902911
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/social-sciences-and-humanities-open
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2026.103178
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2026.103178
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


2017). Consequently, few empirically validated tools are available that 
adequately capture classroom oral practices. However, in research 
contexts, accurate, valid and reliable measurement is essential to obtain 
interpretable and generalizable results (Coupaud et al., 2019; Koo & Li, 
2016).

To address this gap, this study brings together didactic approaches, 
which emphasize contextualized and meaningful communication, and 
psychometric approaches, which ensure methodological rigor, in order 
to develop a valid and reliable instrument for assessing pupils' oral 
performance in their first language of schooling (in this case, French) in 
primary education. This instrument is called ORAToR, which stands for 
‘Oral Recap Assessment Tool with Reliability’. More specifically, this 
paper presents the three-year process undertaken to design, refine, and 
validate this tool. This process encompassed the tool's initial develop
ment, a pilot study providing a first opportunity to test its functioning, 
and a final phase of data collection that enabled us to examine its reli
ability and validity.

To create this measurement tool, we chose to focus on a specific 
genre. Indeed, genre constitutes a didactic tool recommended in oral 
didactics for both teaching and assessing oral skills (Dolz & Gagnon, 
2008). We can define a genre as “a particular class of speech events 
[written texts included] which are considered by the speech community 
as being of the same type, e.g., prayers, conversations, songs, speeches, 
poems” (Richards et al., 1993, p. 125). A genre-based approach makes it 
possible to anchor the teaching of oral skills in an authentic communi
cative context (Abbaszadeh, 2013).

To work with situations that learners are likely to encounter in both 
everyday and academic life, we focus specifically on the knowledge 
summary. This oral genre consists of a speaker informally providing an 
interlocutor with concise and accurate information about a given topic, 
drawing on their long-term memory (Wiertz et al., 2025). This type of 
oral production typically takes place in an informal context, involves 
few interlocutors, and allows for limited preparation time. For example, 
it may occur when a pupil summarizes to their parents what they have 
learned during their day at school. We selected knowledge summary on 
the basis of a previous study in French-speaking Belgium (Colognesi 
et al., 2022). In that study, primary school teachers identified oral 
summarization as the most important oral situation for pupils to master, 
as it is frequently required in classroom practice (e.g., recalling what 
was covered the previous day, summarizing prior knowledge before a 
new lesson sequence). However, the study also highlighted a paradox: 
While teachers considered oral summarization essential, they reported 
that they did not explicitly teach this genre because they did not know 
what its components were. Our aim, therefore, was also to help teachers 
identify what constitutes an oral knowledge summary, enabling us to 
guide teachers more effectively on what can be taught and assessed 
within this genre.

To achieve this, as we explained above, we first sought to develop an 
assessment tool capable of evaluating pupils' knowledge summaries, 
drawing on both didactic principles and psychometric approaches. More 
precisely, we created a task in which upper-primary pupils (in the 
French-speaking Belgian context) are invited to summarize for an age- 
matched peer what they know (drawing solely on their memory) 
about a given topic within a limited amount of time. We then developed 
an assessment tool, ORAToR, to evaluate pupils’ performance on this 
task. The tool was designed with broadly applicable components and can 
be adapted to various linguistic and curricular contexts. To facilitate its 
use and support its transfer to different settings, we present it in the form 
of a criterion grid. With this tool, we aim to contribute to international 
efforts to better understand, teach, and assess oral language skills in 
authentic classroom situations. Ultimately, the entire process of devel
opment and validation of this criterion grid may serve as a guide for 
creating research-based measurement tools for the various oral genres 
that can be taught in class (e.g., movie review, debate, interview). 
Accordingly, this study has two complementary aims: first, to describe 
the procedure followed to develop ORAToR, a criterion-referenced tool 

for assessing oral knowledge summaries; and second, to examine the 
empirical quality of the resulting tool by assessing its reliability and 
exploring its factor structure.

In the following section, we explain why the criterion grid is a 
promising tool for evaluating oral expression, define oral expression and 
its components, and introduce the notion of genre, with a focus on 
knowledge summarization.

2. Conceptual framework

2.1. The criterion grid as a means of assessing oral competence

Numerous studies have shown that a criterion-referenced grid is an 
effective tool for evaluating speaking. Indeed, the use of criteria enables 
better identification of what needs to be evaluated (Berthiaume et al., 
2011). It provides a structured way to operationalize oral perfor
mance, which is otherwise difficult to capture due to its ephemeral na
ture (Dunbar et al., 2006).

However, its effectiveness depends on careful design and empirical 
validation (Panadero et al., 2013). For example, it is complex to trans
late all possible responses into a set of criteria, which can impact the 
validity of the tool (Bouwer et al., 2016). Furthermore, the inter-rater 
reliability of the grid can be threatened if raters do not interpret the 
criteria or their measurement scales in the same way (Balan & Jönsson, 
2018). Thus, it seems essential to check the validity and reliability of a 
criterion-referenced grid before using it. Although many approaches 
have been developed in this direction (Agan & Deniz, 2020; Rochford & 
Borchert, 2011), many studies (particularly in the field of didactic) still 
use criterion-referenced grids, or more broadly, tools, for which the 
validity and reliability have not been empirically verified 
(Grugeon-Allys & Grapin, 2015). Yet, without this important step, we 
can neither ensure that what is being measured does indeed represent 
what the researchers want, nor verify the replicability of the results with 
another sample or another researcher (Coupaud et al., 2019; Koo & Li, 
2016). To carry out this evaluation stage, it is first and foremost 
necessary to identify the learning objectives and what will be assessed, 
which in this case is oral communication. With this in mind, we will next 
define oral communication and its components.

2.2. Oral communication and its components

In the literature, several authors have endeavored to construct a 
typology of oral communication in order to better capture it (Colognesi 
& Hanin, 2020). Our work drew on two of these attempts. First, we 
adopted the three-ability typology proposed by Dolz and colleagues 
(1993), which is widely used in international research on oral lan
guage. This typology aligns with genre-based pedagogy, a framework 
increasingly recommended in recent literature for the teaching of oral 
language (Melissourgou & Frantzi, 2017). In Dolz et al.'s (1993) typol
ogy, there are three abilities required for oral communication. First is 
the ability for action. This corresponds to the adjustment of speaking to 
the communication context. Second is discursive ability. This refers to 
the production of content that follows a coherent structure. Third is 
linguistic-discursive ability. This includes the use of a lexicon and 
appropriate grammatical rules.

