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Editorial

t ĞůĐŽŵĞ�ƚŽ�/ƐƐƵĞ�ϲϯ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�d��^/' �EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ͊ �
dŝŵĞ�ŚĂƐ�ƐŝŵƉůǇ�ƐƉĞĚ�ďǇ�ƐŝŶĐĞ�ŽƵƌ�ůĂƐƚ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶ͕ �
ƚŚĞ��ƵƚƵŵŶ�EĞǁ ƐůĞƩĞƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ŝŶĚĞĞĚ�ƚŚĂŶŬƐ�ƚŽ�
ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝŽƵƐ�d��^/' �ŵĞŵͲ
bers that we are able to bring out another News-
ůĞƩĞƌ�ƐŽ�ƐŽŽŶ͘ �/�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĂŶŬ�ƚŚĞŵ͕ �ďŽƚŚ�
TESIG members and non-members, for helping to
make this possible, and hope that they will inspire
ŵŽƌĞ�ŽĨ�ǇŽƵ�ƚŽ�ƐĞŶĚ�ŝŶ�ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ�;ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĞĚ�
to be long) or take part in a TEASIG Member Spot-
light interview. Further details can be found at
ŚƩ ƉƐ͗ ͬ ͬ ƚĞĂ͘ ŝĂƚĞŇ͘ŽƌŐͬ ŶĞǁ ƐůĞƩĞƌͬ �

dŚŝƐ�ŝƐƐƵĞ�ƐƚĂƌƚƐ�Žī �ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�ƐƵďͲ
ŵŝƩ ĞĚ�ďǇ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞƌƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�/�d�&>��ŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶ�
Glasgow last April. The first is based on a talk given 
at the joint ESPSIG/TEASIG Pre-Conference Event
;W��Ϳ͘ �/Ŷ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ��ůǏ ďŝĞƚĂ��Ăǁ ĂĚŽǁ ƐŬĂ-<ŝƩ Ğů�ĚĞͲ
scribes a new exam for BA students together with a
ƐƚƵĚǇ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƵƐĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŶǀ ĞƐƟŐĂƚĞ�ŝƚƐ�ǁ ĂƐŚďĂĐŬ͕�
recalling the power of tests to influence the teach-
ing and learning process that precedes them. The
ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƚǁ Ž�ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂůƐŽ�
given in Glasgow, both at the TEASIG day. Ilya Den-
isenko’s thought-ƉƌŽǀ ŽŬŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶ�ĞŶĚŽƌƐĞƐ�
͚ ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ ͛ �ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�
ƐĞĞ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ďĞŶĞĮ ƚƐ�ŝƚ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ͕ �ǁ ŚŝůĞ�
^ƵƐĂŶŶĂ�t ŝĐŬĞƐ͛ �ĂƌƟĐůĞ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂĐͲ
ĐŽƵŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ŽƌĂů�ƚĞƐƚ�ŝŶ��ŚŝͲ
ŶĂ͕ �ĂůƐŽ�ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ͕�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵů�ĂƐͲ
sessment.

/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ͕ ��ůĂƌĞ�D ĂĂƐ�ƐŚĂƌĞƐ�
her experience of the LDF (Learner-Driven Feed-
ďĂĐŬͿ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͛ �Ăƫ ƚƵĚĞƐ�ƚŽǁ ĂƌĚƐ�ŝƚ ͘ �
The findings are promising, and Clare kindly pro-
ǀ ŝĚĞƐ�ƟƉƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚƌǇŝŶŐ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƵƐĞĨƵů�ƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞ͘�>ǇŶŶ�
t ŝůůŝĂŵƐ�ƚĂŬĞƐ�Ă�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ǀ ŝĞǁ �ŽĨ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ŚĞƌ�
work as a teacher trainer, reminding us that as as-
sessment is not necessarily a test and sharing some
of the strategies she uses with her trainee teachers.
dŽ�ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ͕ ��Ăǀ ŝĚ��ǁ ŝŶŐ�ZǇĂŶ͛ Ɛ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�
makes intriguing reading as he describes a study in
D ĞǆŝĐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶǀ ĞƐƟŐĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�Ăƫ ƚƵĚĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ͕ �ďƵƚ�ŽŌĞŶ�ŶĞŐůĞĐƚĞĚ͕ �ƐƚĂŬĞͲ

holders in a language test, that is, the test-takers
themselves.

/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�Į ŶĂů�ƐĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ ƐůĞƩĞƌ͕�:Ž�dŽŵůŝŶƐŽŶ�
ĂŶƐǁ ĞƌƐ�ŽƵƚƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ĨŽůůŽǁ -up to the
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟǀ Ğ�ǁ ĞďŝŶĂƌ�ƐŚĞ�ŐĂǀ Ğ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�
on 24 October 2017. (Check out the next webinar
on the TEASIG website!). We round off this issue by 
turning the TEASIG spotlight on two of our mem-
ďĞƌƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�Ěŝī ĞƌĞŶƚ�ĐŽƌŶĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŐůŽďĞ͕��ŚƌŝƐƟŶĞ�
Coombe, who is based in Dubai, and Gladys Queve-
do Camargo from Brasilia.

Thanks again to everyone who contributed to this
EĞǁ ƐůĞƩĞƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�
TEASIG community. Very best wishes to you all for
the New Year – hoping to hear from you or see you
at a TEASIG event in 2018!

Maggi Lussi Bell

TEASIG Joint Editor
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Letter from the Coordinators

Dear TEASIG members

�Ɛ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŵĂǇ�ǁ Ğůů�ďĞ�ŵǇ�ůĂƐƚ�ůĞƩ Ğƌ�ƚŽ�ǇŽƵ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

d��^/' �EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ�ĂƐ�d��^/' ��ŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŽƌ͕�EĞŝů�ŚĂƐ�

asked me to write and say something about myself.

Some of you may have read in the latest issue of

ƚŚĞ�/�d�&>�Ğ�ƵůůĞƟŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�/�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ďĞĞŶ�ĞůĞĐƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�

represent all the 16 IATEFL SIGs on the Board of

Trustees. I feel very honoured to have been en-

ƚƌƵƐƚĞĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ŚŽƉĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�/�ĐĂŶ�ůŝǀ Ğ�

ƵƉ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵǇ�ĨĞůůŽǁ �̂ /' ��ŽŽƌĚŝͲ

nators have of me.

/�ǁ ŝůů�ďĞĐŽŵĞ�̂ /' �ZĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟǀ Ğ�ĨƌŽŵ��Ɖƌŝů�ϮϬϭϴ�Ăƚ�

the Annual Conference, which means that I will be

stepping down as TEASIG Coordinator. I will, how-

Ğǀ Ğƌ͕�ƌĞŵĂŝŶ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�d��^/' ��ŽŵŵŝƩ ĞĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƟŶͲ

ƵĞ�ƚŽ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�D ĂŐŐŝ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ͘�/�ŚĂǀ Ğ�

ƚǁ Ž�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ǁ ĂŶƟŶŐ�ǀ ĞƌǇ�ŵƵĐŚ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�

with this work, connected with TEASIG itself and

ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ͘

I became a member of IATEFL in 1980 because I

wanted to become part of a community of EFL

teachers. Almost the only contact with the associa-

ƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�/�d�&>�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�

ƉƌŝŶƚĞĚ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�s ŽŝĐĞƐ͕ �ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƐĞŶƚ�

by post. I lurked happily in the background of

/�d�&>�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ǀ ĞƌǇ�ůŽŶŐ�ƟŵĞ͕�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ŝƚƐ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�

with great interest. However, for a number of per-

sonal and professional reasons, such as small chil-

ĚƌĞŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƌĞĞůĂŶĐĞ�ǁ ŽƌŬ͕�/�ǁ ĂƐŶ͛ ƚ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ĂƩ ĞŶĚ�Ă�

ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ƵŶƟů�ϮϬϬϱ͕ �ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ�ŝƚ�ŚĂĚ�ďĞĞŶ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�

ŵǇ�ĂŵďŝƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐŽŵĞ�ƟŵĞ͘�/�ǁ ĂƐ�ǁ ŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ĂƐ�Ă�

ƚĞƐƚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ŵǇ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƐĞůĞĐƚĞĚ�

as part of the TEASIG Day, which turned out to be

ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŚĂƉƉǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƌƵŝƞƵů�ƌĞůĂƟŽŶƐŚŝƉ͕ �ĂŶĚ�

one which I now no longer want to forego.

Not only do I belong to the strange breed of test-

lovers, but I am a self-designated manic proof-

ƌĞĂĚĞƌ͘�/�ĚŝƐĐŽǀ ĞƌĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ũŽǇƐ�ŽĨ�ĞĚŝƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽŽĨ-

reading through my work as a test developer, and

my main professional responsibility is now quality

control of assessment procedures, which also in-

ǀ Žůǀ ĞƐ�Ă�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ĚĞĂů�ŽĨ�ĞĚŝƟŶŐ͘�/�ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ�Į ŶĚ�ŝƚ�ŚĂƌĚ�

ƚŽ�ƌĞĂĚ�ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ�ǁ ŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ŵĞŶƚĂůůǇ�ĞĚŝƟŶŐ�ŝƚ�Žƌ�Į ŶĚͲ

ŝŶŐ�ƉƌŝŶƟŶŐ�ŵŝƐƚĂŬĞƐ͕ �ďĞŚĂǀ ŝŽƵƌ�ƐŽŵĞƟŵĞƐ�ĚĞͲ

scribed as obsessive!

D Ǉ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ŝŶ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝƐ�ǁ ŚĂƚ�/�ĨĞĞů�/�ŚĂǀ Ğ�

brought to TEASIG. TEASIG produces a regular

EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ�ĂŶĚ�ŚĂƐ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ�Ă�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ��ŽŶĨĞƌͲ

ĞŶĐĞ�WƌŽĐĞĞĚŝŶŐƐ�ĂƐ�ǁ Ğůů�ĂƐ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�

/�d�&>�Ğ�ƵůůĞƟŶ�ĂŶĚ�s ŽŝĐĞƐ͘ �dŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�

ŝĚĞĂƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Ăŝƌ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�Ă�d��^/' �

peer-reviewed journal, a “Best of TEASIG” publica-

ƟŽŶ͕ �Ă�d��^/' �ďůŽŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƌĞ͘�, Žǁ Ğǀ Ğƌ͕�Ăůů�ŽĨ�

ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĞǆĐĞůůĞŶƚ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƟŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĞŶĞƌŐǇ�

ƚŚĂŶ�ŽŶĞ�Žƌ�ƚǁ Ž�ĐŽŵŵŝƩĞĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ĐĂŶ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞ͘��

So I am going to end this message with a call for

volunteers to work in the area of TEASIG publica-

ƟŽŶƐ͕ �ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ďƵƚ�ĂůƐŽ�

with a commitment to do something to make

d��^/' ͛ Ɛ�ƐĞƌǀ ŝĐĞƐ�Ğǀ ĞŶ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ĨŽƌ�Ăůů�ŝƚƐ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͘ �

Please contact me if you wish to be a part of our

dynamic and progressive team.

ZĞŵĞŵďĞƌ͕�Ğǀ ĞƌǇ�ůŝƩ ůĞ�ŚĞůƉƐ͊

Wishing you all the very best for

2018,

Judith
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�ŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�d��^/' �E Ğǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ

dŚĞ�/�d�&>�d��^/' �;dĞƐƟŶŐ͕��ǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ��ƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�̂ ƉĞĐŝĂů�/ŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�' ƌŽƵƉͿ�EĞǁ ƐͲ
ůĞƩ Ğƌ�ŝƐ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ƟŵĞƐ�Ă�ǇĞĂƌ�– firstly, a post-IATEFL Annual Conference issue,    
between July and September, secondly, at the end of the calendar year, and finally, at the   
beginning of the calendar year, before the IATEFL Annual Conference. All issues are in
digital form.

dŚĞ�ŶĞǆƚ�ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ�ĚĂƚĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĚǀ ĞƌƟƐĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ϯϭ�:ĂŶƵĂƌǇ�ϮϬϭϴ�ĂŶĚ���������
31 May 2018..

�ŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌƐ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�/�d�&>�Žƌ�d��^/' ͕ �ŚŽǁ Ğǀ Ğƌ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�
ĨƌŽŵ�d��^/' �ĂŶĚ�/�d�&>�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ŽŶ�ŵĂƩ ĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ�ƚŽ�d��^/' �ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͕ �ǁ ŝůů�ďĞ�
given priority.

d��^/' �ƌĞƐĞƌǀ ĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƚŽ�ĂĐĐĞƉƚ�Žƌ�ƌĞũĞĐƚ�ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ�ĂƐ�ŝƚ�ĚĞĞŵƐ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ͘��/Ĩ�ĂŶ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�ŝƐ�
ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶ͕ �ŝƚ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ƐƵďũĞĐƚ�ƚŽ�ĞĚŝƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂůƚĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ŵĂĚĞ�ŝŶ�ƟͲ
tles, headings, length and other aspects. Minor editorial changes in the text may be made
for reasons of space, style, clarity, acceptability and correctness of language. If more than
minor changes are considered necessary, the author(s) will be consulted by the Editors of
ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĂƉƉƌŽǀ Ăů͘�

/Ŷ�ƐŽŵĞ�ĐĂƐĞƐ͕ �ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ�ŵĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǆƚ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŝƐƐƵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�d��^/' �
EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ͕�ďƵƚ�ƌĞƐĞƌǀ ĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ůĂƚĞƌ�ŝƐƐƵĞ͘�dŚŝƐ�ǁ ŝůů�ďĞ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽůĞ�ĚŝƐĐƌĞƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ ƐͲ
ůĞƩ Ğƌ��ĚŝƚŽƌƐ͘

Guidelines for contributors

 �ƌƟĐůĞƐ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ůŽŶŐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ĂƐ�ƐŚŽƌƚ�ĂƐ�ϲϬϬ�ǁ ŽƌĚƐ�ďƵƚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�����
generally be no longer than 2000 words.

 Photographs, graphics or diagrams should be sent as separate .jpg files. Please mark 
clearly in the text where they should be placed and ensure you have permission for
ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂŶǇ�ƐƵĐŚ�ŝƚĞŵƐ͘ �/Ĩ�ŝŶ�ĚŽƵďƚ͕ �ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ��ĚŝƚŽƌƐ�ŵĂǇ�ĂƐŬ�Ă�����������
ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌ�ƚŽ�ǀ ĞƌŝĨǇ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽƵƌĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƐĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂŶǇ�ƐƵĐŚ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů͘

 Only 5 key references should be given (where required). Other references should be
available if requested.

 WŝĞĐĞƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ďĞĞŶ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�Žƌ�ďĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌŐŽŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂͲ
ƟŽŶ�ĞůƐĞǁ ŚĞƌĞ͘��/Ĩ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƐĞ͕�ƉůĞĂƐĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ŚĞŶ�
ƚŚĞ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�ŚĂƐ�ƉƌĞǀ ŝŽƵƐůǇ�ďĞĞŶ�Žƌ�ǁ ŝůů�ďĞ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĞŶƐƵƌĞ�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŝŐŚƚ�ƚŽ�
ƌĞƉƵďůŝƐŚ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ��ĚŝƚŽƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶ͘

D ŽƌĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ŚŽǁ �ǇŽƵ�ĐĂŶ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�d��^/' �ŶĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ŽŶ�
ŚƩ Ɖ͗ ͬ ͬ ƚĞĂ͘ ŝĂƚĞŇ͘ ŽƌŐͬ ŝŶĚĞǆ͘ƉŚƉͬ ŶĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌͬ

http://tea.iatefl.org/index.php/newsletter/ 
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Washback of Practical English examinations
on the process of teaching and learning

Elżbieta Zawadowska-<ŝƩ Ğů

is currently working at the Uni-

versity of Social Sciences in

Warsaw. Her PhD thesis centred

on the washback of a school

leaving exam in English on the

teaching and learning process.

Her research interests include

ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͕ �ŝŶŶŽǀ ĂͲ

ƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ǀ ĂƌŝŽƵƐ�Į ĞůĚƐ�ŽĨ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚͲ

ology and the concept of

learning outcomes.

This paper is based on a presen-

ƚĂƟŽŶ�Őŝǀ ĞŶ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ��^Ŵ/' �

TEASIG Pre-Conference Event at

the IATEFL Conference in Glas-

gow in April 2017.

ϭ͘ ��ǆĂŵ�ŝŶ�WƌĂĐƟĐĂů��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ĂƐ�Ă�
ƌĞŇĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�
ƚŚĞ�E ĂƟŽŶĂů�Y ƵĂůŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶƐ�
Framework

dŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�Ă�ŶĞǁ �ĞǆĂŵ�

was connected with the implemen-

ƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�EĂƟŽŶĂů�Y ƵĂůŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶƐ�

Framework (NQF) and new learning

outcomes for BA students at the

college where the research was

conducted. Before the change to

ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǁ �ĞǆĂŵ͕ �Ă�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ĞǆĂŵ�

was used, composed of two parts:

ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŽƌĂů͘�dŚĞ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ƉĂƌƚ�

included reading comprehension,

ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ�ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶ͕ �ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�

and grammar competence. The oral

exam was taken in pairs and con-

sisted of a discussion on a given

subject. The format of the examina-

ƟŽŶ�ŵĂƚĐŚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ǁ ĂǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ�Ăƚ�

ƚŚĞ�ĐŽůůĞŐĞ�ǁ ĞƌĞ�ĨŽƌŵĞĚ͕ �ĂƐ�WƌĂĐƟͲ

cal English classes were divided into

ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƌĞĂĚͲ

ing skills, audio-visual classes, gram-

ŵĂƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ͘�

dŚĞ�ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�E Y &�ĐĂƚĂͲ

lysed the changes in the process of

teaching and learning. The classes

ĚĞǀ ŽƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�WƌĂĐƟĐĂů��ŶŐͲ

lish (PE) were divided into blocks of

ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞĚ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ĂŶĚ͕ �ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂůůǇ͕�

ŝŶƚŽ�ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ�ĚĞǀ ŽƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƟǀ Ğ�

skills. The new division is intended

to facilitate and accelerate the

achievement of learning outcomes,

especially as far as speaking and

ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ͘ �

1.1. Washback of exams on the

process of teaching and learning

The research that has been con-

ducted so far (A. Hughes, J. Alder-

son, Li Cheng, E. Zawadowska-<ŝƩ ĞůͿ�

shows that it is the manner of

ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�

teaching and learning both as far as

ƉƌŝŽƌŝƟĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĐŽŶͲ

cerned.

This concept is also reflected in the 

ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶ�͞ , Žǁ �ƚŽ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂͲ

ƟŽŶĂů�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ�ŝŶ�ĂĐĐŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ�

with the NQF” by Andrzej Kraśniew-

ski (2011) who writes: “Proper plan-

ŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŽĨ�ǀ ĞƌŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶ�

of learning outcomes may to a large

extent decide what outcomes have

been, in fact, achieved by the stu-

dent. This results from the fact that

Ă�ůĂƌŐĞ�ƉĂƌƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽŵĞƟŵĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĂͲ

jority of students adapts their way

of learning to the content and form

of tests. Thus, these are the meth-

ŽĚƐ�ŽĨ�ǀ ĞƌŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ŽƵƚͲ

comes which determine what stu-

dents know to a larger extent than

the teaching methods.”

