OaHuM U3 OCHOBHBIX MOJIOKEHHH BonoHcKoro mpouecca sBisercy
yBeJIM4YeHHe poJiM NpenoaaBartes, KOTOPbIH CPeACTBAMH COBPEMEHHBIX
HH(OPMALIMOHHBIX, KOMIBIOTEPHBIX H MeJarord4ecKuX TEXHOJOTHH B 06.
BEJAMHEHHH C TPAAHLIMOHHBIMH (OPMaMH M METOJaMH OPraHH3aLHd yyep.
HOTO npouecca, co3aaeT o6pa3oBaTebHy0 U yueGHyto cpeny. daHHsij
MoAX0J XapaKTePHbIA HMEHHO [ €BPONEHCKOH CHCTEMBI BBICLIErO 0pa-
30BaHMUA, A0JDKEH ObITh BHEAPEH H B OTEYECTBEHHYK CHCTEMY BbICLIerg
06pa3oBaHus NPH MOArOTOBKE CMeLHaTHCTOB (PMHAHCHCTOB.

INpouecc cozganus obpa3oBaTebHON U yueGHOI cpeabl COBpPeMEHHo-
ro Beicuiero yue6Horo 3aBeJeHHs cpeacTBaMid HHGOPMALIMOHHBIX TEXHO-
Jorvi LienecooOpa3Ho YCIOBHO MOAENHTL HA HECKOJIBKO MPOMEXYTOUHbIX
3Tanos:

e pa3paboTka MeToAHK 00y4eHHs Mo (MHAHCOBBLIM AMCLMILUIMHAM Ha Oc-
HOBE MPUMEHEHH HHPOPMALIMOHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHH,

® ajanTauus CyLLECTBYIOIUMX U pa3paboTKa HOBBIX pabounx u yueGHbIX
MporpaMM, TEMaTHYECKHX MJIAHOB B COOTBETCTBHH C MOAYJIbHBIM MPHH-
LMITOM;

® CO31aHHE KOMMbIOTEPHBIX CPEACTB MpPeACTaBIECHHS M KOHTPONS YPOBHS
yCBO€HHUS yuye6HOro Matepuana (eKTPOHHBIX MOCOOHH, yueGHBIX mpe-
3€HTaUHMH, TECTOB) MO CMELUHANBHBIM KypcaMm;

e (dopmHpoBanue y 6yayux GUHAHCHCTOB COBpEeMEHHOM KOHLEMUMH HH-
dopmaTuzauud 6yayuei npodeccHOHaNBHON AeATeNIbHOCTH, KOTopas
J0/KHA 00BEIMHATBCS € BbICOKOH HH(POPMALIMOHHOM KyIbTypOH.

Kak 1 mo6oii cneunanuct, paboTatolHit B COBpeMEHHON pbIHOYHOMH
3KOHOMHKE, IJI1 KOTOPOM XapaKTepHO MOBCEMECTHOe BHEApEHHe HOBEHILMX
HH(OPMALIMOHHBIX TEXHOMIOTHH H KOMMYHHKALIHOHHBIX KaHAIOB, PUHAHCHCT
€ BBICLIMM 00pa30BaHHEM JOKEH MpodeCCHOHATIBHO MOJIb30BaThCA CPelcT-
BaMH HH(OPMAaLMOHHBIX TEXHONOTHH.

TlpumeHeHHe HHPOPMAUHOHHBIX TEXHONOTHH B yueGHOM mpoLecce B
Pa3JIMUHBIX BapHAHTaX MO3BOJAET FOBOPUTH 00 ONpeaeNeHHbIX peuMy-
wecTBax nogobHeIx Gopm opraHu3auud yuebHoro npotecca:
® CTAaHOBHTCA BO3MOXHOW MPHUHLMNHAIBHO HOBas OpraHu3aLM1s caMoCTo-

ATeJbHOH paboThl CTY1EHTOB;

® BO3pacTaeT HHTEHCHBHOCTb yyeGHOro rnpotiecca;

® Yy CTYAEHTOB MMOAB/IAETCA AOMOJHHUTENbHAA MOTHBALMA K MO3HaBaTellb-
HOM JeATEeNIbHOCTH;

® JIOCTYMHOCTb yueOHBIX MaTepHanos B 1t0boe BpeMs,

® BO3MOXHOCTb CAMOKOHTPOJIS CTENEHH YCBOEHHS MaTepHaia o KakIoH
TeMe HeOrpaHH4YeHHOE KOMUYeCTBO pas.

