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Abstract

This study was aimed at describing the
development of the instrument of the intercultural-based
English speaking model for students in higher education. It
was viewed from the validity, reliability, and difficulty
index. This study used procedural development through the
4-D model that consists of four phases; defining, designing,
developing, and disseminating. The study was prepared
with 25 opened-ended questions and indicators. Thus, it
was submitted to two group experts (ELT and language
assessment experts) to validate the instrument aiming to
meet the content validity and inter-rater reliability. The
questionnaire was employed. The next stage was
administered an empirical test to various private
universities having an English department in West Nusa
Tengara, Indonesia by stratified purposive sampling. The
data were analyzed by applying content validity formula,
Agreement Kappa, Person's correlation, Cronbach's alpha,
and difficulty index. The result of content validity was
0.695, Cronbach's alpha was 0.756, Person correlation was
around 0.40 into 0.60, and inter-rater reliability was 1.00.
In addition, the difficulty index of the instrument items was
around 20 into 90. It can be concluded that the instrument
of intercultural-based English speaking assessment was
able to be applied in the teaching of speaking.

Keywords Speaking Assessment Test, Intercultural
Dimension, Validity, Reliability

1. Introduction
Teaching speaking skills is carried out discretely in
Indonesian higher education including at the English
language education study program. It is also taught
gradually from 1st semester to 4th semester. The students
cannot continue from the next stage if they do not pass
from the basic stage, from the basic stage to the next one,

etc. The last stage for students attending the speaking
subject is the advance level in the 4th semester. It indicates
that teaching speaking skills need four semesters for
students to acquire communicative competences. This
learning structure is also enacted for the other three
language skills, namely listening, reading, and writing
skills at Indonesian higher education.
To decide that the students can continue to the next stage,
the lecturer should conduct a speaking test. The assessed
aspects commonly for speaking classes are addressed to
fluency, accuracy, pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary,
and gesture [1]. It was adopted by some researchers in
assessing speaking skills in Indonesia and event in the
world. For instance, Leaper and Brawn [2] detect the
development of speaking proficiency with group oral test
viewed from indices of complexity, accuracy, and fluency.
In addition, Yan, Cheng, and Ginther [3] examine the
impact of task type to investigate speaking proficiency
including fluency, accuracy, and pronunciation. Isbell and
Winke [4] examine students’ oral proficiency in relation to
the rate of speech (fluency), lexical diversity (vocabulary),
and shorter silent pauses. The same thing done by [5], they
explore the issue by examining lexical and discursive
features for Spanish performance in oral proficiency.
Assessing the four language skill is influenced by the
development of language teaching and learning nowadays.
ELT Experts have developed various instructional models
followed by providing the way the language skills are
measured. Isbell, Winke, and Gass [6] provide face-to-face
oral proficiency interview (OPI) assessment model for
speaking proficiency and also as stated in [4] develop the
ACTFL OPI computer model to assess students’ oral
proficiency and monitor students’ progress in a tertiary
foreign languages program. Yoo et al. [7] apply the score
equity assessment (SEA) to evaluate fairness in English
speaking for test-takers from a diverse cultural, linguistic,
and educational background. In addition, Jensen, Grajeda,
and Haertel [8] develop classroom assessment of
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sociocultural interaction (CASI) model to measure cultural
dimensions of classroom interaction. With respect to these
mentioned models, the language assessment carried out by
researchers and teachers indicates how language skills are
taught.
Intercultural language learning in assessing language
skills should meet learning processes provided for students
both the assessed aspects and the instructional materials
given. Liddicoat [9] and Haerazi [10] developed
intercultural language learning for ELT learners, but the
assessment model was still focused on what Brown
suggested [1]. The intercultural language learning model
could have specific aspects that are evaluated such as
intercultural dimensions as attitude, knowledge, skills of
interpretation, skills of interaction and relation, and critical
awareness [11]. It is in line with what Jensen et al. [8] state
the effective instruction in the teaching of TEFL classroom
interaction should pay more attention to cultural
dimensions. Therefore, this study was focused on
developing and evaluating the instrument of assessing
speaking skills within the intercultural language learning
model in higher education.
The learners' intercultural communication competences
are seen when learners perform their communicative
abilities reflecting the five intercultural dimensions. These
competencies, according to Byram [12], are acquired by
implementing the intercultural language learning model.
Liddicoat [13] recommends four teaching stages of the
model, which are noticing, comparing, reflecting, and
interacting stage. Based on the Liddicoat’s model, Haerazi
[10] develops the model in teaching writing skills into six
teaching stages which are noticing, comparing, reflecting,
concluding tentatively, constructing, and presenting. For
speaking skills, this study uses Liddicoat's model with
conducting modification in practice.
Implementing the intercultural language learning model
in speaking classes should be followed by the appropriate
speaking assessment. Some researchers conducted various
researches dealing with the intercultural instructions.
Reese et al. [14] and Roorda et al. [15] provide their
students with cultural dimensions of Spanish native
language in K-2 Latino-majority in rural California to
improve classroom interaction. Equitable teaching for
cultural dimensions in the classroom was conducted by
Jensen [16], Jensen et al. [8], and Jensen, Meijia-Arauz, &
Zepeda [17]. They claim the development of instruction
was influenced by generic and cultural dimensions of
classroom interactions. Even so, there is nothing an
instructional assessment model focused on intercultural
activities dealing with intercultural dimensions.
The intercultural dimensions proposed by some experts
are elaborated as indicators of the developed instrument
items for assessing speaking skills. Intercultural
elucidation needs to be conducted in any aspect of English
teaching and learning. As stated in [18] that intercultural
elucidation in a multicultural teaching and learning context