The new exam was designed based

on this view. Summing up the differ-

ĞŶƚ�ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĚĞĮ ŶŝƟŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�

washback, washback may be de-

fined as the influence of exams, in-

ƚĞŶƟŽŶĂů�Žƌ�ƵŶŝŶƚĞŶƟŽŶĂů͕�ďŽƚŚ�

ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ĂŶĚ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ͕�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂƌŶͲ

ing and teaching process, as this is

widely understood, and on all its

ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ�ĂƐ�ǁ Ğůů�ĂƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶƟƌĞ�

ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶĂů�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�;�͘ ��Ăǁ ĂĚŽǁ ƐŬĂ
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-<ŝƩ Ğů�ϮϬϭϯ Ϳ͘ �/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�ƉĂƉĞƌ͕�

two major aspects of the washback

of the PE exam will be presented. It

is worth adding that in order to

ĂĐŚŝĞǀ Ğ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ǁ ĂƐŚďĂĐŬ͕�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�

need to be acquainted with the pur-

pose of the exam and regard its re-

sults as credible and fair, and they

also need to receive a detailed re-

port on their exam results, rather

than only a mark or a percentage

ƐĐŽƌĞ͘��ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂůůǇ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƚĂƐŬƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�

ďĞ�ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ͘�

2. The concept of the PE exam

The new concept of the exam

ƐƚƌĞƐƐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƌŽůĞ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�

in the teaching and learning process

and for this reason both speaking

ƐŬŝůůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚĞƐƚĞĚ�

ƚǁ ŝĐĞ͘�/Ŷ�ĐĂƐĞ�ŽĨ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ƐŬŝůůƐ͕ �ƚŚĞ�

progress students have made during

the whole semester is assessed (by

ŵĞĂŶƐ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƉŽƌƞŽůŝŽͿ͕ �ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ƐƵƉͲ

ports both autonomy and system-

ĂƟĐ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂůƐŽ�ŚĞůƉƐ�ƚŽ�ŝŶͲ

ĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ŵŽƟǀ ĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͕�ĂƐ�

frequent feedback is given to stu-

ĚĞŶƚƐ͘ ��ůƐŽ͕ �ĐƌŝƟĐĂů�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�

and the ability to express opinions

ŝŶ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ŝƐ�ƚĞƐƚĞĚ�;ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�

to reading).

Speaking skills are also assessed

twice – Į ƌƐƚ ͕ �ŝŶ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŽŶ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ůŝƐͲ

tening skills to increase the authen-

ƟĐŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ͕ �ĂƐ�ŝŶ�ƌĞĂů�ůŝĨĞ�

ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŽŌĞŶ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ�

with listening, and then for the sec-

ŽŶĚ�ƟŵĞ�ŝŶ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƟŽŶ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�Ă���

WŽǁ ĞƌWŽŝŶƚ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĚŝƐͲ

cussion of a selected subject (as the

ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ƐƉĞĂŬ�ŝŶ�ƉƵďůŝĐ�ŝƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�

expected of the students by pro-

ƐƉĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ĞŵƉůŽǇĞƌƐͿ͘ �

dŚĞ�ŶĞǁ �ĨŽƌŵĂƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ�

makes use of modern teaching tech-

niques – film, IT and also (thanks to 

ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƌƞŽůŝŽ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶƐͿ�ƌĞͲ

duces to some extent the risk of

ƵŶƌĞůŝĂďůĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂƐ͕ �ŝĨ�ŽŶůǇ�ŽŶĞ�ƉĞƌͲ

formance is assessed, the quality of

this may be affected by, for in-

stance, stress. The new format of

the exam has been evaluated both

by students and academic teachers

ŝŶ�ƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ�ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶͲ

naires.

dŚĞ�ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞƐ�

will be used to modify both the con-

cept of the exam and the way it is

graded. The conclusions may serve

to change the concept of teaching

ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŽĨ�ǀ ĞƌŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶ�

of teaching concepts.

3. The study

dŚĞ�Ăŝŵ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŝƐ�ƚŽ�ŝŶǀ ĞƐƟͲ

gate the washback of a new exam

on students and teachers, and find 

out their opinion of the test format.

ϯ ͘ ϭ͘ �dŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ

dŚĞ�ƐƵƌǀ ĞǇ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ�ǁ ĂƐ�ĚĞǀ ĞůͲ

oped specifically for the study and 

administered in Polish. Nineteen of

ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ǁ ĞƌĞ�ĐůŽƐĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�

and one open-ended, the aim of

which was to allow the respondents

to voice their opinions of the new

exam in a more precise way. The

surveys of teachers and students

ǁ ĞƌĞ�ĂƐ�ŝĚĞŶƟĐĂů�ĂƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ŝŶ�

terms of their content.

3.2. Profile of the respondents 

A total of 70 valid responses from

the students of philology at a pri-

vate university and 10 from their

teachers were received from those

respondents who volunteered to

take part in the study. All the stu-

dents are 1st year BA students; 70%

of them study English as their ma-

jor. More than half of the teachers

teach English and almost all are in-

ƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͘ �dŚĞŝƌ�

teaching experience ranges from 2

ƚŽ�ϭϬ�ǇĞĂƌƐ͘ �, Žǁ Ğǀ Ğƌ͕�ŶŽ�ĐŽƌƌĞůĂƟŽŶ�

between their opinions and experi-

ence has been found.

4. Discussion of results

A comparison of teachers’ and stu-

dents’ most significant answers to 

ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵƌǀ ĞǇ�ŝƐ�ƉƌĞͲ

sented in Table 1.

Table 1 Comparison of opinions

“The new concept of
the exam stresses the

role of productive skills in
the teaching and

learning process and for
this reason both speak-
ing skills and writing skills

are tested twice.”
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The majority of both teachers and

students realize that the manner of

ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝŶŇƵĞŶĐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�

teaching and learning, which is re-

ŇĞĐƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�ŵŽƐƚ�ĨƌĞͲ

quently used during the classes.

dŚĞ�ƚĂďůĞ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�

perceived as most frequent by less

than 10% of the respondents

(listening to CDs, projects, transla-

ƟŽŶƐͿ͘ �dŚĞ�ƚĂďůĞ�ƐŚŽǁ Ɛ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚĞĂĐŚͲ

ĞƌƐ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽŶ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�ƐŝŵŝͲ

ůĂƌ�Žƌ�ŝĚĞŶƟĐĂů�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂͲ

ƟŽŶ�ƚĂƐŬƐ͗ �WŽǁ ĞƌWŽŝŶƚ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶͲ

ƚĂƟŽŶƐ�ƐĞĞŵ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƚǇ�

perceived as even more fre-

quently used by students than

by the teachers. It is noteworthy

ƚŚĂƚ�ŶĞǁ �ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�

ƌĞĐĞŝǀ ĞĚ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƌĂƟŶŐƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ďŽƚŚ�

teachers and students.

ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ĐŽŶͲ

cerning the use of L1 may sug-

gest that the format of the ex-

am is too complicated and leads

to overuse of L1 on the part of

the teachers, who explain the

format of the exam and its rules

in L1 and this, in turn, provokes

students to use L1 as well. It

must be noted, however, that

talking about the exam is not

ƚŚĞ�ŽŶůǇ�ĐůĂƐƐƌŽŽŵ�ƐŝƚƵĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�

which L1 is used, so it is rather a

ŵĂƩĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͛ �ŚĂďŝƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�

these may gradually change.

The teachers are of the opinion

that learners made the most

ƐŝŐŶŝĮ ĐĂŶƚ�ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ�ŝŶ�ƌĞĐĞƉƟǀ Ğ�

skills: listening and reading, as

well as vocabulary, which is di-

ƌĞĐƚůǇ�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĞƐƟͲ

mate of their achievements in

these skills. Progress in speaking

ĂŶĚ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ŝƐ�ůĞƐƐ�ƐƉĞĐƚĂĐƵůĂƌ͕�

even though the aim of the changes

ǁ ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐƟǀ Ğ�

skills. The least progress was

achieved in grammar competence,

which most probably results from

the fact that grammar is not sepa-
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rately tested on the exam. The stu-

dents share the teachers’ opinion

that they made the most significant 

ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ�ŝŶ�ƌĞĐĞƉƟǀ Ğ�ƐŬŝůůƐ͕ �ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ�

and reading, as well as in vocabu-

ůĂƌǇ�ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƟŽŶ͘ �̂ ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�

teachers, they feel they made less

ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ�ŝŶ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ͕�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�

grammar competence.

/ƚ�ŝƐ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƟŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ĐŽŶͲ

sider students’ progress to be

higher than the students them-

ƐĞůǀ ĞƐ�ĚŽ͕ �ǁ ŚŽƐĞ�ĞƐƟŵĂƚĞ�ŝƐ�

closer to the actual results of

the exam. It seems likely that

teachers observe students’

achievements from the per-

ƐƉĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ǁ ŚŽůĞ�ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ�

year and students see the quali-

ƚǇ�ŽĨ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ�Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�

results of individual tests. The actu-

Ăů�ŐƌĂĚĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ůŽǁ ĞƌĞĚ�ďǇ�ƵŶƐĂƟƐĨĂĐͲ

tory marks.

Some discrepancies exist in the

teachers’ and students’ views on

the pros and cons of the exam.

dĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƉŽƌƞŽůŝŽƐ�

ĂƌĞ�ƟŵĞ-consuming and in the stu-

dents’ opinion, make the exam eas-

ier to pass. Teachers complain

about the fact that grammar is not

tested and that accuracy is not

sufficiently stressed in the criteria, 

whereas students approve of the

fact that the exam focuses on com-

ŵƵŶŝĐĂƟŽŶ͘ �

Consequently, teachers and stu-

dents share the view that exam

ƚĂƐŬƐ�ƌĞƐĞŵďůĞ�ƐŝƚƵĂƟŽŶƐ�ĞŶĐŽƵŶͲ

tered in real life and may be regard-

ĞĚ�ĂƐ�ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ͘�dŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĂůƐŽ�ŽĨ�

the opinion that the exam is valid

and more just.

Conclusions

As it turns out, the concept of

washback of important exams on

the teaching and learning process is

no less true in case of the PE exam

that has been discussed here. The

ŵŽƐƚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ǁ ĂƐŚďĂĐŬ�

is that teachers focus more on pro-

ĚƵĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐŬŝůůƐ͕ �ĂƐ�ŝŶ�ĐůĂƐƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŵŽƐƚ�

ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ�ƵƐĞ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�ƌĞƐĞŵďůŝŶŐ�

ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ�ƚĂƐŬƐ͘ �, Žǁ Ğǀ Ğƌ͕�

progress in those skills is not auto-

ŵĂƟĐĂůůǇ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŝŶ�ƌĞĐĞƉƟǀ Ğ�

skills, an aspect which needs to be

improved. Insufficient progress may 

result from the overuse of L1 by

teachers, something which needs

ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ͘ �EĞŐůĞĐƟŶŐ�ĂĐĐƵƌĂĐǇ�

seems to be another important

problem, which is why including

grammar tasks in a new exam is

postulated by the teachers. Most

probably, the students will not ap-

ƉƌŽǀ Ğ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐŽůƵƟŽŶ͕ �ĂƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ǀ ĂůƵĞ�

ŵŽƐƚ�ƚĂƐŬƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƌƞŽůŝŽ�ĂŶĚ�

ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͕ �ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ƐĞĞŵ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞŵ�

ĨĂƌ�ƐĂĨĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƚĞƐƚƐ͘ �K Ŷ�

the whole, the new exam is ap-

proved of both by the students and

the teachers as more valid, reliable

and contemporary. The teachers

ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂůůǇ�ǀ ĂůƵĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ŽĨ�

Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĂŵ͘ �&Žƌ�ƚŚŝƐ�

ƌĞĂƐŽŶ�Ă�ŶĞǁ �ƐƚƵĚǇ�ŝƐ�ƉůĂŶŶĞĚ�ĂŌĞƌ�

the changes in the exam are intro-

duced.
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Assessing Listening
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 , Žǁ �ĐĂŶ�ǁ Ğ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƐŬŝůůƐ͍
 Where can we source appropriate material? Should it be scripted or taken from the real world?
 t ŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƐƚĂƟƐƟĐƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŽĨ�ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ�ƐŬŝůůƐ͍

In this 2-ƉĂƌƚ�W���ǁ Ğ�ǁ ŝůů�ďĞ�ĂƩ ĞŵƉƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚĂŬĞ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝĚ�Žī �ƚŚŝƐ�ŵǇƐƚĞƌŝŽƵƐ�ǁ ŽƌůĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞůƉ�
ŽĨ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĂĐƟƟŽŶĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĚŽŵĂŝŶ͘
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ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�Žƌ�ǁ ŝƐŚ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĨƌĞƐŚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ŬŶŽǁ ůĞĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƵƚ�ŝƚ�ƚŽ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂů�ƵƐĞ͘�dŚĞƌĞ�ǁ ŝůů�ĂůƐŽ�
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�ŽŐŶŝƟǀ Ğ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ�ŝŶ�ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ

Sheila Thorn
The Listening Business

��ŶĞǁ �ŵĂƚƌŝǆ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŽĨ�ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ�

Rita Green
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�ŌĞƌŶŽŽŶ�– Hands-on workshops
ůĞĚ�ďǇ�E />��ĂŶĚ�>dϭϮϯ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŵĂƚĐŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŚĞŽƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ƚŽ�ǇŽƵƌ�ǁ ŽƌůĚ

For more information and registration

https://tea.iatefl.org/upcoming-teasig-events/

https://secure.iatefl.org/registration/conf_reg_login.php

This event is being generously sponsored by Cambridge English Language Assessment.
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Education or evaluation?

Imagine that a graduate English ex-

am is obligatory for all your stu-

dents and it is taking place tomor-

row. Will they pass? Imagine your

brightest students, will they have

any problems? Think of the student

that worries you most. Do you think

they will be lucky enough to get

through the test with mostly correct

answers? Is it the speaking and

ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ�ǇŽƵ͍ ��Ž�

you agree that what we teach, what

students need, and what is being

tested are the same thing? When a

student gets top marks in an exam,

does it mean they are well prepared

for life and their career?

t Ğůů͕�ǁ Ğ�ƐƟůů�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�

ĂďŽƵƚ�Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ͘ �D ŽƐƚ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�

usually agree that students should

be taught relevant skills but others

may claim that they themselves lack

the tools for developing such skills.

Normally, an EL teacher has to up-

grade students’ grammar and vo-

cabulary on different topics as well 

as develop students’ skills. Further-

ŵŽƌĞ͕�ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƟŽŶƐ�ǁ ŝůů�

add some more uncertainty, so the

task formats used in exams should

be explained and thoroughly in-

ƐƟůůĞĚ͘ �D ĂǇďĞ�Ăůů�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐƌŝƟĐĂů�ƚŚŝŶŬͲ

ŝŶŐ͕�/d�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽŵƉĞͲ

ƚĞŶĐĞ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ůĞŌ�ƚŽ�ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ�

ĞůƐĞ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ǁ Ğ�ĚŽŶ͛ ƚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƟŵĞ�ĨŽƌ�

it?

Can you put an equals sign between

what you teach, what your students

need, and what the exam will test?

If you consider these competences

important, you no doubt spend con-

ƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞ�ƟŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�Ğī Žƌƚ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐŝŶŐ�

ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŵ͘ �zŽƵ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ďĞ�

struggling with the syllabus, trying

ƚŽ�Į ŶĚ�ĞŶŽƵŐŚ�ƟŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶŐ�

for sufficient materials. You do it 

simply because there is a real world

outside the classroom and correct

grammar alone won’t suffice. We, 

as teachers, just need to suggest

something more applicable to office 

or freelance work in business.

School is not just a place where

knowledge and skills are learned.

Every subject should contribute to

cross-subject competence building –

‘should’, but doesn’t ‘have to’. How-

Ğǀ Ğƌ͕�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ƐƟůů�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂƌĞ�Ă�

ŵƵƐƚ͗ �ƚŚĞ�ƐǇůůĂďƵƐ͕ �ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶĂů�ƉƌŽͲ

gramme, year plan, and even the

teacher’s book guide.

So, will an EL teacher risk the lim-

ited hours available on building up

language skills to develop some-

thing that neither a test nor an ex-

am can really assess? What if they

ĚŽ�Į ŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆƚƌĂ�ƟŵĞ͍

Ilya Denisenko
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, ƵŵĂŶŝƟĞƐ�;^�h , �D ŽƐĐŽǁ ͕ �
Russia) and a founder of Au-
ƚŚĞŶƟĐ��>d��ƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ͘ �dŚŝƐ�
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This paper is based on a
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�Őŝǀ ĞŶ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�
TEASIG Day at the IATEFL Con-
ference in Glasgow in April
2017.
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English as a subject makes it possi-

ble to speak about anything from

ancient history to space flight; it 

ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ ƚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ�ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƟŽŶƐ�

(that depends on the cultural tradi-

ƟŽŶƐ�ŽĨ�ǇŽƵƌ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͕�ŽĨ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞͿ͘ �

This means that an EL lesson can be

built on various contexts, related to

interests, experience and the pro-

ĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů�Žƌ�ĨƵƚƵƌĞ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶĂů�

needs of the students. This objec-

Ɵǀ Ğ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�ĂŶ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ůĞƐƐŽŶ�

unique in that it prepares stu-

dents for real-life problems

ŵƵĐŚ�ďĞƩĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ�ĞůƐĞ�

in the school curriculum.

An English lesson, moreover, is

ĂŶ�ŝĚĞĂů�ƟŵĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉůĂĐĞ�ƚŽ�ďƵŝůĚ�

up the crucial skills needed to-

day. A teacher doesn’t have to

ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�Žƌ�ĐĂŶĐĞů�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�

ŐƌĂŵŵĂƌ�Žƌ�ǀ ŽĐĂďƵůĂƌǇ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�

(if they can’t do without it) to

ƐƉĂƌĞ�ƐŽŵĞ�ƟŵĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƚĂƐŬ͘�

dŚĞƌĞ�ŝƐ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐŽůƵƟŽŶ͘ �

There is no need to go too deeply

ŝŶƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂůĐƵůĂƟŽŶƐ͗ �ƚŚĞ�ůĂƌŐĞƐƚ�

ĂŵŽƵŶƚ�ŽĨ�ƟŵĞ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�Ğǀ ĞƌǇ�ĐůĂƐƐͲ

room around the world is used for

Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ͘ �dŚĞ�ƟŵĞ��>�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�

ƐƉĞŶĚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ŵŽƌĞ�

efficiently if it’s used for teaching 

purposes as well.

Assessment is a valuable part of the

ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶĂů�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ŶŽƚ�

used enough. Many scholars have

agreed that assessment has a dou-

ble-duty and works as a scaling and

a teaching tool. However, many

ƉƌĂĐƟĐŝŶŐ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�Į ŶĚ�ŝƚ�ƚĂŬĞƐ�ƚŽŽ�

ŵƵĐŚ�Ğī Žƌƚ�ƚŽ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�Ă�ůŽƚ�ŽĨ�ƟŵĞ�

Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͕ �Ăƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�

ĨŽƌŵĂƟǀ ĞůǇ͘�/Ŷ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶ͕ �ŵŽƐƚ�ƚĞĂĐŚͲ

ĞƌƐ�ĚŽŶ͛ ƚ�ƚƌǇ�ƚŽ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŵĂͲ

terials themselves. A well-organised

assessment system could solve such

problems.

Imagine such a system exists. What

ĂƌĞ�ŝƚƐ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƟĐƐ͍ �&ŝƌƐƚ�ŽĨ�Ăůů͕�ŝƚ�

should be built on students’ perfor-

mance. This means that students

need to be evaluated on how they

ĚĞĂů�ǁ ŝƚŚ�Ă�ƌĞĂů�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂů�ƚĂƐŬ͘�/Ŷ�ƚŚŝƐ�

ĐĂƐĞ͕�ŽďƐĞƌǀ ĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͛ �

ǁ ŽƌŬ�ƐŚŽǁ Ɛ�ƌĞĂů�ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĐŽŵͲ

petences.