We also chose to rely on Dumais's (2016) typology of 10 types of 
speech components, which allowed a certain exhaustiveness. In 
Dumais's (2016) typology, there are 10 types of oral-language related 
aspects: paraverbal (flow, intonation, etc.), morphological (word 
structure), syntactic (links between words), lexical-semantic (vocabu
lary), non-verbal (gestures, mimicry and postures), material (media), 
communicative (adaptation of communication to context), discursive 
(discursive conduct and language operation), content (discourse infor
mation) and emotional (presence of emotional expression and attitude).

Both of these typologies (Dolz et al., 1993; Dumais, 2016) were based 
on French-speaking research. Stordeur (2023) identified possible 
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parallels of these typologies in the English-language literature, in 
particular, the typology developed by Millard and Menzies (2016). 
Those authors identified four dimensions of speaking. First is the phys
ical dimension, which includes elements related to voice (rate, volume, 
etc.) and body language. Second is the cognitive dimension, which in
cludes elements related to content, structure, clarification and critical 
reflection. Third, the linguistic dimension covers vocabulary, gram
matical rules and rhetorical techniques. Last is the socio-emotional 
dimension, which encompasses interaction with the interlocutor, con
fidence in speaking and consideration of the audience's level of 
understanding.

While these typologies allow a certain characterization of oral skills, 
no statistical analysis has been carried out to verify the validity and 
reliability of the dimensions they identify. However, quantitative studies 
have identified factors underlying oral language, using factor analysis. 
For example, Massonnié et al. (2022) conducted a study of 126 4- to 
5-year-olds and 124 5- to 6-year-olds in England. In that study, they 
assessed both speaking and listening comprehension. Measurements 
were taken via standardized tests of performance on several indepen
dent tasks (lexical knowledge, phonology, etc.). Factor analyses 
revealed a 4-factor model for 4- to 5-year-olds and a 3-factor model for 
6- to 7-year-olds. These factors mainly focused on discourse content 
related to the production and reception of ideas, and grammatical and 
lexical elements, which do not correspond to all the dimensions of the 
typologies presented above. Furthermore, the authors noted that pupils' 
oral communication skills were measured via several tasks completed 
separately, which does not correspond to a real communication situa
tion. The ecological validity of these factors may therefore be questioned 
(Kihlstrom, 2021).

In the end, it seems particularly complex to obtain a valid and reli
able measure of speaking in real oral communication contexts (Gagnon 
et al., 2018; Mercer et al., 2017). However, the textual genre approach, 
which is considered in the literature to be the anchor to follow when 
teaching oral language (Flowerdew, 2015; Melissourgou & Frantzi, 
2017), makes it possible to place pupils precisely in an authentic 
communicative situation. Thus, this approach seems to be a relevant 
avenue to explore in order to adequately measure pupils' speaking skills. 
More specifically, the oral knowledge summary genre, used daily by 
pupils, seems to be a particularly opportune genre for achieving this 
objective.

2.3. Oral summary as a speaking task to be investigated and evaluated

As explained in the Introduction, a genre is a set of oral or written 
linguistic products that share common characteristics within a given 
culture (Chartrand et al., 2015). Each genre is characterized by specific 
communicative purposes and linguistic features (Dirgeyasa, 2016), 
making it possible to define more precise assessment criteria. Further
more, the genre approach anchors the teaching of oral language in 
authentic situations that pupils are likely to encounter in their daily and 
school lives (Flowerdew, 2015). Moreover, this is advocated by the 
action-oriented approach highlighted in the CEFR (Common European 
Framework of Reference for Languages; Council of Europe, 2001). The 
learner is then seen as a language user as well as a social actor 
(Germain-Rutherford, 2021).

As mentioned above, we decided to focus on the genre of oral 
knowledge summarization. While few studies have focused on oral 
summarization, many have addressed written summarization (Yu, 
2009). Those studies highlighted that the aim of written summarizing 
is to reduce the amount of original information by selecting the most 
relevant information, without errors (Stewart, 2009). This is achieved 
by constructing a coherent, comprehensible text of a length that enables 
the reader to take in the information quickly, and by respecting the 
source's lexicon and structure (Li, 2014; Stewart, 2009). This source can 
be quite varied (e.g., film, book, scientific article) and influences the 
type of summary produced (Li, 2014). Although most studies have 

focused on a written source text that is summarized in a written text 
(Stewart, 2009), we postulate that when a person is asked to make an 
oral summary of knowledge they already have, they call upon elements 
specific to the oral modality that are not present in a written summary, 
such as paraverbal (intonation, volume, etc.) and nonverbal (gestures, 
glances, etc.) aspects, along with direct interaction with an interlocutor 
(Fritz et al., 2019; Petlyuchenko & Chernyakova, 2019).

3. This study

In view of the lack of validated tools for assessing speaking skills and 
the difficulty of obtaining empirical knowledge based on measurements 
taken from pupils' speaking in authentic situations, we decided to 
develop a valid and reliable criterion-referenced grid for researchers to 
use in a real communication context, in order to overcome these 
shortcomings. The present paper therefore describes the development 
and validation of ORAToR, a criterion-referenced grid for measuring 
pupils’ oral summarization skills. We chose oral summary as the genre to 
focus on, while hoping to propose a replicable approach to assessment of 
performance on other oral production tasks as well. This choice of oral 
summary was for the reasons given above: it is often used in class and on 
a daily basis, and teachers classify it as a speaking task to be mastered. 
But there is no existing inventory of pupils' oral summarizing skills, just 
as there is no typology to detail its various components.

4. Methods

We developed a criterion-referenced grid to assess the oral summa
rization of knowledge. We followed 10 steps inspired by the recom
mendations of Reddy (2011) and Martin et al. (2016). Three main 
researchers worked on this project, but four additional researchers 
assisted us with some of its steps (for example, to verify the reliability of 
the different criteria). In this section, we present these steps, organizing 
them into three main stages (Fig. 1).

This study was reviewed and approved by the IPSY ethics committee.

4.1. Stage 1: development of ORAToR

4.1.1. Identify learning objectives and assessment criteria (Step 1)
This step took us five months and allowed us to identify the objec

tives of our measurement tool.
More specifically, after consulting the literature (Rochford & 

Borchert, 2011), we decided that the aim of our grid would be to 
assess the quality of an oral summary of knowledge produced by 11- to 
12-year-old pupils. We ch ose this group because there is still little in
formation on pupils’ competence to produce oral summaries at this age. 
What is more, they already have well-developed language skills, which 
provides sufficient content for a fine-grained analysis of their 
performance.