2797

can truly attain a true mutual understanding among
learners.
This study was addressed to develop the instructional
assessment instrument for intercultural-based speaking
teaching. At the end of this research, the final product of
this study is an instrument that consists of indicators to be
utilized for the speaking skill assessment. The novelty of
this study lies in the utilization of cultural dimensions
combination between students' own culture and the target
cultures, which are reflected in the instrument of speaking
proficiency. More specifically, this study is to generate and
validate the instrument of the intercultural language
learning model in private universities in West Nusa
Tenggara, Indonesia.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Developing Teaching Speaking Skills in Higher
Education
As theory and research in intercultural language learning
advance, debate continues about how to measure the
intercultural language learning model. Learners can be
stated they have good speaking skills if they can perform
their speaking in good fluency, pronunciation, and
accuracy [19]. However, the relevant studies investigating
learners’ speaking development and assessment are limited
[20]. In addition, teachers are inquired to find a way and
instrument to assess speaking skills reflecting the
intercultural competences. In Indonesian higher education,
teaching the four language skills is taught in the discrete
instruction. The four language skills are allotted in a
different semester in the English language department both
in state universities and private universities in Indonesia.
Consequently, lecturers should meet an appropriate way to
assess the four skills. Therefore, the instrument of
evaluating those must be designed and developed in line
with the teaching and learning purposes. In addition, the
model of language proficiency has been influential in
language testing in terms of the four language skills [21],
[22]. It is in line with what Isbell, Winke, and Gass [6] state
language tests are useful for many purposes, including
monitoring language instructional progress. In doing so,
ACTFL OPIc (American Council on the Teaching of
Foreign Language Oral Proficiency Interview Computer) is
applied. The interview of the assisted computer is used to
find out the speaking proficiency.
2.2. Speaking Test
Some studies address the language assessment through
various ways. Jensen et al. [16] and Jensen, Grajeda, and
Haertel [8] organize a speaking proficiency test into three
domains; life application, self in a group, and agency. The
first domain addresses how the interaction in the classroom
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explores and values the aspects of learners' out-of-school
lives to create a personal connection with classroom
content [23]; & [24]. The interactions are scored from
disconnected to well-connected. Thus, the associated
dimensions valued include language use, difference
appreciation, equity, and content personalization.
Meanwhile, the domain of self in group and agency
addresses how the classroom leads students to relate to and
work with one another. It aims to motivate learning and to
foster social identities. The research findings presented the
speaking proficiencies were influenced significantly by
those domains in classroom interactions.
The use of score equity assessment (SEA) is also applied
in ELT classes to evaluate language proficiency. For
instance, Yoo, et al. [7] utilized the TOEIC test as the
assessment instrument for assessing English language
skills in the workplace and also the selected-response item
format in TOEFL test is applied to meet students’ reading
comprehension [25]. The use of TOEFL writing tasks and
actual academic tasks is employed to investigate students'
performance [26]. The aspects of assessment are addressed
to the quality of the first and final draft viewed from the
dimension of grammatical, cohesive, rhetorical,
socio-pragmatic, and content control. In addition, response
item formats are employed in investigating students'
reading and speaking comprehension. Even so, because
these processes operate simultaneously at various stages in
the intercultural language learning model, operationalizing
the construct and reliability of speaking proficiency is
challenging for assessment purposes. This study lies in the
use of intercultural dimensions between students' own
cultures and the target cultures to generate the indicators
for speaking assessment in higher education.