Another vital thing is to make per-

formance meaningful for students,

which can be done through the con-

text of a task. For this reason, tasks

should be correlated with the stu-

ĚĞŶƚƐ͛ �ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�ŬŶŽǁ ůĞĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽͲ

vide them with relevant feedback.

D ĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵů�ŵĞĂŶƐ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƟŶŐ͕�ĐŽŶͲ

nected with their experience, as

ǁ Ğůů�ĂƐ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĐƌĞĂƟǀ ŝƚǇ�ƉƌŽͲ

voking.

Such meaningful contexts bolster

ŵŽƟǀ ĂƟŽŶ͘ �t ŚĞŶ�Ă�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚ�ĐĂŶ�

apply their own personal experi-

ĞŶĐĞ͕�ŝƚ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞƐ�ƐĐŽƉĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĐƌĞĂƟǀ ŝƚǇ�

and readiness to work in the pro-

ƉŽƐĞĚ�ƐĞƫ ŶŐ͘�

I’d like to illustrate this with one

example. A school boy was consid-

ered to be a poorly performing pupil

by all his teachers. Even those who

didn’t actually teach him were

Ăǁ ĂƌĞ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�ůŽǁ �ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů͘�, Ğ�Žďǀ ŝͲ

ously behaved in a way that was

consistent with how he was seen,

and his teachers usually didn’t ex-

pect much of him. Yet, on an English

ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ�ƚŽƵƌŝƐƚ�ĂƩ ƌĂĐͲ

ƟŽŶƐ�ŚĞ�ǁ ĂŶƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ŝŶ�ŚŝƐ�ĂƌĞĂ͕ �

he really did his best. It turned out

that he was into extreme sports, for

which there are many English words

describing tricks, moves and equip-

ment. So, English lessons can reach

Ğǀ ĞƌǇŽŶĞ͘�D ĂƚŚƐ�Žƌ�ŶĂƟǀ Ğ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�

ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ƐƉĞŶĚ�Ă�ůŽƚ�ŽĨ�ƟŵĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�

students but they don’t normally

discuss personal things with them

and, if they do, they are unable to

apply this in the lessons. English les-

sons, however, are more suited to

this.

“Another vital thing is to
make performance

meaningful for students,
which can be done

through the context of a
task. For this reason, tasks
should be correlated with

the students’ potential
knowledge and provide

them with relevant
feedback.”
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A task can be ŵƵůƟ�Žƌ�ĐƌŽƐƐ-subject

because, in real life, we rarely come

across isolated tasks – think of con-

ǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ͕ �ƐĞŶĚŝŶŐ�Ğ-mails, working

on projects, travelling and so on.

We base our work on all our skills

and experience, so teachers should

ƚƌǇ�ƚŽ�ƐĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�

their students. Knowing what topics

are being discussed in history or

ŵĂƚŚƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ƟŵĞ�ĐĂŶ�ŚĞůƉ�ŝŶ�

developing such tasks.

�ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƐƚƌĞƐƐͲ

ĨƵů�ĨŽƌ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͕ �ƐƚƌĞƐƐ�ĚŽĞƐŶ͛ ƚ�ŽŌĞŶ�

ŚĂǀ Ğ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ͘ ���ƐƚƌĞƐƐĨƵů�

ƐŝƚƵĂƟŽŶ�ĂůƐŽ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�ŝƚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƌĞĂů͕�

that is, closer to true foreign lan-

ŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƟŽŶ͘ �

By combining the above ideas, we

can turn assessment into ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ

ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͕ �ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƐ͕ �Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŝŶ�Ă�

ƐŝƚƵĂƟŽŶ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�

competence is applied when it is

ĞƐƐĞŶƟĂů�ĂŶĚ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů͘��

There are several ways to make as-

ƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂů͘�KŶĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�

controlled at all stages is a project.

A project calls for students to per-

form a variety of tasks and check

different goals. There can be several 

stages, each with different aims and 

ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ͘ �

The first stage works as an introduc-

ƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉŝĐ͘�t ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƵĚŝŽ�

tasks are given. If there is a need,

reading and listening skills can also

be tested here. The materials set

the context for all subsequent work.

At the second stage, students re-

ceive the project task, which usually

involves some research and produc-

Ɵǀ Ğ�ƉĂƌƚƐ͘ ���ƐƚƵĚǇ�ƉůĂŶ�ŝƐ�ĞŝƚŚĞƌ�Őŝǀ Ͳ

en to the students or they develop

one themselves, with some points

ĂƐ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�Žƌ�ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘ �dŚĞŶ�

ƚŚĞǇ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞ�Ă�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͘ ��ƚ�ƚŚĞ�

ŶĞǆƚ�ƐƚĂŐĞ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�Őŝǀ Ğ�Ă�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͘ �

�ĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ͕ �ƚŚĞ�

teacher can add different tasks to 

the project: group research, collec-

Ɵǀ Ğ�ŽƌĂů�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͕ �ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ƚĂƐŬ͕�

ƉŽƐƚĞƌ͕�Žƌ�ůĞƩ Ğƌ͘�dŚĞ�ŵĂŝŶ�Ăŝŵ�ŽĨ�

this stage is to see the language

competence the students have truly

acquired, and analyse their perfor-

mance. The teacher plays the role of

ŝŶƚĞƌůŽĐƵƚŽƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƟŵƵůĂƚĞƐ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐͲ

ƐŝŽŶ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͕ �ĂƐŬͲ

ŝŶŐ�ĂĚĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ďƌŝŶŐͲ

ing up points on some details that

can be upgraded and improved. This

provides considerable speaking

ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƐ�ƌĞůĞǀ ĂŶƚ�ŝŶͲ

ĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ůĞǀ ĞůƐ͘ �

The feedback stage is crucial for au-

ƚŚĞŶƟĐ�ĂƐͲ

sessment.

The teach-

er can

ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�

common

mistakes

more easily

when viewing students working to-

gether.

To sum up, I’d like to emphasise

that, once the teacher decides to

develop and assess competence

ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƟŽŶ�ŚŽůŝƐƟĐĂůůǇ͕�ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ�

assessment features can be very

ŚĞůƉĨƵů͘��ƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ĐĂŶ�

be beneficial for both teachers and 

students. The former obtain an op-

portunity to see to what extent

their students have really acquired

various competences, and to draw

conclusions about the efficacy of 

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ͘�dŚĞ�ůĂƩĞƌ�ĐĂŶ�ƚƌǇ�ŽƵƚ�

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ŶĂƚƵƌĂů�ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐ͕ �

and understand their weaknesses

ĂŶĚ�ĂďŝůŝƟĞƐ�ďĞĨŽƌĞ�ůĞĂǀ ŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂĨĞͲ

ty of the classroom.

�ǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƚƌĞĂƐƵƌĞ�ĐŚĞƐƚ�ǁ ŚĞŶ�

it comes to teaching languages, and

teachers should be familiar with it

ĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞ�ŝƚ͘ �D ƵůƟƉůĞ�ĐŚŽŝĐĞ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�

ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ůĞŌ�ĨŽƌ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�

and other less fortunate subjects.

The EL teacher should try to make

ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ͕ �ĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐ�

Ğǀ ĞƌǇ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ƐĞƐƐŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�Ă�ƉƌĂĐƟͲ

cal one.
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What you can do for TEASIG
IATEFL TEASIG members all have one thing in common: their interest in issues connected with
ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͘ �̂ ŽŵĞ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Į ĞůĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�
^/' �ďǇ�ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌƟƐĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ǀ ĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ǁ ĂǇƐ͗ �ŚŽůĚŝŶŐ�ǁ ĞďŝŶĂƌƐ͕ �ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�Ăƚ�
ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�Ğǀ ĞŶƚƐ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ͘��Ɛ�/�d�&>�ŝƐ�Ă�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͛ �ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƟŽŶ͕ �ŵĂŶǇ�
ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͕ �ƐŽŵĞ�ũƵƐƚ�ƐƚĂƌƟŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ĐĂƌĞĞƌ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ�Ă�ůŽŶŐ�ǁ ĂǇ�ŝŶƚŽ�ŝƚ ͘ ���
ŚŝŐŚ�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�ŽĨ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�Ă�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ĚĞĂů�ŽĨ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�ǁ ŚŝůĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵͲ
selves experts, whereas others are keen to get into what they feel is an important and dynamic area
of teaching EFL. Many teachers hope to learn something from experts and from other teachers, and
ƚŽ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĂƐŬ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚĂƌĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�Žǁ Ŷ�ŝĚĞĂƐ͘ �t ŚŝĐŚĞǀ Ğƌ�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ǇŽƵ�ďĞůŽŶŐ�ƚŽ͕ �
ƚŚĞƌĞ�ĂƌĞ�ŵĂŶǇ�ǁ ĂǇƐ�ŝŶ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ǇŽƵ�ĐĂŶ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞ�ƚŽ�d��^/' �ĂŶĚ�ŽƵƌ�Ğī ŽƌƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞ�Ğī ĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐĞƌͲ
vices to all our members. Here are a few ideas.

E Ğǁ ƐůĞƩĞƌ�
Contribute

 ďǇ�ĂŶƐǁ ĞƌŝŶŐ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�ƐƉŽƚůŝŐŚƚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�Őŝǀ ŝŶŐ�Ăůů�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�ĂŶ�ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�ǁ ŚŽ�ĞůƐĞ�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�̂ /'

 ďǇ�ƐĞŶĚŝŶŐ�ƵƐ�Ă�ƐŚŽƌƚ�ĂŶƐǁ Ğƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�D ŽƐĂŝĐ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞǆƚ�ŝƐƐƵĞ

 ďǇ�ƌĞƉŽƌƟŶŐ�ŽŶ�ĂŶǇ�;ŚŽǁ Ğǀ Ğƌ�ƐŵĂůůͿ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�Žƌ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ĚŽŶĞ�

 ďǇ�ƌĞƉŽƌƟŶŐ�ŽŶ�ĂŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�Žƌ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�Ğǀ ĞŶƚ�Žƌ�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ĂƩ ĞŶĚĞĚ�
Help the Editors by

 ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŽƌƐ�

 ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�ĂĚǀ ĞƌƟƐĞƌƐ

 proof-reading

 Őŝǀ ŝŶŐ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ�;ǁ ŚĂƚ�ǇŽƵ�ůŝŬĞ͕�ǁ ŚĂƚ�ǇŽƵ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ŚĂƚ�ǇŽƵ�ĚŽŶ͛ ƚ�ůŝŬĞ�
– ďƵƚ�ƉůĞĂƐĞ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞ�ĂŶ�ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƟǀ Ğ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͊ Ϳ

KƚŚĞƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ
>Ğƚ�ƵƐ�ŬŶŽǁ �ǁ ŚĂƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ǁ Ğ�ĐŽƵůĚ�Žī Ğƌ͘

Website
Send

 ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů�Ğǀ ĞŶƚƐ͕ �ƐĞŵŝŶĂƌƐ͕ �ǁ ŽƌŬƐŚŽƉƐ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ�;ƐƚƌŝĐƚůǇ�ĐŽŵŵĞƌĐŝĂů�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ͕ �
including fee-ďĞĂƌŝŶŐ�ĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ͕ �ǁ ŝůů�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ĂĚǀ ĞƌƟƐĞĚ�ĨƌĞĞ�ŽĨ�ĐŚĂƌŐĞͿ͘ ���ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ�ŽŶ�ǁ ŚĞƚŚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�
ĂŶǇ�Ğǀ ĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚŝƐĐƌĞƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�̂ /' ��Ž-ordinator(s).

 feedback on the website (what you like, would like to see, and don’t like)

Webinars
D ĂŬĞ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐƉĞĂŬĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌŵĂƚƐ͘ �

Events
 Help to organize an event in your area.
 Provide technical support with live-streaming and recording of sessions.
 Act as a helper at a TEASIG event.

Social media
 Encourage colleagues to join TEASIG social media groups.
 Start and contribute to discussions.
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/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ�

The teaching and assessment of
spoken English has arguably been
neglected by China’s exam-focused
ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͘�&Žƌ��ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ƐƚƵͲ
dents, becoming confident users of 
�ŶŐůŝƐŚ�Žī ĞƌƐ�ŵǇƌŝĂĚ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ͕ �
ďƵƚ�ƐŝŶĐĞ�͚ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ͛ �ƐŽ�ŽŌĞŶ�ŵĞƌĞůǇ�
equates to passing exams, many of
ƚŚĞƐĞ�ǇŽƵŶŐ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ůŝƩ ůĞ�ĐŽŶͲ
ĐĞƉƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ůŝĨĞůŽŶŐ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ͘�/�Ɛƚƌŝǀ ĞĚ�
ƚŽ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�Ăƫ ƚƵĚĞ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŵǇ�ƐƚƵͲ
dents by designing a speaking test
which aimed to be both useful and
meaningful: a spontaneous group
ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƚǇ͘�dŚŝƐ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�
begins with a few background de-
tails and then explains the test’s
design and marking procedures.

The learners and the course

My class, at a public university in
Inner Mongolia, China, consisted of
Į ŌĞĞŶ�D ĂŶĚĂƌŝŶ�>ϭ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ�ǁ ŚŽ�Ăůů�
struggled with oral English to some
degree. As English majors, their
compulsory modules included gram-
ŵĂƌ͕�ůŝƐƚĞŶŝŶŐ͕�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ͕�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�
ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƟŽŶ͕ �ŵŽƐƚůǇ�ƚĂƵŐŚƚ�ďǇ�ŶĂƟǀ Ğ�
�ŚŝŶĞƐĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�
ŶĂƟŽŶĂů�ĞǆĂŵƐ�ůŝŬĞ�d�D �;dĞƐƚ�ĨŽƌ�
English Majors) and CET (College
English Test). Since oral fluency is 
not integral to these exams, speak-
ŝŶŐ�ĐůĂƐƐĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƌŵĂůůǇ�ůĞŌ�ƚŽ�ĨŽƌͲ
ĞŝŐŶ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͕ �ǁ ŚŽƐĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟǀ Ğ�
ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚ�
ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ-centred cur-
riculum. Because of these factors,
most of my learners were anxious
about speaking spontaneously in
ĐůĂƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŽŌĞŶ�ŵĞŵŽƌŝƐĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞͲ
ĐŝƚĞĚ�ƚĞǆƚƐ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶƐ�Žƌ�

ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ͕ �ŵĂŬŝŶŐ�ŝƚ�ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐͲ
ing to observe or obtain samples of
‘natural’ speech to monitor, and
ƵůƟŵĂƚĞůǇ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐ͕ �ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͘ �

Developing the confidence, 
knowledge and skills required for
engaging in informal discussion was
ƚŚĞ�ĐĞŶƚƌĂů�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ŽĨ�ŽƵƌ�
18-week course. Our weekly lessons
focused on various themes – ŽŌĞŶ�
suggested by the learners – and in-
cluded related vocabulary and
ŐƌĂŵŵĂƟĐĂů�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƌĞŐƵůĂƌ�
ƉĂŝƌ�ĂŶĚ�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�
ƚŽ�ŵĂǆŝŵŝƐĞ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ�
as well as build knowledge and skills
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ�ĂĐƟǀ Ğ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ͘�dŽ�ĨŽƐƚĞƌ�>Ϯ�
ĐŽŶĮ ĚĞŶĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƐŚŝŌĞĚ�
from accuracy to fluency and I en-
couraged the learners to speak as
much as possible without worrying
about mistakes. They had good re-
ĐĞƉƟǀ Ğ�ŬŶŽǁ ůĞĚŐĞ�ŽĨ�ŐƌĂŵŵĂƌ͕�ƐŽ�/�
ŬŶĞǁ �ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŐƌĂĚͲ
ually begin to noƟce and correct
their errors.

Test design

�ŽŶĚƵĐƟŶŐ�ĂŶ�ĞŶĚ-of-term achieve-
ment exam was a course require-
ment, but I was given the freedom
to design, administer and mark the
ƚĞƐƚ͘ ���ĐƌƵĐŝĂů�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ŶŽŶ-
ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�
should be “integrated with the goals
of the curriculum and … have a con-
ƐƚƌƵĐƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞůĂƟŽŶƐŚŝƉ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�
and learning” (McNamara, 2000,
Ɖ͘ ϳ Ϳ͘ ���͚ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ͛ �ƚĞƐƚ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƚǇ�
clearly reflected the course objec-
Ɵǀ Ğ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƟǀ Ğ͕�ŇƵĞŶĐǇ
-based classroom content, thus
firmly linking the test to the learning 
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goal. The test results then enabled
the learners to gauge their progress,
diagnose their needs, and set new
goals.

The individual competences re-
ƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĨŽƌͲ
mal discussion were adapted from
the CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001)
and are shown below with a de-
ƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ůĞǀ Ğů�/�ĞǆͲ
pected my learners to reach in each
category. These competences were
ƚĂƵŐŚƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĂĐƟƐĞĚ�ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�
term and provided the basis for the
marking rubrics.

 >ŝŶŐƵŝƐƟĐ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞƐ

 Phonological

 Lexical

 ' ƌĂŵŵĂƟĐĂů

 ^ĞŵĂŶƟĐ

 The learner can use ap-
propriate and intelligible
words, expressions and
structures, with clear, intel-
ůŝŐŝďůĞ�ƉƌŽŶƵŶĐŝĂƟŽŶ͕ �ƚŽ�
express his/her ideas.

 WƌĂŐŵĂƟĐ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞƐ

 Discourse competence

 &ƵŶĐƟŽŶĂů�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ�

 The learner can use ap-
propriate techniques to ini-
ƟĂƚĞ͕�ĞŶŐĂŐĞ�ŝŶ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŝŶͲ
ƚĂŝŶ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ͖ �ĐĂŶ�ĂƐŬ�
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĂŐƌĞĞ͕�ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞ͕�
ĞƚĐ͖͘ �ĐĂŶ�Őŝǀ Ğ�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶƐ͕ �
ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĞƚĐ͘�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�
appropriate, and can per-
form all of these in a confi-
dent manner without exces-
Ɛŝǀ Ğ�ƉĂƵƐŝŶŐ�Žƌ�ŚĞƐŝƚĂƟŽŶ͘ �

Test method and content

�ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ-style tests
can take place between two people
– a test taker and an assessor/
interlocutor or two test takers – I
organised my learners into groups
of three as talking in groups can re-
duce anxiety (He & Dai, 2006). Peer
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟŽŶ�ĂůƐŽ�ƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƌĞͲ
ĂůŝƐƟĐ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƟŽŶ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŽƌ
-ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĞ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ĂƐ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ�
are in an “equal power posi-
ƟŽŶ͟ �;>ƵŽŵĂ͕�ϮϬϬϰ͕ �Ɖ͘ϭϴϳ Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�ĐĂŶ�
ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟǀ Ğ�ĨƵŶĐͲ
ƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƐŝŵƉůǇ�ĂŶƐǁ ĞƌŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶͲ
ƚĞƌůŽĐƵƚŽƌ͛Ɛ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘ �dŚŝƐ�ĞŶĂďůĞƐ�
the assessor to observe, rather than

ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƚĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞƌĞͲ
ĨŽƌĞ�ƉĂǇ�ŵŽƌĞ�ĂƩĞŶƟŽŶ͘ ��ĚĚŝƟŽŶĂůͲ
ůǇ͕�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂů�ĂŶĚ�
Ğĸ ĐŝĞŶƚ͖ �ƚŚĞ�Į ŌĞĞŶ�ƚĞƐƚ�ƚĂŬĞƌƐ�
worked in five groups, allowing all 
the tests to be completed during
one two-hour lesson.