Then, to construct the first version of our criterion-referenced grid, 
we (1) used the literature (typologies by Dolz et al., 1993; Dumais, 
2016), (2) analyzed the curriculum expectations in force in our terri
tory at the time of the study (Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles, 2013) and 
(3) analyzed already-existing grids for measuring oral skills (Colognesi 
et al., 2020; Gregg & Mather, 2002).

We also decided to construct a specific language production task that 
could be evaluated by our grid, in order to anchor its creation in a 
concrete situation, although our ultimate aim is for this grid to be 
transferable to any other oral knowledge summarization situation. We 
therefore began by creating a task in which pupils were asked to sum
marize what they knew about one of three animals - cats, dogs or rabbits 
– within a maximum of 3 min. This task was designed to enable pupils to 
talk about a subject familiar to most of them, so as to avoid assessing 
their level of knowledge rather than their oral summarization skills. To 
do such a summary, they had to select and structure the relevant ele
ments of their knowledge, a process that aligns with the principles of 
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deletion and generalization described by Kintsch and van Dijk (1978). 
This task was carried out in pairs of pupils: one speaker (who spoke and 
performed the task) and one interlocutor (who listened to the speaker). 
At this point, there was only one task, and the interlocutor was 
instructed not to speak during it. Their role was to listen to the speaker, 
thereby making the situation more realistic than if the speaker were 
talking alone or to an instructor. Their presence also allowed us to 
observe how the speaker adapted to the interlocutor's reactions.

The first version of the grid and the task were presented to the 
collaborative oral-expression working group to which we belong 
(GCEO). The group includes 4 researchers, 6 teacher trainers and 5 
teachers. We requested feedback from all group members. Following this 
feedback, we continued working exclusively with the researchers from 
this group, who are the potential users of the instrument, and discussed 
the points to bear in mind for this grid (for full details of this procedure, 
see Wiertz et al., 2020).

Based on these exchanges, we decided to build the measurement tool 
with three parts. The first part, performance note-taking, would transcribe 
the essential elements of the pupil's discourse in an organized and 
structured way. The second part, criteria, would be the grid itself. To 
complete it, the researcher would use the note-taking section. Finally, 
the third part would be a user's guide, designed to explain how any 
researcher can use the tool.

4.1.2. Develop a measurement scale for each criterion in the grid created 
(Step 2)

Following these decisions, the lead researcher improved the tool and 
built a 13-page user's guide. It includes information on the task, in
structions on how to complete the note-taking section and instructions 
on the different levels of criterion measurement. This process was car
ried out in parallel with a more detailed exploration of the literature. A 
name was chosen for the tool: ORAToR (Oral Recap Assessment Tool 
with Reliability). The entire tool was initially developed in French. The 
various criteria have been translated into English for this paper. This 
stage took us two months.

4.2. Stage 2: revision of ORAToR

4.2.1. Get feedback (Step 3) and revise the tool accordingly (Step 4)
We then took two months to seek expert feedback on our measure

ment tool and modify it accordingly.

More specifically, to strengthen the validity of the tool (Agan & 
Deniz, 2020), we sought the expertise of four researchers (two na
tional, two international) working in the field of French oral language 
didactics. They were asked to give their point of view and to suggest 
improvements. Based on their comments, four types of changes were 
made. The task was modified so that pupils could choose between 
summarizing what they knew about an animal or about an electronic 
device of their choice. Certain criteria were added, notably character
istics specific to spoken French. The measurement scales for the criteria 
were revised to make them more precise and concrete. More specifically, 
an explanation for each measurement level was added in the user's 
guide. Finally, the objectives of the measurement tool presented in the 
guide were made more explicit.

4.2.2. Conduct first pilot study (Step 5) and revise the tool (Step 6)
We then spent just over a year testing the tool through a pilot study to 

test the data collection protocol and the tool, as recommended by 
Rochford and Borchert (2011). The results allowed us to refine ORAToR 
and better align it with the realities of pupils’ oral productions.

We collected 48 videos, in each of which a different 11- to 12-year- 
old pupil performed the speaking task. There were equal numbers of 
girls and boys. The pupils came from two classes from two different 
schools. Both schools had an average socio-economic index.

Two of the researchers coded these videos with the tool in order to 
identify possible difficulties when using it. Following this coding, two 
types of modifications were made, related to data collection and to the 
different parts of ORAToR. As far as data collection is concerned, we 
decided to modify the protocol in order to avoid bias in the data ob
tained. It now specifies that the researcher must position the camera so 
as to see both pupils, speaker and interlocutor, and that before the pupils 
come in, the researcher must check that the sound picked up by the 
camera in this position is audible. Moreover, in this pilot study, partic
ipants were given the strict instruction not to interact. However, some 
pupils did not follow this instruction and explicitly interacted with the 
speaker. We therefore decided that, in subsequent phases, when the 
researcher explains the task to the pair of pupils, he should no longer 
prevent them from interacting. Furthermore, once the researcher has 
explained the task, he must leave the room before the speaker begins the 
task, in order to avoid distracting them.

For modifications related to the tool itself, an iterative process 
(Rochford & Borchert, 2011) combining discussion, video viewing, 

Fig. 1. The procedure followed, inspired by Reddy (2011) and Martin et al. (2016) to create ORAToR.
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literature reading and modifications to ORAToR was repeated several 
times by two researchers. Finally, nine individual coding sessions, in 
which the two researchers watched randomly selected videos, and 18 
meetings were held to modify the tool as a whole. The three parts of the 
tool were adapted for ease of use.

For the first part of the tool (performance note-taking), the evaluator 
was initially invited to indicate three elements: the categories of ideas 
addressed by the speaker (e.g., “food”), the ideas themselves (e.g., “the 
cat eats kibble”), and ideas that were not relevant to the task (e.g., “my 
mother does not like animals”). In the new version of the grid, this first 
part was expanded so that the evaluator could transcribe information 
that would be useful for completing all the criteria in part two of 
ORAToR. Thus, the evaluator is now invited in this first note-taking 
section to provide information on the connectors used by the speaker, 
the syntactic or lexical errors identified, and paraverbal elements, as 
well as information about the interactions between the speaker and the 
interlocutor (for example, the speaker asking the interlocutor whether 
they have any questions).