competence [29] [30]. As stated in [31], the intercultural
competence to interact with people from different cultures
is not only desirable but a necessity culturally. To reach
this competence, EFL lecturers should apply an
appropriate instructional model, namely the intercultural
language learning model.
The intercultural language learning model is
increasingly applied in universities that have an English
language program including private and public Indonesian
universities. For them, intercultural understanding is
recognized as core learning. Because of this, the
intercultural dimensions should be integrated into
language teaching [32]. Additionally, global knowledge is
demanded to interact among nations and peoples to
communicate through online communication [33]. Based
on these demands, intercultural learning is a solution for
English learners to acquire those dimensions. Garson [34]
defines intercultural learning is an instruction that guides
the development of intercultural competence and
awareness of learners' own and other cultural preferences.

2.3. Intercultural Language Learning Assessment

3.1.1. Defining

One of meaningful achievement of internalization tasks
at higher education is to develop learners’ intercultural
competences. This study tries to meet an appropriate
assessment reflecting cultural competences. Some studies
are conducted to find out the assessment of intercultural
competence as a learner outcome of internationalization in
higher education. For instance, Rogers [27] carried out an
assessment of intercultural competence using program
logic model that consists of four steps, namely “inputs,
activities, outputs, and outputs of internationalization”. It
is different from Deardorff [28] who proposed five
components of it, namely “world knowledge, foreign
language proficiency, cultural empathy, approval of
foreign people and cultures, and ability to practice in
international setting”.
Pre-service teachers whether domestic or international
need to be treated with increasingly complex knowledge
and skills to increase mobility and multiculturalism. It is
important learning in higher education to provide them
with opportunities to develop and practice intercultural

The step of defining is carried out in some research
activities. First, researchers analyze the lecturers' speaking
characteristics that suit the assessment model to detect the
intercultural dimensions for the fourth semester of English
language education programs in private universities.
Afterward, the researchers come to the prior knowledge of
students about the target cultures and their own cultures. It
needs to consider because it becomes a minimum
competence that should be acquired. So the assessment
arrangement is going to be easier to decide the intercultural
communication indicators that need to be attained. Second,
the researchers review the related literatures to develop the
intercultural-based assessment model based on the
teachers' and students' speaking characteristics at the
English language department in private universities. In
doing so, this study is assisted by four experts, two
instructional experts, and two evaluation experts.
Those experts are asked to evaluate the targeted needs
and the learning needs in intercultural language instruction.
The results are then utilized as a consideration to form the

3. Research Method
3.1. Research Design
This study was procedural development. It is aimed at
producing a final product through some steps that should
be followed. The procedural development of this study is a
descriptive study using the 4-D model [35]. The final
product of this study is an intercultural-based assessment
model. The procedural development to attain the final
product covers the stage of defining, designing, developing,
and disseminating.
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assessment model for speaking skills. Third, the
researchers determine the purpose of the assessment
development to evaluate the intercultural dimensions in the
teaching of speaking skills in the form of an open-ended
question.

was employed to find the appropriate item construction and
item format. The questionnaire was distributed into the
language evaluation experts and the ELT practitioners. The
description of the two product of this study can be
elaborated as follows.

3.1.2. Designing

3.2.1. Item Construction

The second step is designing questions dealing with
intercultural competences for speaking skills. These
activities are carried out in some steps. First, the
researchers conduct a deep analysis of the English
department curriculum for 4th-semester students in private
universities. These activities determine the instructional
goals, learning objectives, and competency indicators.
Second, the researchers describe the answer criteria are
used to enact the intercultural communication competence
or not, designing the introductory questions, question
scripts, and speaking assessment rubrics. Third, the
research teams write questions.