MHpoBas mpakTHKa CBHIETENbCTBYET, YTO MpUMeHeHHe HHopMaul~
OHHBIX TEXHOJIOTHIM B 0OPa30BaHMH, B YaCTHOCTH, CO3AHUS 3IEKTPOHHbIX
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e1CTB MPEACTABICHHA yueGHOro MaTepuana, MCMONb30BAHHE TECTOBBIX
nOFpaMM 1S KOHTpOJIS 3HAHUH CTYAEHTOB, HMEET pAJ MPEUMYILECTB Me-
el TpaAMUHOHHBIMH dopMami npeacTaBieHus yueGHOro marepuana
KOHTpOJA 3HaHui. s noBblweHUs 3¢ ¢eKTHBHOCTH MPHUMEHEHHA HOBBIX
uH(OpMALIHOHHBIX TEXHOJIOrHi B yueGHOM Mpolecce HeoOXOAUMO MOBBI-
waTh KaueCTBO MTEKTPOHHBIX yuebHbIX Mocobuii U nporpaMmHoro obecne-
yenws, 11 4Ero HEOOXOAMMO pa3BUBATh COTPYAHHYECTBO BY30B MO 3TOM
npoGneMaTHKe. [To Mepe HakomjeHHus o6pa3oaziTeanblx mjcbopMauuou-
HbIX PECYPCOB HHHOBALHOHHBIC TEXHOJOTHH 3aHMYT AOCTOHHOE MECTO B
06pa3oBaTebHOM MpoLecce By3a.

L.V. Hnapovs’ka, Candidate of Sciences in Philology, Associate
Professor, SHEI “Ukrainian Academy of Banking of the NBU”

ASSESSING LANGUAGE SKILLS IN ESP:
KEY CONCEPTS VS COMMON MISCONCEPTIONS

Modern Europe encourages mobility of labour and of students across
the frontiers of the European Union and beyond. In order to be able to take
up study places or work opportunities, knowledge of a foreign language is
essential. In the modern Europe, it is increasingly important not only to be
able to use a foreign language, especially a widespread and widely learned
language like English, but also to be able to prove that one can use the lan-
guage at the level required by employers, schools, universities and other
agencies.

Modern European language examinations focus upon assessing a
learner’s ability to use the language, and do not concentrate on testing
whether learners can recite the rules of the language, or how many words
they have learned, or whether they sound like a perfect native speaker.
Modern language tests are more concerned to present testees with tasks that
involve them in reading, listening to, speaking or writing in the target lan-
8uage, and evaluating how well they can do this. Of course, an important
Component in assessing how effectively the learner can use the language is
how accurately (s)he can produce and understand texts written or spoken in
the language. But the key to this assessment is to challenge the test-takers
With the tasks that in some way resemble the things they may have to do
With the language in real life: what matters to users of examination results —
employers, universities, foreign institutions — is how well the candidates
can get their meaning across or understand others’ meanings in relevant
real Life situations.
¢ Thus modern language tests are not interested in whether students can
fansform isolated sentences into paraphrased versions, or whether they can
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give a definition of a word out — or even within — context. Modern exam;j.
nations are rarely interested in whether the learner can translate sentenceg
in their first language into the target language, or, indeed, whether they cap
give the mother tongue equivalent of an underlined word in an English pas.
sage. What matters in modern language exams is whether learners cap
communicate in the target language in order to achieve their aims, to yn.
derstand and to be understood, to get their message across and achieve eve.
ryday needs in that target language, even if, at the lower levels, students
may do this without 100 % accuracy or fluency. What is imperative iy
modern language testing is not whether students are 100 % perfect, but
whether they can meet their own needs to communicate and be understood
in both written and spoken modes.

The key concept of this paper is language testing as “a method of
measuring a person’s ability or knowledge in a given domain” (Brown
2001). The fundamental tenet of the report is the claim that it is only by try-
ing to operationalize our theories and our understandings of the constructs
through our assessment instruments that we can explore and develop our
understanding of the ways that are appropriate for a given purpose, context,
and group of test-takers (Alderson 2005: 2; Bachman & Palmer 2000: 9).

The purpose of this paper is to share the insights about assessing lan-
guage skills in ESP gained from everyday practices of teaching Business
English at the Ukrainian Academy of Banking, i.e. to provide personal re-
flections on how and to what extent the knowledge of key concepts of lan-
guage assessment has been operationalised so far in the Ukrainian language
testing situation as well as what implications have been brought about.

As a matter of fact, Academy teachers of Business English (as well as
language teachers at large) have some beliefs about what language testing
is and what language tests are like. Most of us are sure that testing is just a
part of teaching English, there is nothing difficult or problematic about test-
ing, and all in all we feel happy enough about the ideas that Bachman and
Palmer (2000) identified as “the most common misconceptions of language
testing”. In brief, the latter may be explained in the following way.