Open-ĞŶĚĞĚ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ�
was prompted using topic cards.
Before the test week, six broad
themes covered in the course were
ĐŚŽƐĞŶ�ďǇ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚ�ǀ ŽƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�
on the backs of six cards. During the
test, one card was randomly select-
ĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŝŶƐƉŝƌĞ�Ă�ƐŚŽƌƚ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ͘ �
The topics – personality, technology,

ƌĞůĂƟŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ͕ �ĞŶǀ ŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͕ �ƚƌĂǀ Ğů
and ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ – were all familiar to
the learners and were considered
equally ‘difficult’ as they could all be 
discussed at any level from basic
and concrete to more abstract and
complex. Knowing the six topics in
advance allowed learners to prac-
ƟƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞǀ ŝƐĞ�ƌĞůĞǀ ĂŶƚ�ǀ ŽĐĂďƵůĂƌǇ�
and grammar, thus reducing nerves
and maximising fairness, but not
ƌĞǀ ĞĂůŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮ Đ�ƚŽƉŝĐ�ƵŶƟů�ƚŚĞ�
test ensured that learners could not
͚ ĐŚĞĂƚ͛ �ďǇ�ƐĐƌŝƉƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĞŵŽƌŝƐŝŶŐ�
ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ͘ �

dĞƐƚ�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ

�ŌĞƌ�ĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĂĐƟƐŝŶŐ�
the assessment format, the test
was administered during class
ƟŵĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ-last week of
term, leaving the final week free 
for a peer/self-Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ƐĞƐͲ
ƐŝŽŶ͘ �/�ŝŶŝƟĂƚĞĚ�Ă�ƐŚŽƌƚ͕ �ƵŶĂƐͲ
sessed ‘warm up’ to help the test
takers relax, then a group mem-

ber was asked to randomly select
one of the six cards, which provided
ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉŝĐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ͘ �/�
ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞƚ�Ă�ƟŵĞƌ͕�
ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ďĞĞƉĞĚ�ĂŌĞƌ�ƐĞǀ ĞŶ�ŵŝŶƵƚĞƐ�
to let the group know they had
reached the minimum limit for com-
ƉůĞƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĂƐŬ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚ�ĂůͲ
lowed the learners to end their dis-
cussion when and how they wished,
thus producing a more representa-
Ɵǀ Ğ͕�ƵŶĐŽŶƚƌŝǀ ĞĚ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ƐĂŵͲ
ƉůĞ͘�dŚĞ�ƟŵĞƌ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƐĞƚ�ƚŽ�ďĞĞƉ�ĂŐĂŝŶ�
ĂŌĞƌ�ƚĞŶ�ŵŝŶƵƚĞƐ�– the upper limit –
to tell the group to round things off 
ŝĨ�ƚŚĞǇ�ǁ ĞƌĞ�ƐƟůů�ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ͘�E ŽƚĞƐ�ǁ ĞƌĞ�
not allowed before or during the
ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞƐƚ�ƚĂŬĞƌƐ�ǁ ĞƌĞ�

“Although conversation-style
tests can take place
between two people

I organised my learners into
groups of three as talking in

groups can reduce anxiety.”
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ŶŽƚ�Őŝǀ ĞŶ�ƟŵĞ�ƚŽ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ͘�dŚŝƐ�ǁ ĂƐ�
a deliberate decision to maximise
ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐŝƚǇ͕�ĂƐ�͚ƌĞĂů͛�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ�
are spontaneous. I only intervened
ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ŚĂĚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ�
halted or if the learners directly
ĂƐŬĞĚ�ŵĞ�Ă�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶ͕ �ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ƚŚĞǇ�
could choose to do.

Teacher marking

/Ŷ�ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ǀ ŝƚĂů�ƚŽ�ŝŶǀ Žůǀ Ğ�
learners in the assessment process
as it enables them to develop
awareness and take responsibility
for their own learning (O’Malley &
Pierce, 1996), however peer and
self-ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ĐĂŶ�ŽŶůǇ�ƌĞĂůŝƐƟĐĂůͲ
ly supplement the expert evalua-
ƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�;>ƵŽŵĂ͕�ϮϬϬϰͿ͘ �
For these reasons, I made marking
Ă�ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƟǀ Ğ�ĞŶĚĞĂǀ ŽƵƌ͕�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĂŶ�
ĂŶĂůǇƟĐ�ƌĂƟŶŐ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ĂƐͲ
ƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�Ă�ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞ�ŚŽůŝƐƟĐ�
scale for peer and self-assessment,
ƚŚĞ�ůĂƩ Ğƌ�ĚĞǀ ŝƐĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ͘ �
dŚĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͛Ɛ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ǁ ĂƐ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ƚŽ�
rate and score individual test takers’
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ͕ �
and was adapted from the commu-
ŶŝĐĂƟǀ Ğ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞƐ�
ŵĞŶƟŽŶĞĚ�ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ͗

1. >ŝŶŐƵŝƐƟĐ�ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�

2. Phonological comprehensibility

3. Fluency

4. �ŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶĂů�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟŽŶ

5. Evidence of learning

͚ >ŝŶŐƵŝƐƟĐ�ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͛�ǁ ĂƐ�
included to discourage test takers
from overly focusing on accuracy
and thereby threatening fluency. It 
was defined as being able to use 

appropriate and intelligible words
and construct intelligible phrases
and sentences. Learners were
marked down if their errors imped-
ed understanding, but mistakes and
slips were disregarded. Pronuncia-
ƟŽŶ�ǁ ĂƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ĚĞĮ ŶĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚĞƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�
intelligibility, though a high score in
this category also involved good
ĐŽŶƚƌŽů�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚŽŶĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƐǇůůĂďůĞ�
stress. Fluency was defined accord-
ing to the learning goal of speaking

spontaneously and confidently with-
out unnatural pauses and excessive
ŚĞƐŝƚĂƟŽŶ͘ �/ŶƚĞƌĂĐͲ
ƟŽŶ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ƚƵƌŶͲ
taking, co-ŽƉĞƌĂƟŶŐ�
ĂŶĚ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŽŶ͘ �
Finally, ‘evidence of
learning’ was includ-
ed to assess learn-
ers’ use and under-
standing of taught
content, rated ac-
cording to its fre-
quency, accuracy
and appropriate us-
age.

I adapted five de-
scriptors from the
CEFR and wrote
them as five-point 
ƐĐĂůĞƐ�ŝŶ�ĂƐ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�
wording as possible.

During the test, I simplified this into 
a basic 5x5 grid so I could make
ƋƵŝĐŬ�ŶŽƚĞƐ�ĂŌĞƌ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�
and then use these with the full ru-
bric when listening to the record-
ings.

Peer and self-assessment

Another rubric was created for peer
and self-Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƚŽ�Őŝǀ Ğ�Ă�
group score. This five-ƉŽŝŶƚ�ŚŽůŝƐƟĐ�
scale made for an efficient, 
ƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƞŽƌǁ ĂƌĚ�ŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ�
that promoted discussion and nego-
ƟĂƟŽŶ�ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ͘ �dŽ�ŵĂǆͲ
imise learner involvement in this
process, the class was responsible
ĨŽƌ�ĐƌĞĂƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĐĂůĞ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�
their lessons. In small groups, they
were asked write a short descrip-
ƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ǁ ŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ĐŽŶƐƟͲ
tuted an ‘excellent’ and a ‘not so

good’ performance, and eventually,
ĂŌĞƌ�ƐŽŵĞ�ƌĞƉŽƌƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵƉĂƌͲ
ing, we wrote a five-point scale that 

“To maximise learner

involvement in this process,

the class was responsible

for creating the scale

during one of their lessons.”

Teacher’s marking rubric (adapted from CEFR)
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everyone agreed on.

��ǁ ĞĞŬ�ĂŌĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ͕ �ƚŚĞ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ�
returned to their groups and I
played the recordings. Each group
agreed on a number from one to
five to score each recording, includ-
ing their own, and wrote some con-
ƐƚƌƵĐƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ�ŽŶ�ĂŶ�ĂŶŽŶǇͲ
ŵŽƵƐ�Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ƐŚĞĞƚ͘ �/Ĩ�Ă�ŶƵŵďĞƌ�
could not be agreed on, group
members could award a half mark
such as 3.5. I recorded the scores

and calculated an average for each
group, adding it to all the members
of that group on top of their individ-
ual scores. At the end of class the
Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ƐŚĞĞƚƐ�ǁ ĞƌĞ�ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ�
to the learners to be read and dis-
cussed.

Group marks encourage learners to
work together and take joint re-
sponsibility for their performance
while individual marks make learn-
ers accountable for their own con-
ƚƌŝďƵƟŽŶƐ�;K ͛ D ĂůůĞǇ�Θ�WŝĞƌĐĞ͕�ϭϵϵϲͿ͘ �
dŚƵƐ͕ �ĂůůŽĐĂƟŶŐ�ďŽƚŚ�ŵĂǆŝŵŝƐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�
ďĞŶĞĮ ƚƐ�ŽĨ�ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƟǀ Ğ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�
yet remains fair for everyone.

A note on validity

Success in the test provided me and

learners with evidence that the
learning goal had been achieved;
the students were able to have
ƐƉŽŶƚĂŶĞŽƵƐ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ͘ �
However, the nature of open-ended
ŐƌŽƵƉ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�ƉŽƐĞƐ�
some validity issues. Assessing
learners in groups introduces nu-
merous variables, making it difficult 
to isolate individual performances.
t ŚŝůĞ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƟĐ͕�ŝƚ�ŵƵƐƚ�ďĞ�
ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶ�ŝƐ�

inherent-
ly collab-
oraƟve
and con-
text
bound,
and so
ŝƐŽůĂƟŶŐ�
speech
and test
items

would invalidate the whole test.

Another issue is that learners inevi-
tably act differently when being as-
sessed (Luoma, 2004), most likely
due to test anxiety and the desire to
demonstrate their best perfor-
mance (He & Dai, 2006). Of course
neither of these would be present in
͚ ƌĞĂů�ǁ ŽƌůĚ͛ �ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ͘ �dŽ�ŵŝŶŝͲ
mise such threats I did everything
possible to ensure my learners felt
Ăƚ�ĞĂƐĞ͕�ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ�Őŝǀ ŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƟŵĞ�
ƚŽ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĂůůŽǁ Ͳ
ing them to choose their own
groups.

Conclusion

dŚŝƐ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�ŚĂƐ�ŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚ�Ă�ƐŝŵƉůĞ�ǇĞƚ�
ŝŶŶŽǀ ĂƟǀ Ğ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ƚĞƐƚ͕ �ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ�
to help a class of Chinese university

students develop the skills,
knowledge and confidence to en-
gage in English language conversa-
ƟŽŶƐ͘ �dŚĞ�ĐůĂƐƐƌŽŽŵ�ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�
provided the basis of the test facili-
tated a meaningful and valuable
learning experience, and the collab-
oraƟve evaluaƟon process promot-
ed inter-peer dialogue and encour-
aged learners to take control of
their learning. Though group tests
introduce inevitable threats to valid-
ity I took acƟon to minimise these,
ĐƌĞĂƟŶŐ�Ă�ƚĞƐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�/�ĐŽŶƚĞŶĚ�ŝƐ�ĂƵͲ
ƚŚĞŶƟĐ͕�ĨĂŝƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƵƐĞĨƵů͘�
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/Ŷ�Ă�ƌĞĐĞŶƚ�ũŽƵƌŶĂů�ĂƌƟĐůĞ͕�/�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚͲ

ĞĚ�ŵǇ�ŝŶŝƟĂů�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŝŶƚŽ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͛ �

openness to a new approach to giv-

ŝŶŐ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŽŶ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�–

Learner-Driven Feedback (LDF).

Here is the reference for the full

ĂƌƟĐůĞ�;Ăǀ ĂŝůĂďůĞ�ŽƉĞŶůǇ�ĂƐ��ĚŝƚŽƌ͛Ɛ�

Choice on the ELTJ website): Maas,

�͘ ͕ �͚ZĞĐĞƉƟǀ ŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�>ĞĂƌŶĞƌ-Driven

Feedback in EAP’, ELT Journal, 71/2

(2017), pp. 127-140.

The LDF approach understands that

ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ĨĞĞů�ŚĂƉƉŝĞƌ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀ ŝŶŐ�

feedback from a teacher than

through peer review or self-ĞĚŝƟŶŐ͘�

In LDF, learners ‘drive’ feedback by

ĂƐŬŝŶŐ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁ ŽƌŬ͕�

and then re-ĚƌĂŌ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�

feedback. The teacher gives the

feedback, but the learners decide

how and on what they receive com-

ments: they can choose between

various formats (e.g. hand-ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ͕ �

email, audio recording), and are re-

ƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉŽƐĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�

the teacher responds (e.g. about

grammar, vocabulary/register, ref-

erencing, text structure).

Some Background

I devised this approach by combin-

ing insights from other fairly recent

studies on giving feedback on L2

ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ͕�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ŝŶ���W�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ͘ �

I looked into two key areas:

 Making feedback more dialogic

 Using technology to deliver

feedback

With regard to involving students in

a feedback dialogue, Bloxham and

�ĂŵƉďĞůů�;ϮϬϭϬͿ�ƚƌŝĂůůĞĚ�͚/ŶƚĞƌĂĐƟǀ Ğ�

Coversheets’, which students use to

ƉŽƐĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĞƐƐĂǇƐ�

ǁ ŚĞŶ�ƐƵďŵŝƫ ŶŐ�ĚƌĂŌƐ͘ ��ůŽǆŚĂŵ�

and Campbell found that most stu-

dents in their study were grateful to

receive feedback that was more in-

dividualised than usual, which then

ĂůƐŽ�ŵŽƟǀ ĂƚĞĚ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƚŽ�Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƚĞ�

their own work more thoroughly.

Moreover, the teachers involved

reported being able to provide feed-

ďĂĐŬ�ŽŶ�ĚƌĂŌƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƋƵŝĐŬůǇ͕�ďǇ�ŽŶůǇ�

ĐŽŵŵĞŶƟŶŐ�ŽŶ�ĂƌĞĂƐ�ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�

ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͛ �ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘

Campbell and Schumm-Fauster

(2013) also required their EAP stu-

ĚĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƉŽƐĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�

ŽŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ǁ ŚĞŶ�ƐƵďŵŝƫ ŶŐ�ĞƐͲ

ƐĂǇ�ĚƌĂŌƐ͘ �, ĞƌĞ͕�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ŶŽƚĞĚ�

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ĨŽŽƚŶŽƚĞƐ�Žƌ�ŝŶ�

the text’s margins. The students

were surveyed and reported finding 

ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ĂŶĚ�ŵŽƟͲ

ǀ ĂƟŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�Ğī ĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ŝŶ�ŵĞĞƟŶŐ�

their individual needs regarding aca-

ĚĞŵŝĐ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ͘�

Studies into using technology to de-

liver feedback have explored, for

example, using audio recordings or

emails. Johanson (1999) lists some

advantages of recording audio feed-
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back for ESL students, which include

ŝƚƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇ�ƐĂǀ ŝŶŐ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ƟŵĞ͕�

making comments clearer through

ŝŶƚŽŶĂƟŽŶ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƉĞƌͲ

sonal to students. These ideas are

supported by studies outside ELT,

such as Brearley and Cullen (2012),

who found three minutes of audio

recording could include ~500 words

of feedback and did not take more

ƟŵĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŵĂƌŬŝŶŐ�ĞƐƐĂǇƐ�ďǇ�ŚĂŶĚ͘ �

�ůƐŽ�ŝŶǀ ĞƐƟŐĂƟŶŐ�ĚŝŐŝƚĂů�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ͕�

Farshi and Safa (2015) compared

grades of EFL students who re-

ceived hand-ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ͕ �ĞŵĂŝůĞĚ͕ �Žƌ�

ŶŽ�ĐŽƌƌĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŽŶ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�

tasks for one term, and found

that emailed feedback led to sig-

nificantly greater improvement 

on post-test grades than hand-

ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ͘�

My Research

To put this summary in context,

readers need to know that I used

>�&�ŽŶ�ƚŚƌĞĞ�ĚƌĂŌƐ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ĞƐƐĂǇ�

that my undergraduate EAP stu-

dents (B2 level on CEFR) wrote dur-

ing one semester at a German uni-

versity. The students could:

 choose between various (not

mutually exclusive!) modes of

feedback: in-ƚĞǆƚ�ĐŽƌƌĞĐƟŽŶƐ͕ �

ĐŽƌƌĞĐƟŽŶ�ƐǇŵďŽůƐ͕ �ŚĂŶĚǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�

feedback, email, audio recording,

or face-to-ĨĂĐĞ�ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƟŽŶ͘ �

 ĂƐŬ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ĂŶǇ�aspect

ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ͕�Ğ͘ Ő͘�ƚĞǆƚ�ƐƚƌƵĐͲ

ture, referencing, vocabulary,

grammar, etc.

 pose both specific and general 

ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘ �

 ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂƐ�ĨŽŽƚͲ

notes or in margins, or at the end

of the text.

At the end of semester, I surveyed

the 40 students to discover their

Ăƫ ƚƵĚĞƐ�ƚŽǁ ĂƌĚƐ�ƚŚĞ�>�&�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘ �

dŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐͲ

ƟŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͛ �ƉĞƌĐĞƉƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�

usability of various delivery modes,

ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀ ĞĚ�Ğī ĞĐƟǀ ĞŶĞƐƐ�ŽĨ�>�&�

for improving their language accura-

cy and academic skills related to

essays, and any problems they ex-

perienced with LDF.

Some Findings

The delivery modes most students

requested were audio recording (by

67% of students) and email (60%).

dŚĞ�Į ŐƵƌĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŚĂŶĚǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ĐŽŵͲ

ments (13%) and in-ƚĞǆƚ�ĐŽƌƌĞĐƟŽŶƐ�

(20%) were much lower, which

seems to show that students are

happy to move away from

͚ ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů͛�ŚĂŶĚ-ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ͘

Students’ comments to open-ended

ƐƵƌǀ ĞǇ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ�ƐŽŵĞ�

reasons why audio recordings and

email were so popular, for exam-

ƉůĞ͕�ŵĞŶƟŽŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ǁ ĂƐ�

ŵŽƌĞ�ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�ƟŵĞůǇ͕�ĂŶĚ�ĨĞůƚ�

more individualized than the feed-

back they were used to, and that,

ŝŶ�ĂƵĚŝŽ�ƌĞĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƐ͕ �ŝŶƚŽŶĂƟŽŶ�

ŚĞůƉĞĚ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƚŽ�ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�

ĂŶĚ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͘ �

Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ĂƐŬĞĚ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�

of general language accuracy stu-

dents felt had significantly or 

somewhat improved by working

with LDF. High numbers of students

felt they had improved their use of

ƚƌĂŶƐŝƟŽŶ�ƐŝŐŶĂůƐ�;ϰϮй �ƐŝŐŶŝĮ ĐĂŶƚůǇ͕�

33% somewhat), general grammar

(42% significantly, 40% somewhat) 

and sentence structure (60% signifi-

cantly, 33% somewhat). Naturalness

of expression, text structure and

general vocabulary were also per-

ceived as having improved at least

somewhat by most students. The

“Students’ comments to

open-ended survey

questions highlighted some

reasons why audio record-

ings and email were so

popular, for example,

mentioning that feedback

was more detailed and

timely, and felt more indi-

vidualized than the feed-

back they were used to.”
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ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƉĞƌĐĞƉƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĂƐ�

reported in open-ended survey

ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĐĞŶƚƌĞĚ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨĞĞĚͲ

back being more specific and placed 

throughout the text, in contrast to

ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ŵŽƌĞ�ƐƵŵŵĂƟǀ Ğ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�

ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ�ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�ǁ ƌŝƩĞŶ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�

ends of texts.

dŚĞ�ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ŽĨ�ĐƌŝƟĐĂů�

thinking and self-ĞĚŝƟŶŐ�ǁ ĞƌĞ�ƐĞĞŶ�

as having significantly improved by 

over half of the students surveyed,

and as having somewhat improved

ďǇ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�ϰϬй ͘ �>ĂƌŐĞ�ŵĂũŽƌŝƟĞƐ�ŽĨ�

students also reported perceiving

improvement in logical argumenta-

ƟŽŶ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�;ϴϳ й Ϳ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�

to engage in academic discourse

(80%). Overall, over three quar-

ters of the students surveyed

felt that LDF had been more

helpful in improving their aca-

demic skills related to essay

ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĂŶĚ-ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�

ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂůůǇ�ƌĞͲ

ceive.