The items of speaking assessment questions are
developed in line with the intercultural dimensions,
learning objects, and content standard of ELT curriculum
in private universities for the 4th-semester students. Five
intercultural dimensions are elaborated into 3-4
competence indicators. Those are knowledge, attitude,
skills of interpreting and relating, skills of discovery and
interaction, and critical cultural awareness. Meanwhile, the
indicators of those consist of 14 items. The item
construction of the instrument derives from intercultural
dimensions without avoiding the aspects of the complexity,
accuracy, speed fluency, breakdown fluency, and repair
fluency in speaking. The instrument is tailored made for
developing pre-service teachers' oral proficiency in terms
of the intercultural speaking assessment model.

3.1.3. Developing
The third step is developing the assessment model for
speaking skills. The assessment model is validated through
expert judgments. Experts are invited to see the content
validity of the items. The content validity of the items of
speaking assessment is administered by providing the
experts on ELT methodology and evaluation experts from
higher education. The involved experts are based on the
experience in the TEFL field and their research experiences
in language testing. Those include 4 experts that consist of
two ELT professors and two evaluation Ph. D lecturers.
Those experts are asked to review the truth of each item of
questions and assessment rubrics.
Each item is seen from substance to learning objectives
and competency indicators and cultural aspects both the
target culture and students' own cultures; and linguistic
aspects in each question. The experts are asked to review
each item of those and give comments. The suggestions
and comments of those experts become considerations to
complete the assessment aspects of each item. Afterward,
the assessment instrument is going to be tested.

3.2.2. Item Format

The intercultural language learning assessment consisted
of 20 questions for speaking skills. Students are said that
they have intercultural communication knowledge if they
perform the indicators of intercultural competences.
Additionally, the dynamic assessment was employed to
form the items. It was in line with what Estaji and
Farahanynia [36] found that the dynamic assessment has a
meaningful contribution to creating the assessment of
culturally diverse student-teachers. It was provided in order
to anticipate student-teachers who have less willing to
communicate. Therefore, the item format is designed to
create interaction among student-teachers and lecturers in
the speaking class.
The intercultural dimensions were developed into
indicators reflecting the intercultural communication. The
intercultural insertion is seen from student-teachers’
attitude or knowledge when they interact and communicate
with their colleagues who have different cultures. The
3.1.4. Disseminating
communication skills were crucial parts of intercultural
To find out the effectiveness of the assessment model, competence [37]. Therefore, this part was also considered
the researcher conducted dissemination to English in the item format of the developed instrument. For
speaking lecturers in other state universities and private instance, the intercultural dimension of knowledge was
universities in West Nusa Tenggara, Indonesia. In doing so, broken down into 3 indicators. It can be seen in Table 1 as
the team researcher printed the final product of this study to follows.
share in various workshops dealing with language testing.
Table 1. Intercultural dimension of “knowledge” indicators
In addition, the dissemination process involved English
Intercultural
pre-service teachers coming from public and private
Competence Indicators
Dimensions
universities.
3.2. Research Instrument
The products of this study cover the item construction
and item format for assessing speaking skills reflecting the
intercultural competences. Because of it, the questionnaire

Knowledge

Learners know when to speak, when not, what to
speak about, what not, with whom, and in what
manner.
Learners have a perception of how other people
perceive them in communication.
Learners know the cultural products and practices in
their own and other cultures.
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3.3. Technique of Analyzing Data
This study developed an intercultural-based speaking
assessment which is in the form of competence indicators.
The instrument of competence indicators was valid and
reliable. The validity of the test was carried out by seeing
the content validity index and validity between items.
Gregory [38] states the content validity of a test can be seen
from the expert agreement index. The calculation was done
by considering two categories that are very relevant and
less relevant. The calculation of the expert agreement index
was a comparison between the numbers of items to all of
the item numbers (very relevant and less relevant). The
items come from very relevant by two experts. The index
was around 0 to 1. The criteria of the test have good content
validity because the index minimum was 0.50.
The validity of each item was valid because the
correlation score is higher than the sig. level 0.05. Besides,
the reliability of the test was reliable because the
coefficient reliability (0.70) was higher than the sig. level
0.05. It is in line with What Ozdamar [39] states the
instrument is accepted as high coefficient reliability if the
score of coefficient reliability is higher than 0.50. The
analysis was done using the SPSS 21 device.