For the second part of the tool, which corresponds to the criteria 
themselves, some criteria were removed (e.g., the speaker's use of 
emotions) and many criteria were added, so that all the elements 
appearing in the videos could be coded in one way or another. However, 
in view of the poor quality of the videos made during this pilot study, the 
items relating to paraverbal and non-verbal components were not 
revised during this stage. Excluding those items, the previous version of 
the tool was composed of 11 criteria, whereas the revised version at this 
point included 17 criteria. The added criteria made it possible to assess 
more precisely the different types of information provided by the 
speaker, as well as to evaluate whether the expectations of the 
communication situation are met, the coherence of the speech, and what 
the speaker does to ensure that their message is understood by the 
interlocutor. Moreover, among the criteria that were kept, the wording 
was revised so that the speaker became the subject of the sentence and to 
better guide the evaluator (e.g., “The overall speech remains centered on 
the topic” was changed to “The speaker remains focused on the summary 
and not on their personal feelings”).

The final major change made in this section concerned the scoring 
scale. In the previous version, criteria were evaluated on scales ranging 
from 0 to 2 or from 0 to 3. In the revised version of ORAToR, for most 
criteria, the rater is simply required to indicate, based on Part 1 of the 
tool, the number of occurrences (for example, the number of ideas 
provided by the speaker or the number of connectors used). This 
approach makes it possible to accurately reflect what was produced by 
the speaker. When it is not possible to count occurrences (for instance, 
when assessing whether the speaker maintains sufficient eye contact 
with the interlocutor, or whether the speech meets the task instructions), 
the criteria are evaluated on a scale from 1 to 5. This scale, ranging from 
1 to 5, allows for greater nuance than previously and enables a better 
distinction between different levels of performance.

The third part of the tool (user's guide) was also adapted to provide 
information about the added elements in Parts 1 and 2 of the revised 
version of ORAToR. Furthermore, to help the evaluator understand the 
expectations, examples based on actual pupil speeches were added for 
each criterion. Thus, for each measurement level for every criterion, 
precise indicators and examples are provided to the evaluator in order to 
make certain subjective terms found in the criteria more concrete, such 
as ‘relevant’ or ‘appropriate’.

4.3. Stage 3: checking the reliability and validity of the criterion grid

4.3.1. Collect new data (Step 7)
Following the revisions based on the pilot study carried out in the 

previous stage, new data were collected over three months using the 
revised version of ORAToR, taking into account all the modifications 
mentioned above. Only these data were used in this and subsequent 
stages.

In concrete terms, 104 videos were collected from pairs of French- 
speaking Belgian pupils aged 11-12, in which one pupil spoke while 
the other listened. Of the 104 pupils who spoke, 52% were girls, 46% 
boys and 2% identified themselves as non-binary. The average age of the 
pupils was between 11 and 12 years (M = 11.17; SD = 0.47); 73% spoke 
only French at home, 23% French and another language, and 4% French 
and two or more languages. Informed consent was obtained from each of 
these pupils and their parents. The pupils came from 15 classes in 12 
different schools. Eight of these are considered to be schools with a high 
socio-economic status and seen as having a more privileged population.

The participating pupils were first given a questionnaire to complete 
in class, to obtain general information (age, gender, etc.). The rest of the 
data collection took place in an isolated room at the school. In consul
tation with the teacher, we were careful to ensure that the pairs created 
were pupils who felt comfortable with each other. Once in the room, the 
pupils drew lots to decide who would play the speaker and who would 
play the interlocutor. After the instructions had been explained, the 
researcher left the room to put the pupils in a more comfortable situa
tion. The interlocutor had to turn on the camera, listen attentively to the 
speaker, and come and get the researcher once the performance was 
over. This time, the interlocutor was given no instructions on how to 
interact with the speaker. Observation of the videos shows that some 
participants remain passive during the speech, whereas others smile, 
nod, or interact directly with the speaker by taking the floor.

For their part, the speaker had to summarize what they knew about 
either an animal of their choice or an electronic device of their choice 
within a maximum of 3 min, and turn off the camera at the end of their 
speech. The speaker had no preparation time before starting to speak. If 
necessary, the researcher briefly entered the room after 3 min to signal 
to the speaker that they must finish speaking, in order to avoid too much 
variability in speaking time between pupils.

Once the data had been collected, two researchers reworked the 
criteria for paraverbal and non-verbal elements, which had not been 
revised in Step 4 due to poor video quality. This refinement required 
parallel exploration of the literature and viewing of pupil performances. 
As a result, eight new criteria emerged: four focused on paraverbal el
ements and four on non-verbal elements.

4.3.2. Check reliability (Step 8)
We then spent four months verifying the tool's inter-rater reliability.
Two raters were involved in assessing the inter-rater reliability of the 

new version of ORAToR: the lead researcher, who participated in the 
entire process, and another researcher who had not been involved in any 
of the previous stages. The latter was invited to read the user guide for 
the tool and to ask any questions if needed. The ORAToR user guide was 
subsequently revised to include clarifications addressing these 
questions.

Next, the two raters independently watched and coded five videos 
using ORAToR, after which they compared their results. In cases of 
scoring discrepancies, they discussed their understanding of the criteria. 
These discussions allowed the raters to refine their interpretation of the 
criteria and rating scales, and to further adjust the user guide 
accordingly.

Finally, the two researchers independently coded 15 new videos 
using the updated set of 25 criteria. Inter-rater reliability was assessed 
based on this final coding phase. For criteria corresponding to quanti
tative variables, an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was calcu
lated to check the inter-rater reliability of the coding (Koo & Li, 2016). 
The option selected was two-way random, single rater and absolute 
agreement (Koo & Li, 2016). To interpret the results, we used the sug
gestions of Koo and Li (2016), who stipulated that the level of inter-rater 
reliability can be considered low when the ICC is below 0.5, moderate 
between 0.5 and 0.74, good between 0.75 and 0.9, and excellent above 
0.9. For criteria where raters were asked to indicate a score between 1 
and 5, which corresponded to ordinal categorical variables, a weighted 
kappa was calculated with quadratic weights. We used the thresholds 
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proposed by Santos (2018) to interpret these kappas, where reliability is 
considered very low for kappas from 0 to 0.2, low from 0.21 to 0.4, 
average from 0.41 to 0.6, satisfactory from 0.61 to 0.8 and excellent 
from 0.81 to 1.

4.3.3. Check validity (Step 9) and make final revision of the tool (Step 10)
In this step 9, ORAToR's construct validity was checked to identify 

whether scores on the various criteria can indeed be grouped into 
different latent factors that underlie the task being performed (Boateng 
et al., 2018; Kahn, 2006).

All of the preceding steps enabled us to create a measurement tool 
consisting of a note-taking section, a grid with 24 criteria (Fig. 2) and a 
26-page user guide. Each of these steps strengthened ORAToR's content 
validity (Martin et al., 2016). This version of ORAToR is available in the 
supplementary materials. The original version is in French and has been 
translated into English for this contribution.