We believe that there is one “best" test for any given situation: wWe as
language teachers do consider that if we follow the model of a test that has
been designed and developed by the “expert” in the field and the test has
been was widely recognized and used, it would automatically be useful for
our particular needs.

We misunderstand the nature of language testing and language test
development and the nature of correlation between language testing. lan-
guage teaching and language use: we rarely consider the dichotomy lan-
guage testing: language learning with respect to the possibility for these
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concepts to have dif_ferent la\fvs and regulations. Besides, we_do realize that
coonitive Processes involved in language use and, corr_espor_ldmgly, language
[earning are not the same for all learners and vary with different language
activities. But we rarely (if ever) doubt whet_her similar testing procedures
require similar cognitive efforts and strategies from different individuals
whom they have for their target audience. So we practically never analyze if
a single model would provide the most suitable test for the variety of our
particular test-tgkers, partl_cular uses :_md areas of language ability that are
to be measured in our particular situation.

We have unreasonable expectations about what language tests can do
and what they should be, and place blind faith in the technology of meas-
urement. we do always want an “expert” to offer us some ready-made re-
cipe of an ”ideal” language test as well as to teach how to create such
“good” test. But for the majority of language teachers the very concept of a
“good” language test is vague and abstract enough for we have no idea of
what is supposed to be good about the test to make it really “good” —
should that be its layout; the text selected; the task format chosen; the cor-
relation between the task format and the skill we intend to measure; the
language of the rubric — whatever?!

In fact, the seeming “simplicity” of testing is rather misleading. As
language teachers who are also involved in the process of measuring lan-
guage skills we should realize that the testing cycle is long and very com-
plicated for it embraces a lot of stages — conducting needs analysis; wor-
king out test specification; identifying the construct for each of the skills
measured; designing, developing and calibrating items as long as they fully
correspond to the norms of test appropriateness (usefulness); administering
the test; doing with the performance statistics; reporting on test results and
getting feedback on the test. There are a lot more ideas we are still to find
out about language assessment, but the major thing for us to keep in mind
is that there are no “trifles” in testing — every single detail matters.

In general, the nature of testing in ESP can be best expressed in terms
of Bachman & Palmer’s philosophy of language testing (Bachman &
Palmer’s 2000:18), and can in brief be formulated in the following way.

Language testing should necessarily be related to language teaching
and language use. If we claim that the score from a language test is an in-
dicator of individual’s language ability and can be used to make certain de-
Cisions, we must make sure that performance on it is related to language
use in non-test situations — test tasks and situations should correlate with
the language use tasks and situations, while characteristics of a test taker
(background knowledge, cognitive schemata, language ability) should cor-
respond to those of a language user.
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What should. be built into testing are considerations of fairness (fajr.
ness is treated as being related to both the validity of a specific test as an
index of certain ability and to the testing process as a whole). Those why
are in test design and test administration are to be accountable for the way
the test and its results are used: being a tester (the person in charge of
measuring the final product — testee’s level of language abilities) one
should forget that (s)he is a teacher (the one accountable for the process of
learning the language and developing these abilities). Awareness of yoyr
functional status (that of either a teacher or a tester) will help to avoig
“over-nursing” the students: they should be treated as independent and re.
sponsible individuals rather than helpless kids in constant need for assis-
tance. Any kind of a “halo-effect” or other cases of being subjective in in-
terpreting test results should also be a strong “taboo” in testing.
Test-takers should be provided with as complete information about the
entire testing procedure as possible. This will help to humanize the testing
process in at least two possible ways — encouraging and enabling testees to
perform at their highest level of ability on the one hand, and creating condi-
tions for washback to follow in language teaching process, on the other
hand.
Test usefulness should be an overriding consideration for quality con-
trol throughout the process of designing, developing and using a particular
language test. The individual test qualities cannot be evaluated indepen-
dently, but must be evaluated in terms of their combined effect on the ove-
rall usefulness of the test.
So, the conclusions about the nature of language testing may be put
like this: if you're in assesment and think that you’ve designed the item (or
the test) that is perfect or ideal, you’d better quit testing for there can never
be the item (or test) of this kind: the test should be useful (rather than ideal)
through being
o reliable: it should be a consistent instrument of measuring the target
language ability across different characteristics of the testing situation;

o valid: the interpretations that testers make on the basis of test scores are
to be meaningful and appropriate;