Comparisons of students’ grades on

the essays for which they received

LDF and their grades on other essay

assignments supported the self-

ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ƉĞƌĐĞƉƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶͲ

firmed that there was some real 

improvement. On a grading system

out of 15 points, students’ essay

scores on the LDF assignment were

on average 2.22 points higher than

those received one year earlier and

on average 1.7 points higher than

those received on an assignment

ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�

same term. The students’ essay

scores on an assignment with tradi-

ƟŽŶĂů�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŝŶ�ƐĂŵĞ�ƚĞƌŵ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�

LDF assignment were on average

just 0.64 points higher than those

received one year earlier – smaller

improvements here would seem to

indicate that LDF had a role to play.

Discussion

These results show that learners

ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞĚ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ ĞůǇ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�>�&�ĂƉͲ

proach and that it was beneficial for 

ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ǁ ŽƌŬ͘�The findings thus 

highlight LDF as a viable feedback

ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ŝŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͕ �ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĂĚͲ

vanced-level EAP students. Stu-

dents’ comments in response to

open-ĞŶĚĞĚ�ƐƵƌǀ ĞǇ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŚŝŶƚ�

at concepts which may underpin the

efficacy of the approach: LDF ad-

dresses issues of intelligibility,

‘authority’ over the texts, learner

ĂƵƚŽŶŽŵǇ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƐĂƟŽŶ͘ �

These issues are not unique to EAP,

and thus the LDF approach may

ǁ ĂƌƌĂŶƚ�ƉŝůŽƟŶŐ�ŝŶ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ͕ �

too.

Students’ willing use of digital deliv-

ery modes for feedback can be prac-

ƟĐĂů�ĨŽƌ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͕ �ǁ ŚŽ�ĐĂŶ�ŽŌĞŶ�

provide more, and more detailed,

feedback more quickly than by

ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ�ďǇ�ŚĂŶĚ͘ �/ƚ�ĐĂŶ�

also be efficient for tutors to give 

feedback on selected aspects of the

ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚƌĂŌŝŶŐ�ƐƚĂŐĞ͕�

ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĂƩĞŵƉƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�

all of the issues at once. Involving

students in the decisions about

the delivery of their feedback and

content may also help remove

some urgency from teachers to

agree on one ‘correct’ feedback

procedure, and can moreover

ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞ�Ěŝī ĞƌĞŶƟĂƟŽŶ�ďǇ�ĂůůŽǁ Ͳ

ing for students to request feed-

back that suits their individual

strengths and weaknesses.

There are, of course, a few caveats

to these promising findings. For ex-

ample, students may not know

which aspects of their work to ask

ĂďŽƵƚ͕ �Žƌ�ŵĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ŝĚĞŶƟͲ

fy their own weaknesses, and lower-

level learners may not have suffi-

cient meta-language to pose effec-

Ɵǀ Ğ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘ �/�ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ�

some of these drawbacks below.

“Students’ willing use of digital

delivery modes for feedback

can be practical for teachers,

who can often provide more,

and more detailed, feedback

more quickly than by writing

comments by hand.”
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dŝƉƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƟŶŐ�>�&

 LDF is easiest (I find) if students 

submit their work electronically.

 Decide which delivery modes you

wish to offer, and how students 

ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƉŽƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�;Ğ͘ Ő͘�

footnotes, comments in margins,

or cover-sheet).

 Allow any/only feedback delivery

modes that are workable in your

context. (i.e. perhaps not face-to-

ĨĂĐĞ�ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƟŽŶ�ŝĨ�ǇŽƵ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ϯϬϬ�

students!)

 Talk through the LDF process and

provide a handout to support stu-

ĚĞŶƚƐ�ƚŚĞ�Į ƌƐƚ�ƟŵĞ;ƐͿ�ƚŚĞǇ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�

with it.

 �ŽŵďŝŶĞ�>�&�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ǁ ŽƌŬͲ

shops, peer review, and other

ǁ ĂǇƐ�ŽĨ�ŐĞƫ ŶŐ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�

more carefully about their work,

to scaffold the LDF process.  

 Aim to provide feedback in a

ƟŵĞůǇ�ŵĂŶŶĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ĂůůŽǁ �ĞŶŽƵŐŚ�

ƟŵĞ�ďĞƚǁ ĞĞŶ�ĚƌĂŌ�ƐƵďŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ�

for students to thoroughly en-

gage with the feedback.

 Give students guidance and/or

training on what makes for a

ŐŽŽĚ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ƚĂƐŬ�

at hand so that they can ask

about these points in their own

ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ͘

 If possible, provide students with

a grading matrix so they know

ǁ ŚĂƚ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞǇ�

ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƉĂǇ�ĂƩĞŶƟŽŶ�ƚŽ ͘ �

 Encourage students to pose both

ƐƉĞĐŝĮ Đ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�;Ğ͘ Ő͘�t ŚŝĐŚ�

word is most appropriate here?)

ĂŶĚ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�;Ğ͘ Ő͘�/Ɛ�ƚŚĞ�

vocabulary I’m using formal

enough?).

 If necessary and feasible, allow

ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ͛ �

L1.

 For audio recordings or emailed

feedback, insert line numbers to

be able to refer to

specific parts of the 

text.

 For audio recordings,

you can email stu-

dents an .mp3 file, or 

use free recording

websites such as

www.vocaroo.com

and send students the

links to their feed-

back.

 Remind students to

ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�

text at hand whilst

listening to / reading

the feedback.

 Note down common

problems that stu-

dents do not request feedback

on, and use these to plan future

teaching or workshops.

 Sit back and enjoy a cup of tea, as

>�&�ǁ ŝůů�ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ�ƐĂǀ Ğ�ǇŽƵ�ƟŵĞ͘�

(You might even want to throw

out your red pens!)

Fo
to

:S
h

ar
o

n
H

ar
tl

e

www.vocaroo.com 
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Date Presenter Title

19.12.17

Felicity O’Dell and
Russell Whitehead

' Ğƫ ŶŐ�ŝƚ�ƌŝŐŚƚ͕ �ŐĞƫ ŶŐ�ŝƚ�ǁ ƌŽŶŐ͗�
Ă�ƚŽƵƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�>dϭϮϯ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ͘

This webinar with Felicity O’Dell and Russell Whitehead will
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ�>dϭϮϯ ͛ Ɛ�ůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚĞŶ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�͚ŐŽŽĚ͛ �ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�ƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ�
plenty of examples of successful and unsuccessful items and
tasks. This promises to be a useful round-up for newcomers
and experienced testers alike.

Gudrun Erickson
dŚĞ��ƵĂů�&ƵŶĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ��ƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ��–
Enhancing Learning and Equity

dŚŝƐ�ǁ ĞďŝŶĂƌ�ǁ ŝůů�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĚƵĂů�ĨƵŶĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͕ �
whether in classrooms or large scale contexts, namely to
enhance learning as well as fairness and equity. Gudrun will
discuss the balancing act between the two, emphasizing
ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ŐƵŝĚĞ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ͕�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�
materials at individual as well as structural levels.

26.02.18

The webinar can be accessed on the day at: ŚƩ Ɖ͗ ͬ ͬ ŝĂƚĞŇ͘ĂĚŽďĞĐŽŶŶĞĐƚ͘ ĐŽŵͬ ƚĞĂƐŝŐǁ ĞďŝŶĂƌƐ
and is open to everybody. It will be recorded, and the recording will be accessible to everybody for a
ǁ ĞĞŬ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�d��^/' �ǁ ĞďƐŝƚĞ͕�ĂŌĞƌ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŝƚ�ǁ ŝůů�ŽŶůǇ�ďĞ�Ăǀ ĂŝůĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�/�d�&>�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͘ �d��^/' �ǁ ĞďŝŶĂƌƐ�
ǁ ŝůů�ďĞ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�ϮϬϭϳ �ĂŶĚ�ĚĞƚĂŝůƐ�ǁ ŝůů�ďĞ�ĂŶŶŽƵŶĐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�d��^/' �ǁ ĞďƐŝƚĞ͘�

TEASIG
webinars

2017

http://iatefl.adobeconnect.com/teasigwebinars
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�ŌĞƌ�ƐĞǀ ĞƌĂů�ǇĞĂƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ĞĚƵͲ
ĐĂƟŽŶ�/�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĂŵĂǌĞĚ�ďǇ�
the trainee teachers in my seminar
groups. They consistently bring with
them a huge amount of knowledge,
ǁ ŚĞƚŚĞƌ�ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƟĐ͕�ůŝƚĞƌĂƌǇ�Žƌ�ĐƵůƚƵƌͲ
al. They also bring a wealth of skills
in areas ranging from tutoring to
ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ͘ �&ŝŶĂůůǇ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�ŵǇ�
view crucially, for the purposes of
training new teachers who are alert
and aware, they have of course
clocked up thousands of hours as
learners in school contexts them-
selves. These vital experiences
(good lessons and bad, inspiring
topics and less inspiring ones) can
very usefully be put to work in a
range of ways in our seminars –
from examining
learner (and
ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͊ Ϳ�ŵŽƟǀ ĂͲ
ƟŽŶ͕ �ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕�
ƚŽ�ƌĞŇĞĐƟŶŐ�ŽŶ�
classroom meth-
ods which learners
appreciate. This
provides an ideal
ƐŝƚƵĂƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�ƉƌŽͲ
ĚƵĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐĞŵŝŶĂƌ�
work which focuses on classroom
ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ;ƐͿ͘

dŚŝƐ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ŽŶ�ĐůĂƐƐƌŽŽŵ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�
ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚĂƚĞƐ�Ă�ƉƌĂŐŵĂƟĐ�ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�
to learning how to teach, and we
ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ǀ ĞƌǇ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂůůǇ�ŝŶ�
our seminar sessions. It goes with-
out saying that, as a university
ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͕ �ǁ Ğ�
consistently draw on research find-
ŝŶŐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĐĐĞƉƚĞĚ�ďĞƐƚ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ŝŶ�
our work, but we nevertheless al-
ǁ ĂǇƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ŝŶ�ŵŝŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƵůƟŵĂƚĞ�
transfer to the classroom and possi-
ďůĞ�ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ�

school learners. To this end, train-
ee teachers are regularly asked to
design a task or sequence of tasks
for one or more lessons in which
ƚŚĞǇ�ƉƵƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƚŚĞŽƌĞƟĐĂů�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐƐ�
ŝŶƚŽ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ͘

Against this backdrop we engage
with many key issues of upper sec-
ondary (language) learning, looking
into principles of lesson-planning
and curricula, the four skills, and
task- and competence-oriented
learning. Within this demanding
menu of important angles, one ma-
jor area it's easy to feel over-
whelmed by as a beginning teacher
is surely that of assessment and
ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͘�dĞƐƟŶŐ�ŐĞƚƐ�Ă�ůŽƚ�ŽĨ�ďĂĚ�

press: pupils
have on oc-
casion been
known to
complain
about the
volume of
material to
be learned,
and teachers
about all the

marking they
have to do. For this reason, as well
as many others, I feel it's important
ƚŽ�ƉƵƚ�Ă�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ƐƉŝŶ�ŽŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�
and to show trainee teachers that
assessment can be a manageable,
ƌĞǁ ĂƌĚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƵůƟŵĂƚĞůǇ�ŝŶƚĞƌͲ
ĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂƐƉĞĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ůĞĂƌŶͲ
ing.

We typically start by looking at clas-
ƐŝĐ�ƚĞƐƚ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĨŽƌŵĂƚƐ͕ �ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇͲ
ing the markers of a successful test,
ĂŶĚ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ƟŵĞ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůŝƐͲ
ŝŶŐ�ŽƵƌ�ŝŶƚƵŝƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞĂĐƟŽŶƐ�ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ�Ă�
ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚŚĞŽƌĞƟĐĂů�ƵŶͲ

Lynn Williams

grew up and went to school near
Manchester, England. She studied
for a language degree at universi-

ty and later added a teaching
ƋƵĂůŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶ͘ �̂ ŚĞ�ŶŽǁ �ƚĞĂĐŚĞƐ�

English language and literature at
a Swiss grammar school and also
works as a teacher trainer at the
W, �&, E t �ŝŶ��ĂƐĞů͘�̂ ŚĞ�ŝƐ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵͲ

larly interested in assessment
ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞƐ͕ �ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�ůŝƚĞƌĂͲ
ƚƵƌĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŶĚŝͲ

ǀ ŝĚƵĂůŝƐĂƟŽŶ͘
ůǇŶŶ͘ ǁ ŝůůŝĂŵƐΛ Ĭ Ŷǁ ͘ ĐŚ

Giving testing some good press for a change
Assessment as learning check - a meaningful paradigm shift

for trainee teachers

“The link between

teaching and assessment

is not always clear at first

sight and sometimes

needs to be made more

explicit.”
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ĚĞƌƉŝŶŶŝŶŐƐ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƚ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶ͘ ��ŌĞƌ�
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŽƌĞƟĐĂů�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�ƐƵĐŚ�
as validity and reliability, we move
on to look at seemingly banal but
ƵůƟŵĂƚĞůǇ�ĞƐƐĞŶƟĂů�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂů�ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ�
like concise and precise rubric for-
ŵƵůĂƟŽŶ�Žƌ�Ğǀ ĞŶ�ŶƵŵďĞƌŝŶŐ�ůŝŶĞƐ�ŝŶ�
a reading text for ease of orienta-
ƟŽŶ�ǁ ŚĞŶ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ�Ă�ƚĞƐƚ�ŝŶ�ĐůĂƐƐ�
at a later date.

Furthermore, I encourage trainee
teachers to engage with principles
of backwash, my message being
ĞƐƐĞŶƟĂůůǇ͗�

KŶĐĞ�ǇŽƵ�ĂƌĞ�ƐĂƟƐĮ ĞĚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�
test, use it to inform students /
shape your teaching / student
ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƟŽŶ�ǁ ŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ĚŝƐĐůŽƐŝŶŐ�ŬĞǇ�
aspects.

^ŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƟŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ�

ƵŶƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�/Ζǀ Ğ�ŶŽƟĐĞĚ�Žǀ Ğƌ�
the years is that trainee teachers
frequently associate assessment
with tests. In response to this obser-
ǀ ĂƟŽŶ͕ �/�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ�ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ�Ă�
seminar session on assessment and
ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�Ă�ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů�ĚŝƐĐƵƐͲ
sion on the nature of assessment
with a task like this:

A test is an assessment
but an assessment is not
necessarily a test!

Discuss what you under-
stand by this and be pre-
pared to feedback in the
seminar group.

As we know, the range of
ŽƉƟŽŶƐ�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŐŽ�ďĞǇŽŶĚ�
the classic 'test' scenario
is huge, ranging from quiz
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĚ�ŽĨ�Ă�
lesson to self-Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�

according to prescribed learning
ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ͘ �dƌĂŝŶĞĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�
therefore encouraged to trawl
through their (language) learning
ďŝŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĞƐ�ƚŽ�ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ĂƐͲ
ƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽƐ͕ �ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�
those that explode the classic canon
ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƚƌŽůůĞĚ�ŐƌĂŵŵĂƌ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ĞǆͲ
ercises. In a further step, the train-
ees devise an appropriate assess-
ment strategy for a teaching unit

they are developing and
ƌĞŇĞĐƚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĂƟŽŶĂůĞ�
behind their choice.

However, in my experi-
ence, the link between
teaching and assessment
is not always clear at first 
ƐŝŐŚƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽŵĞƟŵĞƐ�
needs to be made more

explicit. For example, trainee teach-
ĞƌƐ�ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ�;ĂŶĚ�ũƵƐƟĮ ĂďůǇͿ�ƚĂŬĞ�
Ă�ƚŽƉŝĐ�Žƌ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�Žƌ�Į ůŵ�
ĐůŝƉ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƌƟŶŐ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ƉŽƚĞŶͲ
ƟĂů�ƚĞĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ƵŶŝƚ�ǁ ŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝͲ
ly having any special learning objec-
Ɵǀ Ğ�ŝŶ�ŵŝŶĚ�– they simply trust their
ŝŶƐƟŶĐƚƐ͕ �ŬŶŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ůŝŬĞůǇ�ƚŽ�
ŵŽƟǀ ĂƚĞ�ƵƉƉĞƌ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ�
or that it serves to exemplify a par-
ƟĐƵůĂƌ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƉŽŝŶƚ�ǁ ŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ĂƵƚŚĞŶƟĐ�ƚĞǆƚ�– bin-
go! And good for them!

In my seminars, therefore, as well as
ŝŶ�ŝŶĚŝǀ ŝĚƵĂů�ĐŽĂĐŚŝŶŐ�ƐĞƫ ŶŐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶ�
ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŽŶ�ĚƌĂŌ�ƵŶŝƚƐ͕ �/�
seek to guide trainee teachers to-
wards examining the underlying
ƌĂƟŽŶĂůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƵŶŝƚ ͕ �ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ�
ǁ ŚǇ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ĐŚŽƐĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ�
topic, text or task. Having estab-
lished the competences or
knowledge they want their upper
secondary learners to acquire, it
becomes easier for them to think
ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�;ŝŵƉůŝĐŝƚͿ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
the unit and, consequently, also
about how they can then check that
ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ďĞĞŶ�
achieved. This is the point at which
ǁ Ğ�ƚƵƌŶ�ŽƵƌ�ĂƩĞŶƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�
procedures. Trainees realise –
ƐŽŵĞƟŵĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�Ă�ũŽůƚ͕ �ƐŽŵĞƟŵĞƐ�
with a degree of disappointment,
ďƵƚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽŌĞŶ�ƚŚĂŶ�ŶŽƚ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƌĞůŝĞĨ�
– that a classic 'test' might not be
necessary to check their learners'
progress. Or it might not be feasible,
plausible or manageable within cer-
tain constraints. Or, quite simply, it
might not be the best way of check-
ing learning.