To check the validity of this version, we performed an exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA). To carry out this ninth step, one researcher coded 
all 104 videos (since inter-rater reliability had been verified). The videos 
ranged in length from 8 s to 4 min 35 s. Using ORAToR in its entirety (the 
note-taking, criteria and guide parts), the time taken to code a video 
varied between 5 and 50 min. The criteria section of this version of 
ORAToR included nine criteria assessed on a scale from one to five, and 
15 other criteria for which the evaluator is asked to count certain ele
ments using the note-taking part (such as the number of connectors). To 
carry out the EFA, we converted all criteria to a 1-5 scale. Once the data 
from the researcher's coding had been transformed, we ran the EFA with 
Jamovi software version 2.3.26. We chose the "minimum residuals" 
option for the extraction method and performed an oblique "oblimin" 
rotation.

As a result of the EFA, certain criteria were removed (Step 10), based 
on combining reflections on the results of the EFA with theoretical and 
methodological reflections on the relevance of these items and how they 
were rated (Boateng et al., 2018; Yong & Pearce, 2013). This last step is 
presented later, in the Results section.

4.4. Summary of the steps

The development of ORAToR was a three-year process. During the 
first year, the objectives of the tool were defined, and an initial version 
was created, informed by a review of the literature, discussions within a 
collaborative research group, and input from experts in oral language 
didactics. A pilot study was then conducted to test the tool, during which 
pupils’ oral performances were recorded. In the second year, the videos 
collected during the pilot study were analyzed. Through an iterative 
process led by two researchers, the tool was refined to better align with 
real-world performances. Finally, during the third year, data were 
collected from 104 pupils, which made it possible to assess the reliability 
and validity of ORAToR. Table 1 provides a summary of these different 
stages.

5. Results

In this section, we examine the findings from the three main stages 
described in the Methods section. We begin by highlighting the contri
bution of Stage 1 to the direction taken in building ORAToR. Then, we 
highlight the importance of Stage 2 in refining the task administration 
protocol and the content of the assessment tool. Finally, we present the 
results of the statistical analyses carried out in Stage 3 to verify the 
reliability and validity of the tool, as well as the final version of 
ORAToR.

5.1. Development of ORAToR (Stage 1)

After reading the literature, we were able to identify that criterion- 
referenced grids for assessing pupils' oral products are often intended 

for teachers’ use. However, discussions with the members of our 
collaborative research group (in step 1) revealed that teachers and re
searchers do not expect the same things from a grid. Teachers are more 
interested in time-saving grids, while researchers are more concerned 
with measurement accuracy. Based on the literature and these discus
sions, we decided to create a tool specifically for researchers. This choice 
enabled us to create a complete tool without being constrained by the 
time needed to complete it, which made it possible to have a three-part 
tool. In addition, with the members of our collaborative group, we 
decided to structure our evaluation tool in line with the three types of 
ability identified by Dolz and colleagues (1993), and to use the 
communicative aspects highlighted by Dumais (2016) in his typology to 
create the different criteria of our evaluation grid. This choice thus 
guided the initial content of ORAToR and served as the foundation for 
the construction of our assessment tool.

5.2. Revision of ORAToR (Stage 2)

The various steps followed in this stage were essential to ensure the 
validity and reliability of ORAToR. In fact, the experts' feedback (in step 
3) made us realize that ORAToR's objectives were not easily under
standable for people who had not taken part in the project. These re
actions forced us to rethink ORAToR's aims and specific features. As a 
result, we were able to add a section in Part 3 (the user's guide), which 
explains the objectives and issues related to the use of ORAToR to the 
reader, as well as the framework within which it should be used.

The pilot study was essential for refining the protocol for adminis
tering the task, which helped to reduce measurement errors in the data 
collection. For example, these reflections led us to refine the pupils' task 
so that it could truly assess the “oral summary of knowledge” genre (e.g., 
we gave the speaker more freedom in choosing the subject to summa
rize). Moreover, the first coding exercises enabled us to compare the 
theoretical recommendations with the reality of the data. For example, 
the criterion "The speaker uses their emotions appropriately" was 
removed, as it was too complicated to evaluate this criterion solely on 
the basis of the videos obtained. Contrary to what we had initially ex
pected, many interactions between the speaker and the interlocutor 
were present in the videos. In this vein, the criteria related to in
teractions were added. It was therefore essential to add criteria 
addressing this to avoid having certain elements present in pupils' oral 
productions that were not being analyzed by our tool. Our final refine
ment of the user guide was based on the coded videos of pupil perfor
mances, which we used to provide indicators and examples of what is 
expected for each criterion, as well as what helps distinguish the 
different measurement levels from one another. Once these changes had 
been made, we were able to carry out the necessary analyses to verify the 
tool's reliability and validity.

5.3. Checking the reliability and validity of the criterion grid (Stage 3)

5.3.1. The inter-rater reliability of the tool
The ICCs and weighted kappas (used for the criteria marked with an 

asterisk in Table 2) allowed us to determine the level of inter-rater 
reliability of the 25 criteria. Based on these results, we removed the 
"intelligibility" criterion, which was one of the two criteria judged to 
have poor reliability, but we kept the criterion “The elements discussed 
are not erroneous”, in order to preserve the content validity of the grid 
(Moskal & Leydens, 2000). Specifically, among the criteria we retained, 
one showed poor inter-rater reliability, five were moderate, eight were 
good, and ten showed excellent reliability (Table 2), using the recom
mendations of Koo and Li (2016) for the ICCs and Santos (2018) for the 
weighted kappa.

5.3.2. Results of the EFA
Following the results of the inter-rater reliability analysis, we carried 

out exploratory factor analyses using the 24 remaining criteria, with the 
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help of the Jamovi program. A three-factor solution (shown in Table 3), 
with a total of 18 criteria having a minimum loading of 0.3, was iden
tified as the best extraction solution using the parallel analysis method 
(Yong & Pearce, 2013).