® authentic: the characteristics of a given language test task should corre-
spond to the features of a target language use task;

e interactive: test taker’s individual characteristics are to be involved in
accomplishing a test task;

e practical: the design, development and use of the test should not require
more time and resources (both human and material) than are available.
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M.C. Nonoeansb, kaHO. ned. Hayk, doy.,
[BH3 “Ykpaircbka akademis 6aHkiscobkol cripasu HBY!

neQArorivyHi BAMOrn 0o OCBITHIX CTAHOAPTIB
Y KOHTEKCTI BONTOHCbKOIO NPOLECY

[IpoGiaeMa SKOCTI OCBITH INPOXOAMTh YEPBOHOIO HHUTKOIO 4epe3 yci
JOKyMEHTH, MANHCaHI MIHICTPaMu, BiANOBIAaNbHUMH 32 BHLLY OCBITY B
pamkax BonoHcbkoro mpouecy. 3abe3neueHHs AKOCTI OCBITH mpH ¢dopmy-
BaHHI 30HH €BPONEHCHKOI OCBITH € OHI€IO 3 TONIOBHUX YMOB AOBipH, M0OOi-
JBHOCTI, MOTHBALIT CTYAEHTIB, CyMICHOCTI i NMpHBabINBOCTI €BpoMneichKOl
puoi ocBiTH. ToMy OIHi€r0 3 yMOB 3a0e3neyeHHs SKOCTI BULIOT OCBITH €
SKICHI OCBITHI cTaHZapTi. BUALTMMO OCHOBHI NexaroriyHi BUAMOrH 10 OCBi-
THIX CTAHAAPTIB, AKi CIIPUATUMYTh 3abe3neyeHHI0 AKOCTI BULIOT OCBITH.

B xoHTeKcTi BonoHchKOro nmpolecy B OCHOBY po3poOKH OCBITHIX cTa-
HAAPTIB MatOTh OYTH MOKJIAaACHI XapaKTEePUCTUKH, WO BiAOOPaXYyIOTh AKiC-
Hi pe3yJbTaTH OCBITHBOIO MpOLIECY B TepMiHaX KOMIETEHLIH, fki, AK 3a-
3qayae B.I. BaiineHko, “BUCTynamTh aKTHBHHM SAPOM HOPMH SKOCTI
OCBITH, Horo ctaHaaptis”™ [2, c. 14]. KomneTteHTHICHHHA Miaxin 10 Opoek-
TyBaHHA OCBITHIX cTaHAapTiB BHIOI npodeciiiHol ocBiTH mepeabauae
GopMyrOBaHHS pe3yNbTATIB OCBITH B CUCTEMHOMY i LiTICHOMY BHIIAI;
(bopMyBaHHA pe3y/bTarTiB AK O3HAK FOTOBHOCTI BUIYCKHHKA MPOJEMOHCTPY-
BaTH Bi/INIOBIIHI KOMIIETEHLIi; BU3HaYEHHs CTPYKIypH OCTaHHix [2, ¢. 77-78].
Taxuit nixxia “BuMarae nepeopieHTauii Ha CTYIEHTOLEHTPOBAHHI XapaKTep
OCBiTHROTO mpouecy, Bukopuctansa ECTS ... i MOAYIbHMX TeXHOJOTIMH
opraHizauii ocsitasoro mpouecy” [1, ¢. 9]. Omke, KomneTeHUii € 0608’ A3-
KOBMM KOMITIOHEHTOM CTPYKTYPHO-JIOTiYHOI CXEMH ITPOEKTYBAHHA CTyTNeHeBol
marotosku. ToMy onmuc OcBITHbO-KBaTiiKaLIHMUX XapaKTEPUCTHK MaiiOyT-
HIX daxiBuiB mae 31iliCHIOBATHCA Ha OCHOBI BM3HAYeHOI CTPYKTYpH, KJa-
cudikauii Ta cknaay ocHOBHHX npodeciiHuX 3a1a4 y TepMiHax npodeciii-
HUX KoMmieTeHL .

KomnetenTnicHi Moneni 6akanaspa i MaricTpa MaioTh IPyHTYBaTHCS
Ha piBHeBiii cTpykTypi kBanidikaniéi €BponelcbKOro NpocTopy BHILOL
OCBITH, npuiinsTiii Ha BepreHcokili KoH(epeHwii MiHICTpiB, WO Bianosina-
10Tk 33 Buwty ocBiTi. Ll cTpyKTypa 6asyeThcs Ha 11'STH AECKPHIITOPAX: 3HaH-
B4 1 po3yMiHHsA; 3acTOCYBAHHA 3HaHb i PO3yMiHHA; 30aTHICTh 0 JIOMIYHO
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