4. Research Findings
4.1. Content Validity
The development of an intercultural-based speaking
assessment was conducted in the form of a criteria test that
was validated by ELT experts and ELT assessment experts.
Those experts investigated the compatibility between
competence indicators which are developed by the English
department in private universities. In addition, the experts
are asked to validate compatibility between intercultural
dimensions and competency indicators. Four experts are
involved to validate the competence indicators for the
intercultural assessment model. Based on experts'
validation, the thirteen competence indicators were
relevant for teaching speaking and assessment in the
Table 3.

intercultural language learning model. The result is drawn
in Table 2 as follows.
Table 2.

Expert validation of indicator number data

Indicator criteria

Indicator number

Total

Relevant by the two-group
expert

1, 3, 6, 7 , 8, 11, 12, 13,
14, 17, 19, 22, 24, and
25

14

-

0

-

0

Very relevant by group expert
1, but less relevant by group
expert 2.
Very relevant by group expert
2, but less relevant by group
expert 1.
Less relevant by the two-group
expert.

2, 4, 5, 9, 10, 15, 16,
18, 20, 21, and 23

In this study, the test of the content validity index was
obtained 0.70. Thus, it was continued to an empirical test.
The speaking lecturers are asked to answer the questions
for 1.47 minutes. The highest score was 5 and the lowest
score was 1 for each item. The score was calculated using
bivariate value among the scores. In doing so, the SPSS 2.1
program was employed. Based on the result of the analysis,
14 indicators were valid. It means that the indicators are
able to measure something that needs to be assessed. Hence,
11 indicators were invalid. The invalid one was measured
based on the minimum correlation value that is required.
Additionally, there were some suggestions given by the
experts as the tester should determine the best strategy to
assess intercultural competence is through a mix of
qualitative and quantitative measures.
4.2. Reliability
The reliable test was done using the inter-rater
assessment. The inter-rater reliability was obtained at 1.00.
It means that the indicator test was reliable according to the
two group experts (ELT experts and Language assessment
experts). In other words, the intercultural competence
indicators of the speaking instrument were applicable for
assessing speaking skills. It was analyzed using SPSS IBM
2.1. The result can be seen in Table 3 as follows.

Inter-rater reliability

Symmetric Measure
Measure of agreement
N of Valid Cases

Kappa

Value

Asymptotic Standardized Error

Approximate Tb

Approximate Sig.

1.000

0.000

5.856

0.000

25
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After the inter-rater reliability was found, this study was
continued to analyze the coefficient consistency. It was
analyzed using Cronbach's alpha. Based on the result of the
analysis, the score of coefficient consistency was 0.756. It
means that the indicator items were reliable. The
consistency of the test items in approximately resulting in
the same value repeatedly. In other words, the indicators of
the intercultural competence for assessing speaking skills
were applicable for English language students in higher
education. The computation was conducted using SPSS
IBM 2.1. The result of the analysis can be seen in Table 4
as follows.
Table 4.

Reliability test

Statistic Reliability
Cronbach’s alpha of
Standardized Items
0.756

Cronbach’s Alpha
0.695

Valid
Items
14

The reliability test of intercultural-based speaking
indicators was stated as a valid test. It was seen from two
Table 5.
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parts, inter-rater reliability, and coefficient consistency
analysis. It can be concluded that the items of each
indicator of intercultural speaking assessment were reliable.
An important finding of this study was that the tester can
employ the items of each indicator in various ways in
practice. The point touch to assess students’ intercultural
competence was using the intercultural dimensions such as
knowledge, the attitude, the skill of interpreting and
relating, skill of discovery and interaction, and critical
cultural awareness. The five critical intercultural
dimensions were said reliable and consistency to assess
speaking skills. The complete result of the intercultural
speaking assessment can be seen in Table 5 as follows.
The intercultural dimensions consist of five aspects
which are knowledge, attitude, the skill of interpreting and
relating, the skill of discovery and interaction, and the
critical cultural awareness. These aspects are divided into
3-4 indicators for each aspect of intercultural dimensions.