The first factor identified by the factor analysis was made up of seven 
criteria. We called it Informational Content. This factor answers the 
question: "What information does the speaker give in their summary?” 
This factor includes criteria related to the amount of information given, 
as well as those that identify the lexicon used by the pupil. The second 
factor, Interaction with the Interlocutor, was made up of five criteria and 
answers the question "How does the speaker maintain the attention of 
the interlocutor?” This factor is made up of criteria relating to non- 
verbal, explicit interaction and intonation. However, the criterion "The 
interactions are focused on content" showed a loading of 0.398 with the 
first factor and a loading of 0.428 with this second factor. For this cri
terion, the speaker is assessed on the frequency with which they 
explicitly and relevantly include their interlocutor in their summary (by 
addressing the interlocutor by name, asking questions, checking 
comprehension). These marks of interaction were often integrated 
directly into the information given by the speaker, which explains why 
this criterion was linked with Factor 1, Informational Content. However, 
in the end, these various markers served more to include the interlocutor 
in the discourse, and thus arouse their interest, than to provide new 
information. That is why we decided to keep this criterion in Factor 2, 
Interaction with the Interlocutor, despite the cross-loading that existed 
with the content-related factor. The third factor is made up of six 

criteria. We called it Clarity of the Message Conveyed. This factor an
swers the question "What does the speaker pay attention to in order to 
make their message comprehensible?” This factor is made up of criteria 
relating to paraverbal elements, speech structure, relevance of infor
mation conveyed and respect for characteristics specific to spoken 
French.

Bartlett's test was significant (p < .001) for the model obtained, 
indicating that the correlations between our different criteria were 
adequate (Yong & Pearce, 2013). According to the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) measure, the adequacy of the data for factor analysis was 
0.813, which is considered good (Yong & Pearce, 2013). In view of these 
results, the criteria not retained in the EFA were removed from ORAToR 
to arrive at the final version of the measurement tool (Fig. 2).1

6. Discussion and conclusion

This paper presented the process of developing and validating a tool 
for measuring pupils’ oral communication skills. Indeed, few such tools 
currently exist, making it difficult to understand the specifics of oral 
communication and thus to clarify what is teachable and assessable in 
oral communication (Mercer et al., 2017; Oliver et al., 2005). To 

Fig. 2. ORAToR criteria grid after EFA.

1 If you wish to obtain the final version of ORAToR (which is only available 
in French), you may contact the first author of this article at the following. 
christine.wiertz@uclouvain.be
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exemplify this construction process, we anchored our work in the 
development of a criterion-referenced grid for assessing pupils' compe
tence in producing an oral summary of their knowledge about a topic.

In terms of results, discussions with various professionals in the field 
led us to refine our objectives and build a tool for researchers rather than 
teachers. In particular, teachers need a quick and easy-to-use measure
ment tool (Wiertz et al., 2020). Our aim, however, was to gain a better 
understanding of speaking. We believe that we must first measure oral 
language in a research environment, so that we can then adapt the tool 
in a way that respects the needs of teachers. The ultimate aim of this 
study is to serve as a guide for the creation of research-based measure
ment tools for the various oral genres that can be taught in the class
room. A second result highlighted in our study is the importance of 
following an iterative process (Blanc et al., 2025; Rochford & Borchert, 
2011) to reinforce the content validity of a measurement tool. Through 
this iterative process, we were able to adapt our tool to the reality of 
pupils' performances. In particular, these steps enabled us to add criteria 
for assessing interactions between speaker and interlocutor. The rele
vance of taking interaction into account was not immediately evident to 
us when we read the literature. Thus, we believe that these steps enabled 
us to reinforce the content validity of our tool and to better anchor it in 
the specifics of oral communication (Martin et al., 2016). Finally, the 
results highlight three factors that underlie the production of an oral 
summary of one's knowledge.

The first factor, Informational Content, is related to the content the 
speaker provides to support their discourse, as well as elements linked 
with the oral language code (Dumais, 2016). This factor includes the 
criteria evaluating the amount of information given (e.g., if the speaker 
says that a cat has four legs and eats kibble, they are providing two 
different pieces of information), the elaboration of this information 
through various strategies (e.g., the speaker provides examples to 
illustrate the information they are giving), the number of different cat
egories of information addressed (e.g., if the speaker says that a cat has 
four legs, two ears, and eats kibble, they are providing three different 
pieces of information but only two different categories of information: 
the animal's physical characteristics and its diet), the number and va
riety of the connectors used (e.g., and, because, yet), and the fact that the 

speaker responds well to the speaking situation by respecting the char
acteristics of the summary genre (e.g., the speaker does not talk about 
their own emotions). A link can be made between this factor and the 
characteristics of written summarization identified in the theoretical 
literature. Namely, in a written summary, the writter conveys the most 
relevant information from a source text, while respecting its lexicon (Li, 
2014).

The second factor, Interaction with the Interlocutor, relates to the 

Table 1 
Summary of the development stages of ORAToR.

Step Description Approximate Duration

Identifying goals Literature review and 
definition of the tool's 
objectives

5 months

Measurement 
scale 
construction

Creation of the initial version 
of the tool

2 months

Request for 
feedback

Collection of feedback from 
four experts in oral language 
didactics

2 months

Revision Incorporation of expert 
feedback to revise the tool

Pilot study Collection of 48 pupil videos 
to test ORAToR

3 months

Revision Analysis of the collected 
videos and refinement of 
ORAToR through discussions 
between two researchers; 
revisions were also informed 
by the literature

Approximately 12 months 
(This revision phase was 
spread over the year, as the 
two researchers involved 
were also engaged in other 
research projects.)

New data 
collection

Collection of 104 additional 
pupil videos

3 months

Reliability check Two raters assessed inter- 
rater reliability by coding 15 
videos

4 months

Validity check Exploratory factor analyses 
(EFA) were conducted

3 months

Final revision Final modifications to 
ORAToR based on the results

2 months

Table 2 
Level of reliability for each criterion.

Reliability 
level

Criterion Intraclass 
Correlation/ 
Weighted kappa

95% Confidence 
Interval

Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Excellent The speaker uses words 
specifically related to the 
characteristics of the 
subject.

0.96 0.88 0.99

The speaker addresses 
different categories of 
information.

0.95 0.83 0.98

The speaker addresses 
many different ideas.

0.95 0.58 0.99

The conclusion is 
qualitative.*

0.93 0.85 1

The speaker elaborates 
on ideas.

0.91 0.75 0.97

The speaker uses the 
draft sheet 
appropriately.*

0.88 0,72 1

The speaker follows the 
directions.*

0.85 0.62 1.1

The speaker doesn't use 
self-centered gestures.*

0.83 0.69 0.98

The speaker looks at the 
interlocutor.*

0.82 0.66 0.99

The introduction is 
qualitative.*

0.81 0.68 0.94

Good The speaker uses 
communication 
strategies.

0.86 0.62 0.95

The speaker uses 
numerous connectors.

0.85 0.58 0.95

The speaker uses many 
different connectors.

0.82 0.51 0.94

The different elements 
appear coherently one 
after the other.

0.8 0.5 0.93

The speaker remains 
focused on the summary 
and not on his or her 
feelings.