"So what is the best way?" my train-



26

TEASIG—EĞǁ ƐůĞƩ Ğƌ

Issue 63 26

ees then start to wonder, and I'm
always nothing short of thrilled at
this point. It means we are breaking
away from the mindset that sees
teachers replicate the kind of test
they themselves sat at school or
those that they might find through 
external searches for material,
ŽŌĞŶ�ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ƚŽ�Į ƚ�Ăůů͘���ƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�
point, let it be said that a good test
is a good test, no quibbles there
(and I've taken, set and corrected
enough of them by now!), but we
ĂƌĞ�ŶŽǁ �Ăƚ�Ă�ũƵŶĐƚƵƌĞ�ƐĞƫ ŶŐ�ŽƵƚ�
into new territory – namely the re-
ĂůŝƐĂƟŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�Ă�ŐŽŽĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�
doesn't need to be a test at all…

In my opinion, the 'best' way to as-
sess a unit of work is at the same
ƟŵĞ�ĂŶ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵďũĞĐƟǀ Ğ�
ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͘ �KďũĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ�ŵƵĐŚ�
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ƌŝŐŚƚůǇ�
argues that an assessment should
mirror the learning as far as this
makes sense (i.e. it would be odd to
follow up a series of discussion les-
sons to develop fluency with a dis-
crete-item grammar test, and by
ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ƚŽŬĞŶ͕ �ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�Ă�
ĨŽƌŵĂů�ůĞƩ Ğƌ�ŵĂǇ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐͲ
sarily be the best way to
check learners' understand-
ing of a range of new gram-
mar points). Once trainee
ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮ ĞĚ�
what they consider to be
the best way to check learn-
ing of the unit they have put
together – i.e. that which
best aligns with the learning
they are striving for and the
overall competence-
oriented outcome they are
aiming at – they are encour-

aged to engage with a variety of
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ŚĞůƉ�ƚŚĞŵ�ƌĞĮ ŶĞ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�
assessment strategy. These might
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƟǀ ĞůǇ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ͗

 Does the assessment method
reflect the style of work under-
taken? (Does it assess the
learning which has gone be-
fore? Are learners well-
prepared to respond to the
task? In what way will it
demonstrate learners' grasp of
ƚŚĞ�ƚŽƉŝĐ�ŝŶ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶ͍ Ϳ

 Is the assessment task manage-
able? (Timing, level, resources,
teacher feedback)

 /Ɛ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ƚĂƐŬ�ŵŽƟͲ
ǀ ĂƟŶŐ͍ �;�ŽĞƐ�ŝƚ�Žī Ğƌ�ůĞĂƌŶĞƌƐ�
choices? Does it appeal to
different interests? Does it take 
up a relevant topic?)

KŶĐĞ�ƚƌĂŝŶĞĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�Ζǀ ĞƩ ĞĚΖ�
their assessment procedure to
check its viability in these areas,
ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƉŽƐŝƟŽŶ�ƚŽ�ŵĂŬĞ�Į ŶĂů�
adjustments and refine their assess-
ment task. In a final step, we typi-

cally share teaching units and the
related assessments at the end of
the semester. There is no small de-
gree of pride during this phase and,
having had the privilege of guiding
ƚƌĂŝŶĞĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĂůŝƐĂƟŽŶ�
of their proposed assessment tasks,
I understand their pride! I also hope
that a few key tenets will stay with
ƚŚĞŵ�ĂŌĞƌ�ŽƵƌ�ũŽŝŶƚ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ŽŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐͲ
ment strategies:

 ^ĞĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŵŽƌĞ�
ƚŚĂŶ�ũƵƐƚ�ĂƩ ĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ƐĐŽƌĞƐ͘ �
Make tests worthwhile to all
ŝŶǀ Žůǀ ĞĚ͗ �ŵŽƟǀ ĂƟŶŐ͕�ĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ͕ �
ƌĞĂůŝƐƟĐ͕�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟǀ Ğ͘

 >ŝŶŬ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĐůĂƐƐƌŽŽŵ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�
as far as possible scores. Make
tests worthwhile to all class-
ƌŽŽŵ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͘�

These are principles which guide my
own classroom work, leading to
learning which I hope is all the rich-
er, sustainable and more enjoyable
for it.
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Assessment in the upper secondary ELT classroom

(introductory handout for trainee teachers)

&ŽƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�

It is important to note that an assessment does not necessarily need to be a test. It is equally possible
ƚŽ�ĐŚĞĐŬ�ǁ ŚĞƚŚĞƌ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ĂĐŚŝĞǀ ĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞůĞǀ ĂŶƚ�ůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ŽďũĞĐƟǀ ĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�Ă�ƵŶŝƚ�ŝŶ�Ă�Ěŝī ĞƌĞŶƚ�ĂƐͲ
sessment set-ƵƉ�ƚŚĂŶ�Ă�ĨŽƌŵĂů�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ƚĞƐƚ�;Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�ĞƋƵŝǀ ĂůĞŶƚ�ƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚͿ͘ �̂ ŽŵĞ�ŝĚĞĂƐ�ŝŶͲ
clude:

- ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�;ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�Žƌ�ŽƌĂůͿ�ŝŶĚŝǀ ŝĚƵĂůůǇ͕�ŝŶ�ŐƌŽƵƉƐ�Žƌ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĞŶĂƌǇ�;Ăůǁ ĂǇƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ĂŶĚ�
ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ĐůĂƌŝĮ ĐĂƟŽŶͬ ĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶ�ǁ ŚĞƌĞ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞͿ�

- self-Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�;ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ƉƌŽŵƉƚƐͿ�

- ƉĞĞƌ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�;ĨŽůůŽǁ ĞĚ�ďǇ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƉůĞŶĂƌǇͬĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƟŽŶ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌͿ�

- ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�Žƌ�ŽƌĂů�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�

- ĂŶ�ĂƉƉůŝĐĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞƐ�ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŶĞǁ �ƐĞƫ ŶŐ�;ƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌͿ�

- a product (poster, mind map, reader's guide, handout, flyer, theatre programme…)  

Principles of assessment

�ůů�ĨŽƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŵƵƐƚ�ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞ�ŐĞŶƵŝŶĞ�ǀ ĂůŝĚŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚĂŶĚ�ƵƉ�ƚŽ�ƐĐƌƵƟŶǇ͘�dŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ͕�

- ĂĚŚĞƌĞ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ�ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�;ƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕�ǀ ĂůŝĚŝƚǇ͕�ĨĂŝƌŶĞƐƐͿ�ĂŶĚ�Žī Ğƌ�ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƟĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ďĂĐŬǁ ĂƐŚ�

- communicate test requirements, format and criteria early on

- ďĞ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�ĂŶƐǁ Ğƌ�ĂŶǇ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�;ĂŶĚ�ƌĞ-think as and when necessary)

WƌĂĐƟĐĂďŝůŝƚǇ�

dĞƐƚƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƞŽƌǁ ĂƌĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚĞƌ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ�ƚŽ�ƚĂŬĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ƉƌĞͲ
sent unnecessary challenges in marking.

t ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ͙ �

- test what has been learned

- ƌĞŇĞĐƚ�ƉƌĞǀ ŝŽƵƐ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ�

- Žī Ğƌ�ĐůĞĂƌ�ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ�ŵĂƌŬƐ�ƉĞƌ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶ�

- ideally, present a variety of tasks

- give all students a fair chance, and strong students the chance to excel

&ĞĞĚďĂĐŬͬ ĐŽƌƌĞĐƟŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ĞƐƐĞŶƟĂů�ĂŶĚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ͙ �

- clearly show students where they went wrong, help address these points, and offer students paths 
for development

- report on performance in content terms, insofar as this is being tested

Suggested further reading
 �ůĚĞƌƐŽŶ͕ �:͘ �͘ ͕ ��ůĂƉŚĂŵ͕ ��͘ �Θ�t Ăůů͕�� ͘ �;ϭϵϵϱͿ͘ �>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�dĞƐƚ��ŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ��ǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ͘ ��ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ͗��hW͘�

 �ŽƵŐůĂƐ͕ �� ͘ �;ϮϬϭϬͿ͘ �hŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͘�>ŽŶĚŽŶ͗ �, ŽĚĚĞƌ��ĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ͘ �

 &ƵůĐŚĞƌ͕�' �;ϮϬϭϬͿ͘ �WƌĂĐƟĐĂů�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͘�>ŽŶĚŽŶ͗ �, ŽĚĚĞƌ��ĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ͘ �

 , ƵŐŚĞƐ͕ ��͘ �;ϮϬϬϯ Ϳ͘ �dĞƐƟŶŐ�ĨŽƌ�>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�dĞƐƟŶŐ�;ϮŶĚ�ĞĚ͘ Ϳ��ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ͗��ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ�hŶŝǀ ĞƌƐŝƚǇ�WƌĞƐƐ͘ �

 D ĐEĂŵĂƌĂ͕ �d͘ �;ϮϬϬϬͿ͘ �>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�dĞƐƟŶŐ͘�KǆĨŽƌĚ͗ �KǆĨŽƌĚ�hŶŝǀ ĞƌƐŝƚǇ�WƌĞƐƐ͘ �

/ƚ�ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ǁ ŽƌƚŚ�ĐŽŶƐƵůƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ŐŽŽĚ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ŽŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐƐƵĞĚ�ďǇ�ƚŚĞ��ƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ��ƐƐŽĐŝa-
ƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�dĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ��ƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�;��>d�Ϳ͖ �ƐĞĞ�www.ealta.ue.org .

www.ealta.ue.org 
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/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƟŽŶ

/Ŷ�ŚŝƐ�ϮϬϬϰ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�ŝŶ�Language As-
sessment Quarterly ͕ �ĂĚǀ ŽĐĂƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�
need to “broaden, deepen and con-
solidate” many of our ideas about
ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕��ƵŵŵŝŶŐ�ŵĂŬĞƐ�
the convincing argument that more
research is needed on the role of
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�
contexts and areas that have tradi-
ƟŽŶĂůůǇ�ďĞĞŶ�Žǀ ĞƌůŽŽŬĞĚ�;�ƵŵŵŝŶŐ͕�
2004, p.3). It can be successfully
argued that one of these neglected
areas is Mexico. Mexico seems to
find itself in the paradoxical situa-
ƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŵĂŶǇ�>ĂƟŶ��ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ�ĐŽƵŶͲ
tries which, while witnessing a pro-
nounced increase in demand for
high quality English language in-
ƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͕ �ŚĂǀ Ğ�
failed to produce a significant body 
ŽĨ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŝŶǀ ĞƐƟŐĂƟŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉĞĐŝĮ Đ�
variables that help to define the 
uniqueness of their contexts.

Without doubt, one of these varia-
bles is the students or candidates
who actually take language tests.
Their story is largely untold, and in
ƌĞĐĞŶƚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ�ŝƚ�
is difficult to find an issue that more 
scholars seem to agree on than the
idea that candidates are among the
most important – yet neglected –
ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ�ŝŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͘�
Shohamy (2001) perceives that “it is
through the voices of test takers
who report on their experiences and
consequences that the features of
ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮ ĞĚ͘ �
zĞƚ͕ �ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͕�ƚĞƐƚ�
ƚĂŬĞƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŽŌĞŶ�ŬĞƉƚ�ƐŝůĞŶƚ͖ �ƚŚĞŝƌ�
personal experiences are not heard
or shared” (p.7). Cumming (2004)

maintains that “serious considera-
ƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐͲ
ŵĞŶƚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�ĂĚŽƉƟŶŐ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�
ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŝŶǀ ĞƐƟŐĂƚĞ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ�
Ăƫ ƚƵĚĞƐ͕ �ďĞůŝĞĨƐ͕ �ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů�ǀ ĂůƵĞƐ͕ �
ĂŶĚ�ǁ ĂǇƐ�ŽĨ�ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƟŶŐ�;͙ Ϳ�̂ ƵĐŚ�
inquiry is indispensable for under-
standing why people perform the
ways they do in language assess-
ment, and thus necessary for valida-
ƟŽŶ͟ �;Ɖ͘ ϵͿ͘

The purpose of this study, there-
fore, was to give free rein to the
neglected voices of test candidates
ŝŶ�ŽŶĞ�ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ͘ ��Ɛ�
McNamara and Roever (2006) insist,
͞ ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŚĂƐ�Ă�ƌĞĂů�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�
on real people's lives” (p.8). This
impact starts with the stakeholders
who are immediately affected by 
the test, i.e. test candidates and test
developers, and extends outward to
society at large. This impact also
implies a significant amount of re-
sponsibility on the part of test de-
velopers to ensure that the tests
they write and administer are as
valid and reliable as possible.

One of the most valuable tech-
niques for helping test developers
to measure test validity is by listen-
ing to candidates’ voices. Candidate
ƉĞƌĐĞƉƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ͕ �ƉŽŝŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�
ǀ ŝĞǁ ͕ �Ăƫ ƚƵĚĞƐ͕ �ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵŐͲ
ŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ͕�ĐĂŶ�ƐĞƌǀ Ğ�
ĂƐ�Ğǀ ŝĚĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ĂŶĚ�ŶĞŐͲ
aƟve consequences of tests. In ad-
ĚŝƟŽŶ͕ �ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ�
can serve as the impetus for discus-
sions that can, and should, be hap-
pening among a variety of stake-
holders (Madaus, in press, as cited
in Shohamy, 2001, p.149). Enlarging
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the dialogue in this way can help
further promote not just the validity
of individual tests, but also of the
test system ͕ �ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƟŶͲ
ually “encourage testers, teachers,
test takers, and the public at large
ƚŽ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƵƐĞƐ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͕ �ƚŚĞ�
materials they are based on, and to
ĐƌŝƟƋƵĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǀ ĂůƵĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ďĞůŝĞĨƐ�ŝŶŚĞƌͲ
ent in them” (Shohamy, p.131).

dŚĞ�ĂƌƟĐůĞ�ŚĂƐ�Ɛŝǆ�ƉĂƌƚƐ͘ �WĂƌƚ�ϭ�ŽƵƚͲ
lines the goal of the study. Part 2
summarises the EXAVER English lan-
ŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐĞƌƟĮ ĐĂƟŽŶ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͕ �ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�
ƐĞƌǀ ĞĚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĂů�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�
the study. Part 3 explains the meth-
odology of the study. Parts 4 and 5
Žī Ğƌ͕�ƌĞƐƉĞĐƟǀ ĞůǇ͕�ĂŶ�Žǀ Ğƌǀ ŝĞǁ �ĂŶĚ�
a discussion of the findings.  Finally, 
Part 6 offers some general conclu-
sions.

1. Goal of the study

The study fo-
cused specifi-
cally on what
Bachman and
Palmer (1996)
consider as
one of the
three ways
that language
tests have a
direct impact on test candidates,
namely, the consequences that can-
didates experience as a result of
preparing for and taking these tests
(p.31). In order to measure this im-
pact, it was necessary to liberate
the voices of the candidates who
ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚƵĚǇ͕�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚŝƐ�
became the study’s primary goal.
This was accomplished, first, by so-

ůŝĐŝƟŶŐ�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ�ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�
processes of preparing for and tak-
ŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŶ�ďǇ�ƐŽůŝĐŝƟŶŐ�
ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŽŶ�ŚŽǁ �ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƉƌŽͲ
cesses might be improved.

Ϯ͘ ��WƌĂĐƟĐĂů�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�ƐƚƵĚǇ͗�ƚŚĞ�
EXAVER English Language
�ĞƌƟĮ ĐĂƟŽŶ�dĞƐƚƐ

Ϯ͘ ϭ�' ĞŶĞƌĂů�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶ�

EXAVER is the name of
the tests used as the ba-
sis of the study, and re-
ĨĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�Ă�ƟĞƌĞĚ-suite of
�ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐĞƌƟĮ ĐĂͲ
ƟŽŶ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞĚ�ĂŶĚ�
administered by the Universidad
Veracruzana (UV) in the southeast-
ern Mexican state of Veracruz. The
first suite was developed in the year 
2000 by a small group of English
language teachers at the UV, as well
ĂƐ�ďǇ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟǀ ĞƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�

�ƌŝƟƐŚ��ŽƵŶĐŝů͕��ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ��ƐƐĞƐƐͲ
ment, and Roehampton University’s
Center for Language Assessment
and Research (CLARe). The con-
struct behind the EXAVER tests is to
measure three language proficiency 
ůĞǀ ĞůƐ�ŝĚĞŶƟĮ ĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ��ŽƵŶĐŝů�ŽĨ�
Europe's Common European Frame-
work of Reference for Languages
(CEFR), summarised in Table 1. The

EXAVER tests are administered
twice a year at 11 language centers
throughout Veracruz.

Table 1: Levels of EXAVER tests and
their corresponding CEFR Levels
(adapted from Abad et al., 2011)

2.2 Test Structure

Each EXAVER test contains three
separate papers. The structure of
each paper is described below.

Table 2: EXAVER test structure
;ĂŌĞƌ��ƵŶŶĞ͕�ϮϬϬϳ Ϳ

2.3 dĞƐƚ�ůŽĐĂůŝǌĂƟŽŶ

According to O’Sullivan (2011), one
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞĮ ŶŝŶŐ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƟĐƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
�y�s �Z�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƟŽŶƐ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�͞ ƚŚĞ�Į ƌƐƚ�ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƟĐ�
ĂƩ ĞŵƉƚ�ƚŽ�ĐƌĞĂƚĞ�Ă�͚ůŽĐĂů͕͛ �Ăī ŽƌĚĂͲ
ble, and sustainable language test
system” (O’Sullivan, p.10). In focus-

EXAVER CEFR Council of Europe

1
Upper Beginner

A2 Waystage

2
Lower Intermediate

B1 Threshold

3
Upper Intermediate

B2 Vantage

Paper 1
ZĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�t ƌŝƟŶŐ

Paper 2
Listening

Paper 3
Speaking

 5 parts

 Variety of tasks: matching,
ŵƵůƟƉůĞ�ĐŚŽŝĐĞ͕�ŵŽĚŝĮ ĞĚ�
cloze text

 /ŶĚŝƌĞĐƚ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ

 4 parts

 Range from comprehension of
ƌĞůĂƟǀ ĞůǇ�ƐŚŽƌƚ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌͲ
ƐĂƟŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�
ŵŽƌĞ�ĨŽƌŵĂů�ĂŶĚ�ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂůůǇ�
ůŽŶŐĞƌ�ĐŽŶǀ ĞƌƐĂƟŽŶƐ

 3 parts

 Combine some type of inter-
view task (interlocutor to candi-
date), discussion task
(between a pair of candidates)
and a long-turn task
(interlocutor to candidate)
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ŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĂƩ ĞŶƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ŐĞŽͲ
ŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƟŽŶƐ�
(southeastern Mexico) and the par-
ƟĐƵůĂƌ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚͲ
in that context (students, primarily,
of the Universidad Veracruzana),
EXAVER’s test developers have
helped create a process now known
ĂƐ�͞ ůŽĐĂůŝǌĂƟŽŶ͟ ͘ ��K ͛ ^Ƶůůŝǀ ĂŶ�ĚĞĮ ŶĞƐ�
ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƐ�͞ ƚŚĞ�ƉƌĂĐƟĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ŝŶƚŽ�
account those learning-focused fac-
ƚŽƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�ůŝŶŐƵŝƐƟĐ�
ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͙ ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƟŽŶ�
of the importance of test context on
test development…” (O’Sullivan,
p.6).

Economic affordability was one of 
the first local variables that EXA-
VER’s test developers considered.
As the majority of EXAVER’s candi-
ĚĂƚĞƐ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�;ĂŶĚ�ƐƟůů�ĐĂŶŶŽƚͿ�
afford the cost of more reputable 
ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƟŽŶĂů��ŶŐůŝƐŚ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ĐĞƌƟͲ
Į ĐĂƟŽŶ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͕ ��y�s �Z ͛ Ɛ�ƚĞƐƚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůͲ
opers decided to create a suite of
economically affordable tests, in 
line with median to lower income
brackets based on the Mexican min-
imum wage.2 Table 3 shows the cur-
rent costs (as of September 2017) of
taking an EXAVER test, with approxi-
mate equivalents in Euros.3

As of January 2017, the Mexican
minimum wage was approximately
80 pesos per day.