Indicators of Intercultural Speaking Assessment

No

Intercultural Dimensions

Indicators

1

Knowledge

Learners know when to speak, when not, what to speak about, what not, with whom, and in what
manner.
Learners have a perception of how other people perceive them in communication.
Learners know the cultural products and practices in their own and other cultures.

2

Attitude

Learners respect to cultural differences and similarities with doing polite communication.
Learners have curiosity, openness, and readiness to suspend disbelief and belief about other
cultures and own cultures.
Learners are not to assume the right and wrong cultures.

3

Skills of Interpreting and
Relating

4

Skills of Discovery and
Interaction

5

Critical Cultural Awareness

Learners are able to identify the cultural perspectives in a new cultural context.
Learners are able to explain the new cultural context that they meet.
Learners are able to see how misunderstanding can arise.
Learners are able to resolve cultural misunderstandings.
Learners acquire new knowledge of culture and cultural practice in real-time communication.
Learners are able to build cultural knowledge into a cultural practice in communicative manners.
Learners are able to integrate what they find out with what they already have.
Learners are able to interact with other different cultures.
Learners are able to evaluate critically the cultural products and practices.
Learners are able to share cultural products and practices in an appropriate way.
Learners are able to change their values and behaviors when they interact with others.
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findings such as stated in [41] that found the coefficient
consistency was 0.902 and this meant the instrument test
The development of the intercultural-based speaking was a special category. In addition, Ceniza and Cereno [46],
assessment in this study was started from doing the validity Ozdamar [41], and Gelisli et al. [47] found that the
of the instrument. The instrument was the final product to reliability coefficient consistency was more than 0.70. It
be utilized in the teaching of speaking skills in private showed the acceptability of the coefficient consistency was
universities. The instrument was seen its validity through high. It was the same clime with what Thaneerananon [48]
content and empirical analysis based on the response data state that the instrument reliability was higher than 0.70
of each item. It is line with what Lissitz and Samuelsen [40] had a meaning that the instrument owed sufficiency to be
state an instrument can be identified as a valid instrument used. In this study, the instrument test can be concluded
through content validity and empirical analysis. In addition, that the test indicators had very high reliability.
Desstya et al. [41] conducted a study on developing an
The test was categorized as a reliable and valid test in
instrument by doing empirical analysis and content this study. Afterward, it was then continued to find the
analysis to find out the response of each item.
difficulty index. According to Khoshaim and Rashid [49],
The content validity index in this study used around the difficulty index is a percentage of data based on the
from 0 to 1. The coefficient showing closer to 0 meant that correct answer of students. It had a strong effect on the
the agreement index according to validators on the variability test score and the test accuracy in which the
relevance of items with the indicators was getting lower. score distinguished among items [50]. Besides, the
Otherwise, the coefficient presenting closer to 1 meant that lecturers’ answer as the response analysis toward the
the agreement index from validators on the relevance of indicator items was used to meet the quality of each item.
items with the indicators was getting higher. The process of Based on the analysis, the difficulty index was applied in
content validity was a rational analysis for instrument items this study from 20% to 90%. It referred to Quaigrain and
that are going to be measured. According to Retnawati [42], Arhin [51] criteria in which the items are said a good when
content validity as the rational analysis was also to the difficulty index is around 40% to 60%. When the index
determine the representation between the items and is less than 20% (very difficult) and more than 90% (very
students' competence measured. In other words, the closer easy), it is not firmly established criteria and needs to be
the agreement index of instrument items is, the higher the modified and fixed. In this study, 14 indicator items were
instrument items to suit the indicators are. Therefore, the reflecting the intercultural language learning. There were 6
instrument of the intercultural speaking assessment had items with easy category, 4 items with medium category,
items that cover all content domains to be assessed.
and 4 items with the difficult category.
This study conducted content validity to attain the
The intercultural dimensions include the knowledge,
qualified speaking assessment instrument reflecting attitude, skill of interpreting and relating, skill of discovery
intercultural dimensions. The dimensions were allotted in and interaction, and critical cultural awareness. Each
each indicator. The items of the indicator then were tested. dimension has indicators. For instance, the skill of
It was aimed at finding out the content validity of the discovery and interaction, students are expected to be able