0.75 0.55 0.88

The speaker constructs 
orally correct statements.

0.75 0.54 0.87

The speaker's volume is 
appropriate.

0.75 0.55 0.87

The speaker's flow is 
appropriate.*

0.7 0.5 0.91

Moderate The interactions are 
focused on content.

0.7 0.46 0.84

The elements covered are 
relevant.

0.68 0.27 0.88

The speaker uses 
coverbal gestures.*

0.57 0.36 0.78

The speech is punctuated 
by elements that move it 
forward.

0.55 0.24 0.75

The speaker's intonation 
is appropriate.*

0.48 0.05 0.99

Poor The elements discussed 
are not erroneous.

0.33 0.23 0.72

Note. For criteria with an asterisk, we have used the weighted kappa.
The original items were in French and have been translated for this article.
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interactions the speaker has with the interlocutor. More precisely, the 
criteria that make up this factor refer to non-verbal elements (gestures 
and gaze), intonation and the number of interactions occurring. It in
cludes elements that can arouse the interlocutor's interest. This factor, 
which is not directly related to the characteristics of a written summary, 
encompasses certain specific features of the oral modality, namely, the 
use of non-verbal, paraverbal elements and the rules of the social game 
associated with interaction with the interlocutor (Casteleyn, 2019; Fritz 
et al., 2019).

The third factor, Clarity of the Message Conveyed, corresponds to the 
speech elements that ensure the clarity of the message conveyed and 
make the speech comprehensible to the interlocutor. These include the 
relevance of the information conveyed and the structure followed, as 
well as criteria for judging volume, flow and adherence to characteristics 
specific to spoken French. In this factor, we also find characteristics that 
have been identified as part of a written summary: the relevant selection 
of information as well as the ability to structure it (Li, 2014; Stewart, 
2009). Added to this are paraverbal elements characteristic of the oral 
modality (Petlyuchenko & Chernyakova, 2019).

Thus, these three factors can easily be linked with the primary 
function of speaking, that is, interacting with others (Factor 2) by 
expressing content (Factor 1) clearly and comprehensibly for the inter
locutor (Factor 3) (Millard & Menzies, 2016). However, these factors 
identified by our analyses do not correspond to the typologies of 
speaking presented in our theoretical framework (Dolz et al., 1993; 
Dumais, 2016; Millard & Menzies, 2016), nor to any other typology, to 
our knowledge. This raises important questions. The theoretical typol
ogies presented in the literature can indeed be used to simplify the 
concept of orality by dividing it into several components. For instance, 
without conducting a factor analysis, we might have assessed pupils' 
performance on our task through the components proposed in those 
typologies. However, our findings show that this approach would have 
led us to evaluate factors that do not align with the latent constructs that 
actually emerge from pupils’ verbal and non-verbal behaviors (Boateng 
et al., 2018; Yong & Pearce, 2013). In other words, we would have ended 
up with a set of criteria that do not form a coherent whole, creating a gap 
between what is assumed to be measured and what is actually measured, 
thereby compromising the validity of the reported results (Cohen et al., 

2017).
Furthermore, other factor analyses that have been carried out in an 

attempt to identify the factors underlying the concept of orality (e.g., 
Massonnié et al., 2022; O'Connell et al., 2017) have also failed to 
identify the same factors that we did. This is because factor analyses are 
influenced by the way oral competence is measured. For this reason, we 
attempted to measure speaking in an integrated way, using a single task 
that we wanted to be close to a real communication situation, in order to 
increase the ecological validity of the factors found in the EFA 
(Kihlstrom, 2021). To that end, we focused here on a specific, fairly 
precise genre and a specific ecologically valid task. More precisely, we 
ensured that the speaker interacted with a peer of the same age rather 
than with an adult examiner. In the same vein, and in contrast to most 
standardized oral assessments, we did not evaluate skills in isolation (e. 
g., through tasks targeting only vocabulary). Instead, all skills were 
assessed within a single speaking task in order to more closely reflect the 
demands of real-life communication situations.

The discrepancy between our factors and those found in the litera
ture seems to confirm the importance for research of building valid and 
reliable measurement tools for each genre studied, in order to gain a 
finer and more specific perception of the skills required to perform the 
different tasks required of pupils. In this sense, our methodological 
approach enabled us to learn more about a field that is still relatively 
unknown and in which research faces many obstacles (Casteleyn, 2019).

More precisely, the fact that this process was carried out over a three- 
year period allowed us to develop a comprehensive tool that was revised 
multiple times and informed by expert feedback as well as both theo
retical and empirical data. This entire procedure contributed to 
strengthening the validity and reliability of ORAToR. We therefore 
believe that it can serve as a guide for developing robust tools aimed at 
measuring other oral genres from a research-based perspective.

6.1. Limitations and perspectives

Despite our aim to create a tool to measure pupils' ability to perform 
an authentic oral summarization task, the ecological validity of our re
sults can be questioned. Indeed, in everyday life, it is highly unlikely that 
11- to 12-year-old pupils would actually be asked to summarize for a 
classmate of the same age what they know about an animal or a tech
nological device. What is more, some pupils may not have seen the point 
of the task and may not have performed it to the best of their ability. 
Moreover, speaking in front of others can be quite anxiety-inducing for 
some pupils (Stordeur et al., 2022, 2025). This is even more true in a 
setup like ours, where pupils were filmed and had a limited amount of 
time to speak and no preparation time. In the current version of our tool, 
we have not yet found a way to account for this anxiety, either in the 
assessment of pupils’ performance or in the way ORAToR is adminis
tered. Although we did not observe any pupils who appeared particu
larly anxious in the videos, such anxiety may still have influenced the 
results of this study. One way to partially reduce these various diffi
culties could be to ask pupils for feedback on their experience of taking 
part in an assessment with ORAToR, so that we can effectively improve 
our tool.

The generalizability of our factors can also be questioned. Would we 
have arrived at the same results with another oral knowledge summary 
situation? Are the factors specific to the knowledge-summary genre, or 
to the particular task that we used? Can these factors be generalized to 
other genres? It would be interesting to verify this by using ORAToR to 
evaluate other knowledge summarization tasks, as well as tasks repre
senting other genres. Furthermore, even though we had more partici
pants than in many studies on oral communication (e.g., Casteleyn, 
2019), we would need to replicate our study with a larger sample, in 
particular to be able to carry out confirmatory factor analyses (Boateng 
et al., 2018). What is more, the majority of pupils in our study came from 
rather advantaged socio-economic backgrounds. Increasing the number 
of participants could also counter this potential bias. Moreover, it is 

Table 3 
Results of exploratory factor analysis.