For more details on the EXAVER ex-
ĂŵŝŶĂƟŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ��y�s �Z�ƚĞƐƚ�
system, especially as they relate to
ůŽĐĂůŝǌĂƟŽŶ͕ �ƐĞĞ��ďĂĚ�Ğƚ�Ăů͕�
“Developing affordable, ‘local’ tests: 
the EXAVER Project” in Language
dĞƐƟŶŐ͗�dŚĞŽƌŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�WƌĂĐƟĐĞƐ͕ ��Ě͘ �
Barry O’Sullivan (Palgrave Macmil-
lan, 2011) pages 228-243.

dĂďůĞ�ϯ ͗ ���ŽŵƉĂƌĂƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�
EXAVER test

3. Methodology

A mixed methods (quan → QUAL) 
ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ�ĨŽƌ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĐŽůůĞĐƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�
analysis was used for the study. The
ƋƵĂŶƟƚĂƟǀ Ğ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĐĂŵĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞ�
responses of 245 EXAVER candi-
dates who completed a web-based
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ͕�ǁ ŚŝĐŚ�ǁ ĂƐ�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐͲ
tered in the summer of 2010 follow-
ŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƉƌŝŶŐ�ϮϬϭϬ�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ�
of EXAVER’s three levels. The ques-
ƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ�ϰϮ�ĐůŽƐĞĚ-format,
ŵƵůƟƉůĞ-ĐŚŽŝĐĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƚǁ Ž�
open-ĞŶĚĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘ �K Ĩ�ƚŚĞ�
closed-ĨŽƌŵĂƚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ϭϬ�ĞŵͲ
ƉůŽǇĞĚ�Ă�>ŝŬĞƌƚ�̂ ĐĂůĞ͕�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ŽƉƟŽŶƐ�
spanning from 1 to 5, to ascertain
candidates' opinions about several
topics related to the test. Excel Ver-
sion 2003 was used to analyze the
ĚĂƚĂ͘ �dŚĞ�ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƟǀ Ğ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĐĂŵĞ�
from the author’s research journal
from March to October 2010, and
from semi-structured interviews
conducted in October 2010 with
ĨŽƵƌ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞΖƐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚͲ
ents.

4. Findings 4

Out of the 964 candidates who took
an EXAVER test in May 2010, 245 of
them (or 25%) responded to the
web-based survey. Of these, 99 (or
ϰϬй Ϳ�ƟĐŬĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ďŽǆ�Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĚ�ŽĨ�
the survey, signifying their desire to

ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƚĞ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƐĞŵŝ-structured in-
ƚĞƌǀ ŝĞǁ ͘ �dŚŝƐ�ƌĞůĂƟǀ ĞůǇ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƌĂƚĞ�ŽĨ�

response was the first 
ŝŶĚŝĐĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƉƉĂƌͲ
ent strong desire of EXA-
VER’s candidates to have
their voices heard.

Web-ďĂƐĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ�ƐƵƌǀ ĞǇ

�Ɛ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŝŶƐƚƌƵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ �ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶͲ
ŶĂŝƌĞƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ĚŝƐƟŶĐƚ�ĂĚͲ
vantages and disadvantages. With
ƌĞŐĂƌĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂƩ Ğƌ͕�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ�
ƐŽŵĞƟŵĞƐ�ĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂĐŬ�
ŽĨ�ĚĞƉƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�ƌŝĐŚŶĞƐƐ�ŝŶ�ŵƵůƟƉůĞ-
choice responses (Dörnyei, 2007,
p.115). For this reason, the re-
searcher included two open-ended
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵƌǀ ĞǇ�ĂůŽŶŐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�
ƚŚĞ�ϰϮ�ŵƵůƟƉůĞ-ĐŚŽŝĐĞ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ͘ �
While the responses to all of the
ƐƵƌǀ ĞǇ͛Ɛ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ƉƌŽǀ ŝĚĞĚ�ŝŵͲ
portant feedback, the responses to
the two open-ĞŶĚĞĚ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶƐ�
(numbers 17 and 30) are notewor-
thy, due both to the high number of
candidates who responded to them
(well over half of the total 245 can-
didates who took part in the sur-
vey), as well as to the diversity of
their answers. Summaries of these
responses follow.5

Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ϭϳ ͗ �“Do you feel that there
is anything we could include on the
EXAVER website that might help
future candidates to feel less anx-
ious and/or more confident before 
taking the test? If so, please write
your comment(s) below, taking all
the space that is necessary.” Ques-
ƟŽŶ�ϭϳ �ǇŝĞůĚĞĚ�ϭϰϰ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ͕ �ŽƌŐĂͲ
nized into the following categories:

 Ϯϯ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ͕ �ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ͗

LEVEL Cost in MX Pesos Cost in Euros

EXAVER 1 500 Approx. 23

EXAVER 2 550 Approx. 25

EXAVER 3 600 Approx. 27
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 “I didn’t hire a tutor or use any
books to prepare for the test, as
/�ĨŽƵŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�
website very useful.”

 Ϯϰ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ͕ �ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ͗

 ͞ dŚĞ�ǁ ĂŝƟŶŐ�ƟŵĞ�ƚŽ�ŐĞƚ�ǇŽƵƌ�
grade is too long...you really
need to find a way to make it 
go faster.”

  “I would have benefited from 
a greater variety, and greater
scale of difficulty, of test prep-
ĂƌĂƟŽŶ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ�– the Sam-
ple Tests on the website were
really easy and not very help-
ful.”

 ϵϳ �ƐƵŐŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ŶŽƚĂďůǇ�ĨŽƌ����
ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�Žƌ�������
materials to include on the
EXAVER website, such as:

 a video of a sample speaking
test

 a bibliography of literature to
consult to help prepare for
the test

 Ă�ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŚŽǁ �ŐƌĂĚĞƐ�
are calculated

Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ϯϬ͗�“Do you have any oth-
Ğƌ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ�;ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�Žƌ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ ĞͿ�
ĂŶĚͬ Žƌ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǇŽƵ͛ Ě�ůŝŬĞ�ƚŽ�
add regarding the specific test you 
ƚŽŽŬ�Žƌ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ��y�s �Z��ĞƌƟĮ ĐĂͲ
ƟŽŶ�dĞƐƚƐ�ŝŶ�ŐĞŶĞƌĂů͍ ��/Ĩ�ƐŽ͕ �ƉůĞĂƐĞ�
write them below, taking all the
space that is necessary.” Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�
30 yielded 127 responses.

 ϯϴ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ͕ �ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ͗

 “The EXAVER staff appeared 
to be very knowledgeable and
when they gave the instruc-
ƟŽŶƐ�ŝŶ��ŶŐůŝƐŚ͕ �ŝƚ�ǁ ĂƐ�ǀ ĞƌǇ�
clear, which set me at ease
and made me feel more confi-
dent.”

 ϲϭ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ �ƐƵĐŚ�
as:

 ͞ t ŚŝůĞ�ǁ ĂŝƟŶŐ�ŝŶ�ůŝŶĞ�ƚŽ�ĞŶͲ
ter the test center, I was told
that my name was not on the
list even though I had my reg-
ŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ�ƌĞĐĞŝƉƚ͘ �/Ŷ�ƚŚĞ�ĞŶĚ�/�
was able to take the test, but
I felt very nervous.”

 Ϯϴ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ͗

 “It would be nice to have a
more detailed report on how I
fared in the test, such as
knowing how I performed on
each part of the test, maybe
in terms of percentages.”

5. Discussion

5.1 Specific concerns 

dŚĞ�ƉŚƌĂƐŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ϭϳ ͕ �ǁ ŝƚŚ�
special emphasis on the words
“more confident” and “less anx-
ŝŽƵƐ͟ ͕ �ǁ ĂƐ�ŝŶƚĞŶƟŽŶĂů�ŝŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�
reflect the researcher’s premise that 
the less anxious and more confident 
candidates feel before taking a test,
the more likely they are to perform
ďĞƩĞƌ͘6 dŚĞ�ƌĞůĂƟǀ ĞůǇ�ůŽŶŐ�ůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�
ƐƵŐŐĞƐƟŽŶƐ�;ϵϳ �ŝŶ�ƚŽƚĂůͿ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶĚŝͲ
dates gave in response to this ques-
ƟŽŶ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƉƌŽǀ ĞŶ�ƵƐĞĨƵů�ŝŶ�ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ�
EXAVER’s test developers improve
the quality of the website’s prepara-
ƟŽŶ�ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ�ƐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ�

can indeed feel more confident and 
less anxious before taking a live
test.

Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ϯϬ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƐĞĞŵ�ĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌ�ƚŽ�
ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ͕ �ƐŝŶĐĞ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�
the classic “Do you have anything
else to add?” that usually appears at
the end of an interview. It was con-
sidered necessary as a ‘safety net’
to ensure that candidates had the
opportunity to state anything and
everything they wished to about
preparing for and taking an EXAVER
test.

KŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ƚŽ�
Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ϯϬ͕�ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�Ă�ĐĂŶĚŝͲ
date’s sense of anxiety over their
name not being found on the official 
list of test registrants, relates to the
ƚŚĞŵĞ�ŽĨ�Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ϭϳ ͘ �/ƚ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ƌĞͲ
mind testers of the importance of
ĂĚŽƉƟŶŐ�ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĞůƉ�ƚŽ�
avoid circumstances that can poten-
ƟĂůůǇ�ĐĂƵƐĞ�ƵŶŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ�ƐƚƌĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�
anxiety for candidates. Test examin-
ers and administrators should devel-
op a list of things that could possibly
go wrong on the day of the test,
ŝĚĞŶƟĨǇŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�Ğī ĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ƐŽůƵƟŽŶ�ĨŽƌ�
each of them. Such a list should
then be printed and given to test
invigilators.

�Ǉ�ĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚ͕ �ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ƌĞͲ
ƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ�ƚŽ�Y ƵĞƐƟŽŶ�ϯϬ�ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ�
ŚŽǁ �Ă�ƐĞĞŵŝŶŐůǇ�ƌŽƵƟŶĞ�ƚĂƐŬ�
(calmly and clearly reading the ini-
ƟĂů�ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƟŽŶƐ�ŽŶĐĞ�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ�ĂƌĞ�
seated) can actually serve to mini-
mize test anxiety and boost candi-
dates’ sense of confidence. Both 
examples reinforce the importance
ŽĨ�ĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ�͚ƌĞĐĞƉƟŽŶ͛ �
process (the way that candidates
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are physically greeted and treated
by examiners and invigilators both
prior to and during the test) is as
smooth and professional as possi-
ble.

5.2 General concerns

Candidate responses to both the
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞŵŝ-
structured interviews provid-
ĞĚ�Ă�ƌŝĐŚ�ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
diversity of opinions, feelings,
ƉĞƌĐĞƉƟŽŶƐ͕ �ĂŶĚ�Ăƫ ƚƵĚĞƐ�
that EXAVER candidates have
about the tests. They also pro-
vided EXAVER’s test develop-
ers with important insights
ŝŶƚŽ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ĂŶĚ�
ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�
test candidates as a result of
preparing for and taking a lan-
guage test. With regard to the
ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ͕�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĂŶƟƚǇ�
and variety of responses bring
to mind Shohamy’s (2001) ob-
ƐĞƌǀ ĂƟŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�Žǀ Ğƌǁ ŚĞůŵŝŶŐ�
majority of test candidates not only
have a strong need and desire to
express their feelings about the test
they took, but they also have the
inherent right to do so, and it is the
responsibility of language teachers
and testers to enable them to do so
(p.156). By providing for this, she
feels that testers can help democra-
ƟǌĞ�ƚŚĞ�ĂĐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚĂŬŝŶŐ�Ă�ƚĞƐƚ�ƐŽ�ƚŚĂƚ�
the experience becomes more of a
ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƟǀ Ğ͕�ŚŽƌŝǌŽŶƚĂů�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕ �
rather than an authoritarian, top-
down one (Shohamy, p. 136-137).

It can be argued, however, that the
most important step that takes
place in the overall process of solic-
ŝƟŶŐ�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŝƐ�ǁ ŚĂƚ�
testers finally end up using it for.  

For this reason, one might correctly
refer to the ‘final consequences’ of 
ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƟĂů�ǀ ĂůŝĚŝƚǇ͘�dŚĞ�Į ŶĂů�ĂĐͲ
ƟŽŶƐ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ďǇ�ƚĞƐƚ�ĚĞǀ ĞůŽƉĞƌƐ�ŵĂǇ�
very well serve to increase the oc-
ĐƵƌƌĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐ�
for future candidates and to de-

ĐƌĞĂƐĞ�ƚŚĞ�ŽĐĐƵƌƌĞŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ Ğ�
consequences.

dŚĞ�ĨŽůůŽǁ ŝŶŐ�ĂĐƟŽŶƐ͕ �ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ĐĂŶͲ
didate feedback from this and other
studies, have already been taken (or
are currently being undertaken) by
EXAVER administrators and serve to
illustrate how a language test board
can convert candidate feedback into
ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ĨŽƌ�ĨƵƚƵƌĞ�ĐĂŶĚŝͲ
dates:

 ^ƚƌĞĂŵůŝŶĞĚ�ƌĞŐŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕ �
making it much easier for current
and future candidates to register
for the tests

 EĞǁ �ŽŶůŝŶĞ�ŐƌĂĚĞ�ĂůůŽĐĂƟŽŶ�ƉƌŽͲ
ĐĞƐƐ�ƚŽ�ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƟĂůůǇ�ƌĞĚƵĐĞ�ƚŚĞ�
ǁ ĂŝƟŶŐ�ƟŵĞ�ĨŽƌ�ƌĞĐĞŝǀ ŝŶŐ�ŐƌĂĚĞƐ

 Sample Speaking Test for each of
EXAVER’s three levels uploaded
to the EXAVER website so that
ƉŽƚĞŶƟĂů�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ĂŶ�
idea of the format of the test as
well as the type of tasks they can
expect (These tests complement
ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵƉůĞ�ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐ͕�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ͕�ĂŶĚ�
listening tests on the website
ƐŝŶĐĞ��y�s �Z ͛ Ɛ�ŝŶĐĞƉƟŽŶ͘ Ϳ

 �ƌĂŌŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�Ă�ůŝƐƚ�ŽĨ�ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂͲ
Ɵǀ Ğ�ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�
ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƟĐ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞƌƐ�ĂŶĚ�
invigilators on the test day, along
ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ�ƐŽůƵƟŽŶƐ�

 �ŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ�
ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ƋƵĞƐƟŽŶŶĂŝƌĞƐ�ĂƐ�Ă�ǁ ĂǇ�
ŽĨ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ŵŽŶŝƚŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ƉŽƐͲ
iƟve and negaƟve consequences
for candidates taking the tests

 Analysis and discussion of ap-
ƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ�ĂĐƟŽŶ;ƐͿ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ĐĂŶͲ
didate responses

 Follow-through to confirm that 
ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ�ĂĐƟŽŶ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƚĂŬĞŶ

6. Conclusion

By now it has perhaps become ap-
parent to the reader that what can-
ĚŝĚĂƚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ŝŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�
actually relates to is a type of as-
sessment that is more inclusive and
ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƟĐ�ŝŶ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ƚŚĂŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂĚŝͲ
ƟŽŶĂů͕�ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚĂƌŝĂŶ�ƚǇƉĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁ ĂƐ�
prevalent in so many assessment
contexts throughout the world dur-
ing much of the 20th century and,
indeed, prior to that. 7

When test developers refuse to so-
licit candidate feedback, or do so
without following through on it, the
ƵŶĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƟĐ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐͲ
ment can be seen in terms of the

“With regard to the question-

naire, the quantity and variety

of responses bring to mind

Shohamy’s observation that

the overwhelming majority of

test candidates not only have

a strong need and desire to

express their feelings about the

test they took, but they also

have the inherent right to do

so, and it is the responsibility of

language teachers and testers

to enable them to do so.”
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power and control that testers ex-
ert over candidates. Conversely,
when test developers solicit candi-
ĚĂƚĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĂŬĞ�ƉŽƐŝƟǀ Ğ�
ĂĐƟŽŶƐ�ďĂƐĞĚ�ŽŶ�ŝƚ ͕ �ƚŚĞ�ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƟĐ�
nature of the assessment is evi-
denced as a horizontal and collabo-
ƌĂƟǀ Ğ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘ �D ŽƌĞŽǀ Ğƌ͕�ƚŚŝƐ�ƉƌŽͲ
ĐĞƐƐ�ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĂƌƟĐŝƉĂƟŽŶ�
of not merely a few, but a wide va-
riety of stakeholders, thereby
strengthening even further the
ĚĞŵŽĐƌĂƟĐ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐͲ
ment.

Another important point that lan-
guage test developers should con-
sider when judging the validity of
their assessments is that language
ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�ůŝŬĞ�ĂŶǇ�ƚǇƉĞ�ŽĨ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�ŝƐ͕ �
at best, an inexact science. There
are many things that can go wrong
on the day of a test which can in-
terfere in its validity. The air condi-
ƟŽŶŝŶŐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ŚŽƚ�ĂŶĚ�ŚƵŵŝĚ�ƌŽŽŵ�
could stop working, forcing candi-
dates to finish the test in uncom-
ĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ�ƉŚǇƐŝĐĂů�ĐŽŶĚŝƟŽŶƐ͘ ���Ŷ�
oral examiner could ask a candidate
ǁ ŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĚŝĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ůĂƐƚ�ǀ ĂĐĂƟŽŶ�
without knowing that someone in
the candidate’s family died at that
ƟŵĞ͘�/Ŷ�ďŽƚŚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ŶŽƚ�Žǀ ĞƌůǇ�
extraordinary cases, the candi-
ĚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ�ĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƟŽŶ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇ�
be affected, thereby modifying 
his/her performance. This could
ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ�ŶĞŐĂƟǀ ĞůǇ�ŝŵƉĂĐƚ�ŽŶ�
the candidate’s score and provide a
ĨĂůƐĞ�ƌĞŇĞĐƟŽŶ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�Žƌ�ŚĞƌ�ƚƌƵĞ�
ability.

The above examples represent real
ƐŝƚƵĂƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ƚĂŬĞŶ�ƉůĂĐĞ�
during real EXAVER test administra-
ƟŽŶƐ͘ ��Ɛ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƚĞƌƐ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�

with real people in the real world,
ƌĞĂů�;ĂŶĚ�ŽŌĞŶƟŵĞƐ�ƵŶĨŽƌĞƐĞĞĂďůĞ�
or uncontrollable) problems are
ůŝŬĞůǇ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ŽĐĐƵƌ͘�, Žǁ Ğǀ Ͳ
er, when it comes to designing and
administering tests, there are many
things that testers can indeed con-
trol, including:

 Concern for the test’s most im-
portant stakeholder: the candi-
date

 The psychometric quality of the
test, i.e. its validity and reliability

 �ŽůůĞĐƟǀ Ğ�ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ�
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ�Žƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƉĞƌĂƟŽŶƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�
are external to the test per se,
ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞƐƚ�ƌĞŐŝƐƚƌĂƟŽŶ͕ �ŽƌŝͲ
ĞŶƚĂƟŽŶ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĂƟŽŶ�ƉƌŽͲ
cesses and the way that candi-
dates are treated by examiners
and invigilators on the day of the
test

 �ĞŝŶŐ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ�ĂŶĚ�Ğī ĞĐƟǀ Ğ�
examiners, e.g. giving fair and
non-ƉĂƌƟĂů�ƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ�ƚŽ�Ăůů�ĐĂŶͲ
didates and following-up with a
‘post-exam’ report with a list of
things that went right and wrong
during the test

By concerning themselves with
these and other important

variables, language test-
ers can help safeguard
the overall fairness and
integrity of the test and
the test system. In so
doing, they also help to
underscore the differ-
ence between assess-
ments that, on the one
hand, are moving to-
wards a more dynamic,
responsible and demo-
ĐƌĂƟĐ�ŵŽĚĞů͕�ĂŶĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�
other hand, ones that
ĐŽŶƟŶƵĞ�ƚŽ�ƌĞŵĂŝŶ�
more stagnant and con-
ǀ ĞŶƟŽŶĂů�ŝŶ�ŶĂƚƵƌĞ͘�
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that testers exert over candi-

dates. Conversely, when test de-

velopers solicit candidate feed-

back and take positive actions

based on it, the democratic na-

ture of the assessment is evi-

denced as a horizontal and col-

laborative process.”
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Palmer’s similar hypothesis (1996,
p.32).