instrument items. According to Cohen et al. [43] and Polit, to identify the cultural perspectives in a new cultural
et al. [44], content validity is a valuable process and should context. Due to the new perspective, they are able to
be done by any researchers who intend to meet the quality explain it and accept it. Students having this skill of
of the instrument. In this study, the researchers invited interpreting and relating are able to avoid
two-group experts (two ELT experts and two ELT misunderstanding in communication. It was line with
assessment experts). Besides, the instrument was tested by Byram [12], Liddicoat & Scarina [52], and Haerazi, et al.
doing empirical testing. It was also to validate the [53] and Apprianoto, et al. [54] who state intercultural
instrument to be more valid. It was in line with Cresswell competences in communication bring students to resolve
[45] who states content validity can be derived from pieces the misunderstanding among different cultural
of evidence of the empirical test and the result of experts' communities. In other words, students expressed their
assessment.
ideas to other people, culturally acceptable and
After the validity test, this study considered the linguistically accurate [8]. In this study, the researchers
reliability of the test. In doing so, the inter-rater reliability developed the indicators of assessing students’ competence
was employed. Based on the result of the analysis, the in the teaching of speaking through intercultural
inter-rater reliability was attained at 1.00. It meant the dimensions.
reliability of the instrument includes a good category. It
The evaluation of the intercultural language learning
was proved by the result of Cronbach's alpha coefficient adapted what Kirkpatrick [55] suggested that the language
consistency for standardizing items was 0.756. It showed evaluation consisted of four phases, namely the reaction,
that 75.6% of the consistency of the test would be yielding learning, behavior, and result phase. The indicators of the
the same result repeatedly. It can be concluded that the test instrument are also highlighted in the evaluation phases.
items were reliable. It was supported by some research For example, the phase of the reaction, lecturers should
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evaluate students' activities in the class whether they have
the knowledge or not. From here, lecturers can see the
students' reaction toward the first intercultural dimension,
which is knowledge. At the end of this, students showed
their reaction after getting knowledge of their own cultures
and the target culture provided. Therefore, the assessment
of speaking skills was seen in this process. It was in line
with what Liddicoat and Scarino [52] state students'
intercultural communication competence can be presented
when students have prior knowledge of their own cultures
and the target cultures. Due to this knowledge, they can
perform communication, culturally appropriate.
The process of assessing the speaking skill in this study
still keeps the aspects of micro-skills of speaking. These of
speaking are maintained in the assessment process. These
consist of pronunciation, fluency, accuracy, grammar,
language use, and communication [56]. The aspects of
those can be observed when the lecturers measure the
speaking skills through intercultural language learning. For
instance, when lecturers conducted the phase of evaluating
the skill of discovery and interaction, students are asked to
communicate the provided topic and lecturers give
questions around the topic. Communication and interaction
occur in this phase. At the same time, the lecturers notice
the micro speaking skills performed by the students. It
refers to Nurgiyantoro [22] who states the assessment
model is a way to assess what lecturers’ measure. In this
study, the intercultural-based speaking assessment model
was developed as a way to measure speaking through
intercultural language learning.

6. Conclusions
This
study
developed
the
instrument
of
intercultural-based English speaking model for students in
higher education. The instrument had indicators produced
from intercultural dimensions. It was said as a valid and
reliable instrument. It was supported by the result of
content validity was 0.695, Cronbach's alpha was internal
consistency coefficient was 0.756, Person correlation was
around 0.40 into 0.60, and inter-rater reliability was 1.00.
In addition, the difficulty index of the instrument items was
around 20 into 90. It consisted of 14 indicators generated
from five intercultural dimensions. It can be concluded that
the instrument of intercultural-based English speaking
assessment was able to be applied in the teaching of
speaking. Besides, the phase of doing evaluation can adapt
Kirkpatrick's model [55] that consisted of the phase of the
reaction, learning, behavior, and result.
The researcher teams expect the instrument can be
applied in the English language department. This
instrument should be got along with the implementation of
the intercultural language learning model in the class. This
instructional model leads students to learn their own
cultures and the target cultures as learning inputs. Dealing

with the steps of the model, the lecturers are recommended
to adapt or adopt what Liddicoat proposed [13] and Scarino
[57] applied.
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