Factor

Content Interaction Clarity

The speaker addresses many different ideas. 0.839 ​ ​
The speaker uses communication strategies. 0.813 ​ ​
The speaker uses numerous connectors. 0.804 ​ ​
The speaker uses words specifically related to 

the characteristics of the subject.
0.723 ​ ​

The speaker uses many different connectors. 0.650 0.362 ​
The speaker follows the directions. 0.626 ​ ​
The speaker addresses different categories of 

information.
0.584 ​ ​

The speaker uses coverbal gestures. ​ 0.705 ​
The speaker doesn't use self-centered gestures. ​ 0.599 ​
The speaker's intonation is appropriate. ​ 0.438 ​
The interactions are focused on content. 0.398 0.428 ​
The speaker looks at the interlocutor. ​ 0.357 ​
The elements covered are relevant. ​ ​ 0.618
The speaker's flow is appropriate. ​ ​ 0.604
The speaker's volume is appropriate. ​ ​ 0.594
The speaker remains focused on the summary 

and not on his or her feelings.
​ ​ 0.513

The different elements appear coherently one 
after the other.

​ ​ 0.484

The speaker constructs orally correct 
statements.

​ ​ 0.305

Note. The 'Minimum residuals' extraction method was used in conjunction with 
an 'oblimin' rotation. Loadings below 0.30 are not shown on the table.
The original items were in French and have been translated for this article.
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possible that how the task is performed, as well as the expected out
comes, may vary from one culture to another (particularly regarding 
paraverbal aspects). Since our tool was created and tested in Belgium, 
within a Western context, it would therefore be interesting for future 
research to examine whether ORAToR remains an appropriate mea
surement tool when used in other cultural contexts.

In addition, we chose to use a criterion-referenced grid as a mea
surement tool, in particular because it can address various difficulties 
specific to oral assessment (Dunbar et al., 2006). However, the entire 
process of constructing our grid was time-consuming (Martin et al., 
2016; Reddy, 2011). Furthermore, it should be noted that, taken indi
vidually, the ICCs and weighted kappas for certain criteria indicated that 
their inter-rater reliability was not always optimal (Koo & Li, 2016; 
Santos, 2018). This was particularly true for the criteria assessing the 
relevance of information and paraverbal elements, both of which are 
particularly influenced by the ephemeral nature of oral communication 
and the subjective appreciation of the interlocutor (Mercer et al., 2017). 
Thus, exploring evaluation methods other than the criterion-referenced 
grid could be a complementary avenue to better understand how to 
evaluate oral communication competence effectively (Bouwer et al., 
2016). For one thing, the use of a criterion-based rubric corresponds 
to an analytical type of assessment, in which the evaluation is the sum of 
scores assigned to several criteria. However, other types of assessment 
also exist, such as holistic assessment, where the evaluator assigns an 
overall score. It is also possible to design a tool with mixed procedures, 
in which, for example, certain factors are evaluated using specific 
criteria while others are assessed holistically (Harsch & Martin, 2013). 
Another possible strategy would be to use comparative judgment, where 
the evaluator compares pupils' products against one another (Lesterhuis 
et al., 2017). This approach appears to provide greater validity and 
reliability in assessment (Pollitt, 2012). In a related study, some of us 
compared these three assessment methods for evaluating paraverbal 
elements in 11- to 12-year-old pupils' oral productions. The results 
showed that, for this specific dimension of oral communication, the 
absolute holistic method reached the highest inter-rater reliability, 
whereas the criterion-based rubric and the comparative holistic method 
showed moderate reliability (Colognesi et al., 2024). Finally, to com
plement the evaluation, we could ask the interlocutor questions about 
what they think of the speaker's performance. Since one of the core 
functions of communication is ultimately to be understood by one's 
interlocutor, it seems relevant to take their opinion into account when 
assessing an oral product.

6.2. Practical implications

Our study addresses several needs relevant to both researchers and 
teachers. First, our methodological approach can inspire further 
research in the field of oral communication and in the construction of 
tools for measuring oral competence (Mercer et al., 2017). In addition, 
the three factors highlighted by our study provide a more detailed un
derstanding of oral summarization of knowledge. For instance, they 
could be used to measure pupils' progress following an intervention or 
teaching sequence focused on knowledge summarization, or even to 
understand the progressive acquisition of these factors as a function of 
pupils' age, which seems relevant for this still little-known genre. In 
classroom settings, these factors can serve as the basis for targeted 
instructional activities related to oral knowledge summarization, a 
practice frequently used, but rarely taught explicitly (Colognesi et al., 
2022). They also constitute potential guideposts for teachers in the 
teaching and assessment of speaking, areas that remain insufficiently 
supported (Gagnon & Colognesi, 2025; Jones, 2017; Mercer et al., 2017; 
Oliver et al., 2005). Oral skills are still seldom taught or assessed, and 
teachers often attribute this to uncertainty about what should be taught 
or evaluated (Jones, 2017). The identification of three specific factors 
could therefore help teachers determine what can be meaningfully 
addressed in class. Each factor can be taught independently within 

dedicated learning sequences, and the associated criteria can support 
teachers in deciding what to focus on. The grid and its underlying factors 
thus offer a practical framework for designing instructional sequences.

This contribution also responds to another challenge frequently 
identified by teachers: Assessing oral skills is time-consuming due to the 
large number of elements to examine (Wiertz et al., 2020, 2022). 
Breaking down the genre into scientifically validated factors allows for a 
more meaningful distribution of the workload and may help reduce 
assessment time, since fewer criteria need to be evaluated simulta
neously. For example, teachers could design a sequence focusing on the 
Clarity factor, and another sequence later in the year (or in a subsequent 
school year) focusing on the Interaction factor. Although initially 
developed for research purposes, our tool could therefore also help 
teachers better identify what can be taught in relation to oral knowledge 
summarization.

6.3. Conclusion

This article contributes to research on oral language assessment by 
presenting the development and validation of ORAToR (Oral Recap 
Assessment Tool with Reliability), a tool designed to assess oral 
knowledge summarization among primary school pupils. The study 
combines didactic and psychometric perspectives and proposes a 10- 
step process for designing and validating a criterion-referenced grid. 
The exploratory factor analysis identified three factors: Informational 
Content, Interaction with the Interlocutor, and Clarity of the Message 
Conveyed. By assessing pupils’ oral performance in a peer-to-peer, first- 
language task, ORAToR offers a way to study oral competence in a sit
uation closer to classroom communication than many standardized 
assessments.
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