7. dŚĞ�ƚƌĂĚŝƟŽŶĂů�Žƌ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚĂƌŝĂŶ�
ŵŽĚĞů�ŽĨ�ĞĚƵĐĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�
ŝƐ�ƐƟůů�ƉƌĞǀ ĂůĞŶƚ�ŝŶ�ŵĂŶǇ�ƉĂƌƚƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�
world today, including in many edu-
ĐĂƟŽŶĂů�ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ�ŝŶ�D ĞǆŝĐŽ͘ ���
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You are responsible for developing an inter-

mediate level test for your school. There are

ten intermediate classes with ten different

teachers. They all use different course

books. If the students do well enough, they

can move to the next level. Teachers don’t

have a lot of time for marking. Tests will be

run monthly and there will be 150 students

taking the test.

Possible approaches/considerations:

- Collect course books used and analyse lan-

guage, functions, skills etc. used in each book.

- Identify common crossovers.

- Evaluate whether the test should include any

skills element, taking timing and resources into

account.

- Consider that you may need multiple versions.

- Pilot tests with the teachers (ask them to com-

plete within the time etc).

- For practicality, you could assess the function-

ing after the first tests (at a most basic level, ask

teachers to name the students in class that are

the strongest and weakest, and compare

against results).

- Changes can be made after testing to further

improve test functioning, possibly based on

placement of students and how well this is work-

ing.

You are designing a business English test

for telesales workers. You will be responsi-

ble for giving the test to new workers

(roughly 5 workers a month), and with the

results they will be given specific modules

to improve their working capability in Eng-

lish. All new employees already have a B2

level of English.

Possible approaches/considerations:

- Analyse the language, functions and skills that

are used in the role by studying existing work-

ers. Are they using a script? Do they go off

script?

- Consider the impact carefully; could employ-

ees lose their job due to this test? Do they know

or not know this? Do you know this?

- Practicality is less of an issue compared to

scenario 1, and you may be able to activate the

test language in authentic tasks that they will

carry out in their work.

- Ensure test design has clear links to the mod-

ules that you can recommend.

- Consider carefully when the tests will be done;

there could be some interactivity here between

their training for the job and their test perfor-

mance.

- Pilot the test on existing employees; they could

reap the benefits of free further training ideas!

IATEFL TEASIG Webinar
Developing a test: Where do you start? When should you stop?

24 October 2017
Jo Tomlinson

As we didn’t get time to discuss the scenarios at the end of the webinar, Jo has provided us with
a small collection of thoughts and considera-
tions. She is sure there are many more.
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The unanswered questions asked during the

course of the webinar have been answered by

Jo in the following:

Is a test always a compromise governed by

rules?

I would say so. From my experience, test devel-

opment and the resulting test is always a series

of compromises. Test development often re-

quires two (possibly) distinct approaches. The

first is understanding and using good practice

standards. The second is pragmatism. Put simp-

ly, it’s the compromise between what should be

done and what can be done. I’m sure all of us

testers have an ideal way of testing in a specific

situation, but available resources often limit that.

We just have to do the best we can with what

we’ve got!

Isn't test development more cyclical than

linear? Or like a jigsaw puzzle where the

pieces never manage to fit together?

I think it definitely can be. Especially if the test is

to be repeated (perhaps with subsequent ver-

sions) over time. If there is a single test being

created, I personally like the stair metaphor as it

gives an idea of moving onwards (and up-

wards!), yet we must acknowledge and embrace

the fact that we’re bound to move up and down

quite a few stairs before getting to the top.

I also like the jigsaw puzzle idea. Perhaps our

aim should be to fit enough pieces together to

be able to ‘see the picture’!

How important is it that you speak to all

stakeholders in their own language – learn-

ers, school head, HR, bosses, parents?

When creating a test, I see no reason why we

shouldn’t do this if we can. The more we know

from everybody involved, the more we can un-

derstand the context. Almost nobody likes any-

thing that is forced upon them. The more we val-

ue the opinions of those involved, and express

this in a dialogue, the more likely they are to val-

ue the end product.

How much value do you place on ancillary

parts of test development such as item writ-

ing, rater training, statistical analysis, and

pilot feedback?

These areas are fundamental to test develop-

ment, but the part they play depends on the test

design and context. However, if your test design

includes these elements and they aren’t carried

out well enough, then you can’t actualise that

particular test design. Take, for example, criteria

that raters don’t particularly understand or are

self-conflicting; it doesn’t matter if you have the

best plans in the world, the results from that test

won’t be able to tell you much.

What type of test do you personally like con-

structing best?

This is a difficult question because I enjoy con-

structing all tests (honestly!). I would say I par-

ticularly enjoy analysing the construct. I work

with a colleague who comes from a linguistics

background in contrast to my testing back-

ground, so you can imagine the conversations. I

particularly enjoy work that gives us the creative

means to try something new. Integrated tests

are interesting to work on, simply because they

can be quite challenging from a development

angle.

Can you tell us something more about note-

taking as a task? Is note-taking a fair way of

testing these days, as we write so little? Or

could we do it on a tablet?

Let’s look at this from an EAP perspective. Note

-taking still exists, of course, and might be called

the most authentic (yet messy) way of testing

listening. There is a lot that can go wrong with

note-taking as a testing tool, especially in the
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rating, yet there are ways in which these prob-

lems can be limited.

However, as we discussed in the webinar, note-

taking in general is moving on. More and more

students are recording their lectures and taking

photos of the slides. Now, I suppose an essen-

tial question for us as test developers is ‘What

are those students doing with that information

after the lecture?’

Good point regarding the way different ex-

aminers interpret particular assessment cri-

teria (e.g. spelling). How should we deal with

this and make sure that different assessors

interpret the assessment criteria they're sup-

posed to be using in the same way? Regular

monitoring and annual (re-)training sessions

don't seem to help a lot as the grades are

still different when we do random monitor-

ing.

Yes, I think it’s always a somewhat constant

struggle. If we take spelling into consideration,

then from my experience allowing degrees of

flexibility in spelling can be extremely problemat-

ic as what is an acceptable error for one rater

will be unacceptable for another. There are also

numerous problems with having a list of

‘acceptable spelling errors’. In this instance, I

would be tough and say no deviation from the

correct spelling is allowed. I also explain why

and ask the raters whether they think it is fair

that one student should ‘pass’ while another

should ‘fail’ due to a generous rater giving a few

more marks and a tougher rater giving a few

less. Most agree that it’s not acceptable.

In terms of wider interpretation of the marking

criteria, I think it is essential to discuss the fun-

damental terms for which we perhaps take for

granted that we all have a shared meaning (for

example, ‘task achievement’ or ‘cohesion’), as

well as analyse and discuss degrees of achieve-

ment and what they mean (e.g. ‘convincing’,

‘minimal’ etc.) and show examples of these.

Timing is also important; ensure the training/

standardisation is fresh in raters’ heads wherev-

er possible, and perhaps double mark and feed-

back (depending on whether this is feasible).

How much space do you think there is for

creativity in testing?

I hope there is a lot of space for creativity. The

more we can facilitate testing that is learner and

context specific, the more meaningful it can be

for the test-takers and also in terms of results

within the particular context. I think that one of

our aims as test developers (and perhaps this is

sometimes understated) is to assess in a way

that candidates find a test a joy to do, rather

than a hurdle to overcome.
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Where are you based?
Dubai, UAE

How long have you been there? / Which other
countries have you worked in?
I’ve been in the Gulf for 25 years and have worked in
the US, France, Oman and the UAE.

How long have you been a member of IATEFL?
As far back as I can remember.

Why did you choose TEASIG as your SIG?
D Ǉ�ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ�ĂƌĞĂ�ŽĨ�ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝǌĂƟŽŶ�ŝƐ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐͬ
assessment.

Are you a member of any other SIGs?
No not with IATEFL but I chair two SIGs with in
d�^K>��ƌĂďŝĂ͗ ��ƚŚĞ�dĞƐƟŶŐ͕��ƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ��ǀ ĂůƵĂͲ
ƟŽŶ�̂ /' �ĂƐ�ǁ Ğůů�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�>ĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ĂŶĚ�D ĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�
SIG.

What do you get out of TEASIG?
TEASIG is a community within IATEFL where every-
one has the same or similar interests; I enjoy this
ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ�ĂŶĚ�ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇ�ŵĞĞƟŶŐ�ƚĞƐƚĞƌƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ĂƌŽƵŶĚ�
the world and learning about what they are doing
ŶŽƚ�ŽŶůǇ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�Į ĞůĚ�ŽĨ��>d�ďƵƚ�ŝŶ�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�
and assessment.

t ŚĂƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞƌǀ ŝĐĞƐ�Žƌ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ǇŽƵ�ǁ ĞůͲ
come?
I would welcome more peer-edited and reviewed
ƉƵďůŝĐĂƟŽŶƐ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŽƵƌ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͘

What sort of work do you do?
/�Ăŵ�Ă�ĨƵůů�ƟŵĞ�ĨĂĐƵůƚǇ�ŵĞŵďĞƌ�Ăƚ��ƵďĂŝ�D ĞŶ͛ Ɛ��ŽůͲ
lege where I teach General Studies courses.

, Žǁ �ŵƵĐŚ�ŽĨ�ǇŽƵƌ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ƟŵĞ�ŝƐ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�
Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͍ In my job about 15%
ŽĨ�ŵǇ�ƟŵĞ�ŝƐ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŽŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�Žƌ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ͖ �ŝŶ�ŵǇ�ƟŵĞ�ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ�ƚŚĞ�ǁ ŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ�/�
ƐƉĞŶĂ�Ă�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ĚĞĂů�ŽĨ�ƟŵĞ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ�ŚŽǁ �ƚŽ�
ǁ ƌŝƚĞ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�ĂŶĚ�ǁ ƌŝƟŶŐ�ďŽŽŬƐ�ŽŶ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͘

Do you see yourself as
more of a teacher or
as more of a tester?
I’d like to say ‘both’
but in actual fact I am
now spending more of
ŵǇ�ƟŵĞ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌ͘

Do you work in a team
or alone?
I believe that team-
work is crucially im-
portant so I work in
teams much more so
than alone.

Do you set tests?
zĞƐ͕ �/�ĚŽ�ďƵƚ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŽĨ�ŵǇ�͚ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͛�ƟŵĞ�ŝƐ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ĞĚͲ
ŝƟŶŐ�ƚĞƐƚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌƐ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ǁ ƌŝƩ ĞŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂĚǀ ŝƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�
ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŵĂƩ ĞƌƐ͘

What sort of tests are they? How high are the
stakes for the test-takers?
They are usually midterm or final assessments of 
ďŽƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽƌŵĂƟǀ Ğ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵŵŵĂƟǀ Ğ�ŬŝŶĚ͖ �ƚŚĞ�
ůĂƩ Ğƌ�ĂƌĞ�ƉƌĞƩǇ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƐƚĂŬĞƐ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƵƐƵĂůůǇ�ĐŽƵŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�
30% of a student’s final grade. 

Are the tests you set published in any form?
Not any more although I worked for many years as
the Chief Examiner for the English B component of
ƚŚĞ�/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƟŽŶĂů��ĂĐĐĂůĂƵƌĞĂƚĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŵĂŶǇ�ŽĨ�ƚŚŽƐĞ�
tests were published.

�Ž�ǇŽƵ�ĞŶũŽǇ�ƐĞƫ ŶŐ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͍
zƵƉ͕ �ĂŌĞƌ�ƚƌĂǀ ĞůůŝŶŐ͕�ǁ ĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ�' ĂŵĞ�ŽĨ�dŚƌŽŶĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�
scuba diving, it’s my favorite thing to do!

Can you use the same set of skills and principles in
several different contexts? 
I believe so. I feel the way we package ourselves
and this includes our skills and principles is very im-
portant.

TEASIG Member Spotlight: Dr Christine Coombe
.
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�Ž�ǇŽƵ�ĐĂƌƌǇ�ŽƵƚ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�
fields?
Yes.

, Ăǀ Ğ�ǇŽƵ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͍ �
Yes, I have a few research-ďĂƐĞĚ�ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŽƉ�ƟĞƌ�
ũŽƵƌŶĂůƐ�ůŝŬĞ�>ĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�dĞƐƟŶŐ͕�d�^K>�Y ƵĂƌƚĞƌůǇ�ĂŶĚ�
Language Teaching. However, my favorite kind of
publishing is on helping teachers increase their as-
sessment literacy.

, Ăǀ Ğ�ǇŽƵ�ƐƉŽŬĞŶ�Ăƚ�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͍
Yes, lots.

�Ž�ǇŽƵ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ͍ �
D Ǉ�ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ�ŽŌĞŶ�ĐŽŶƐƵůƚ�ŵĞ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͘

Do you feel qualified to set tests? 
Yes very much so.

/Ĩ�ǇŽƵ�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ƐĞƚ�ƐĞƚƐ͕ �ǁ ŚĂƚ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ-related work do
you do (advisory, marking, curriculum design …)?

/�ƉƌĞƩǇ�ŵƵĐŚ�ĚŽ�ŝƚ�Ăůů͕�ƚĞƐƚ�ƐĞƫ ŶŐ͕�ĂĚǀ ŝƐŝŶŐ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͕ �
marking, examining etc.

�ŚƌŝƐƟŶĞ͕�ƚŚĂŶŬ�ǇŽƵ�ǀ ĞƌǇ�ŵƵĐŚ͊

Email: ccoombe@hct.ac.ae
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Where are you based?
I´m based in Brasília, the capital of Brazil, right in the
centre of the country.

How long have you been there?
For almost five years. 

Which other countries have you worked in?
I´ve worked only in Brazil.

How long have you been a member of IATEFL?
For about 4 years I think.

Why did you choose TEASIG as your SIG?
�ĞĐĂƵƐĞ�/�ƚŚŝŶŬ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�
are crucial issues for any language teacher to know
about.

Are you a member of any other SIGs?
No, I´m not.

What do you get out of TEASIG?
The most important thing, in my opinion, is that
TEASIG allows me to be in contact with people that
share the same interests as mine – this allows me to
learn from other people, exchange ideas with peo-
ple from different parts of the world and find solu-
ƟŽŶƐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ�ǁ Ğ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ŚĂǀ Ğ�ŝŶ�ŽƵƌ�
daily work.

t ŚĂƚ�ŽƚŚĞƌ�ƐĞƌǀ ŝĐĞƐ�Žƌ�ĂĐƟǀ ŝƟĞƐ�ǁ ŽƵůĚ�ǇŽƵ�ǁ ĞůͲ
come?
As I don´t live in Europe, I would very much welcome
ŚĂǀ ŝŶŐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƟŽŶ�ŽŶ�ǁ ŚĂƚ�ǁ ĂƐ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ�
and discussed in the events promoted by the
d��^/' ͕ �ƉĂƌƟĐƵůĂƌůǇ�ƚŚĞ�ŽŶĞ-day ones!

What sort of work do you do?
I am an English language teacher educator and I
teach both undergraduate (future English teachers)
and MA students (most of them teachers working in
public schools).

, Žǁ �ŵƵĐŚ�ŽĨ�ǇŽƵƌ�ǁ ŽƌŬ�ƟŵĞ�ŝƐ�ƐƉĞŶƚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ͕�

Ğǀ ĂůƵĂƟŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƐͲ
sessment?
A lot, not only as a
teacher but also as a
researcher and as an
MA tutor.

Do you see yourself
as more of a teacher
or as more of a test-
er?
As a teacher, for sure.

Do you work in a team or alone?
Mostly alone, unfortunately.

Do you set tests?
Yes, I do.

What sort of tests are they?
D ŽƐƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ƟŵĞ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĐůĂƐƐƌŽŽŵ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͕ �ďƵƚ�/�Ăŵ�
ĂůƐŽ�ƉĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĐŽŵŵŝƩ ĞĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐĞƚƐ�ĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞ�ĞǆĂŵƐ�
for the post-ŐƌĂĚƵĂƟŽŶ�ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ�ŝŶ��ƉƉůŝĞĚ�>ŝŶͲ
ŐƵŝƐƟĐƐ�ŽĨ�ŵǇ�ĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͘ �

How high are the stakes for the test-takers?
They are high states because they are related to the
student´s progress at university – in the case of the
ĐůĂƐƐƌŽŽŵ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͕ �ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ�Žƌ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŶ�ƐƚĂƌƟŶŐ�ĂŶ�
MA.

Are the tests you set published in any form?
No, they´re for our own use.

�Ž�ǇŽƵ�ĞŶũŽǇ�ƐĞƫ ŶŐ�ƚĞƐƚƐ͍ �
Yes, a lot!

Can you use the same set of skills and principles in
several different contexts?  
Yes, sure, as long as you know the basic principles of
assessment.

�Ž�ǇŽƵ�ĐĂƌƌǇ�ŽƵƚ�ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�
fields?  

TEASIG Member Spotlight: Gladys Quevedo Camargo
.
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Yes. At the moment I´m carrying out some research
on assessment literacy in Brazil for my post-doc
studies.

, Ăǀ Ğ�ǇŽƵ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͍ �
zĞƐ͕ �/ǲǀ Ğ�ŐŽƚ�ƐŽŵĞ�ĂƌƟĐůĞƐ�ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ�ŝŶ��ƌĂǌŝů�ĂŶĚ�
one abroad.

, Ăǀ Ğ�ǇŽƵ�ƐƉŽŬĞŶ�Ăƚ�ĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ͍ �
Yes, I have.

�Ž�ǇŽƵ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ�ƚĞƐƟŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞƐ�ǁ ŝƚŚ�ĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ͍ �
Yes, a lot and whenever I have the opportunity!

Do you feel qualified to set tests?  
Yes, but assessment is a very broad and complex
area, so there´s always something to learn.

Gladys, thank you very much!

Email: gladysquevedocamargo@gmail.com

.
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Disclaimer
Views expressed in this IATEFL—
those of the editor(s), of IATEFL TEASIG, of IATEFL or its staff or trustees. 

Who is IATEFL for?

IATEFL is truly international with the majority of our members living in countries where
English is not the first language. Members contribute greatly to the life of the Association
in a wide variety of ways: through participation in our 16 Special Interest Groups (SIGs);
contributions to any of our magazines: IATEFL Voices and SIG publications; volunteering
on IATEFL committees; communicating developmental ideas to Head Office and giving pa-
pers at, or simply attending our many conferences, workshops and seminars. The Associa-
tion is managed and administered from an office in Faversham, UK. The nine remunerated
staff are supported by volunteer committees, including the IATEFL Trustees and the Spe-
cial Interest Group committees consisting of ELT professionals from a range of countries.

The aims of IATEFL are to:

· Benefit English language teachers all over the world providing opportunities for
personal and professional development.

· Enable the international network of ELT professionals to grow, by encouraging and
fostering the regional and local groupings, so that members can learn from each
other.

· Encourage grassroots professionalism where all categories of members at whatever
stage of their career can make significant contributions and continue to learn.

Linking, developing & supporting ELT professionals worldwide
IATEFL Patron: Professor David Crystal
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