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Summary

This thesis is a longitudinal examination of how the introduction of the 

Council of Europe’s European Language Portfolio (ELP) has affected 

English language learning and teaching in a third-level institute in Taiwan. It 

examines and evaluates the nature and implications of the experience of a 

number of teachers and learners who used the ELP in their classes.

Chapter 1 outlines the current issues in second language curriculum 

development and reviews the relevant literature. The discussion begins with 

an overview of the history of English language education in Taiwan, which 

leads to an argument in favour of needs analysis. It then discusses the 

theory and practice of learner autonomy, which leads to an examination of 

the relevance of self-assessment, which is central to the reflective 

processes on which the development of learner autonomy depends.

Chapter 2 discusses the Common European Framework of Reference 

(CEFR), offering a historical background to the CEFR and then a summary 

description of its structure and contents. It also examines the approach 

CEFR adopted. It then explains how the scales in the CEFR were 

constructed and considers its implications and limitations in relation to 

language curricula and assessment. The CEFR’s companion piece, the 

European Language Portfolio (ELP), is then introduced, with its structure 

and functions outlined. The chapter then explores the ELP’s relation to 

learner autonomy and self-assessment.
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Chapter 3 turns to an exploration of the applicability of the CEFR and the 

design of a version of the ELP for use in a Taiwanese context. The chapter 

examines the current state of affairs in Taiwan’s third-level English language 

education, and in considering howto improve matters, the adopting and 

adapting of the CEFR is proposed. Methods for adopting and adapting the 

CEFR are then discussed, which leads to the creation of descriptors and the 

goal-setting and self-assessment checklists included in a version of the 

European Language Portfolio (ELP) devised for use in third-level English 

language courses in Taiwan. The chapter concludes with a description of 

this portfolio, the English Language Portfolio (EP).

In Chapter 4, the research objectives, rationale, methodology, environment, 

and limitations of the research project are discussed. Options followed 

related to the data elicitation instruments, confidentiality issues, data 

collection and data analysis were examined in detail.

Chapters 5-7 present and critically examine the project findings. Chapter 5 

presents and examines teacher data and findings while Chapters 6 and 7 

discuss learner data and findings.

Chapter 8 recapitulates the previous chapters and summarises my principle 

findings. Next, it addresses the major limitations of the study. Finally, it 

examines the implications of the study and concludes with suggestions for 

future research directions.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis is concerned with third-level English language education in 

Taiwan. It focuses on how the application of the Common European 

Framework (Council of Europe 2001) can help teachers plan and evaluate 

their courses and how the implementation of a version of the European 

Language Portfolio can facilitate the teaching process. The thesis also 

focuses on how the implementation of a version of the European Language 

Portfolio (Little 2002; Little & Perclova 2001) can support the learning 

process and foster the development of learner autonomy. The empirical 

investigation concerns a group of teachers and learners of English in a 

Taiwanese university, who used an English Language Portfolio for over two 

semesters (September 2005 -  June 2006).

English language education has been a major concern of the national 

curriculum in Taiwan over the past decade. Currently, English is taught at 

four levels: primary (elementary school), lower secondary (junior high 

school), upper secondary (senior high school), and coiiege/university. Apart 

from formal school instruction, learners often turn to the private sector for 

additional or specific English courses. Learning English has indeed become 

a common interest within Taiwanese society with individuals and officials 

alike pounng money, time, and effort into the industry. However, the 

outcome has been less than satisfactory. According to the Educational 

Testing Service (ETS), in the period between July 2002 and June 2003, 

Taiwanese students scored an average of 202 (out of 300) on the 

computerised TOEFL (CBT), coming in sixth from last of the 33 Asian 

countries in the data (ETS 2003); between July 2003 and June 2004, they
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scored an average of 203 on the CBT, again, coming in sixth from last of the 

32 Asian countries in the data (ETS 2004); and between July 2004 and June 

2005, they scored an average of 205 on the CBT, coming in seventh from 

last of the 32 Asian countries in the data (ETS 2005). This has led 

Taiwanese officials and experts in the field to examine the English language 

education policies of neighbouring countries such as Japan, Korea, 

Singapore, and Hong Kong, and also of European countries. However, the 

TOEFL test does not reflect accurately a nation’s English proficiency as 

normally only people who wish to pursue higher education in 

English-speaking countries would take this test, nor is it a perfect indicator 

of language competence. Consequently the actual English proficiency level 

in other Asian countries such as Japan or Korea does not necessarily 

surpass that in Taiwan. Incidentally, Korea and Japan are also currently 

seeking a way of achieving greater success in English language education. 

Singapore and Hong Kong, on the other hand, with over two hundred years 

combined of British colonial rule, have given English official status; English 

is used as a medium of education and, to some extent, for everyday 

communication. This situation bears no relevance to Taiwan. Following the 

same line of thinking, due to historical and geographical differences, the 

language policies of European countries seem even less relevant to Taiwan. 

However, despite the differences, Europe has developed a common basis 

for developing and implementing language policies, namely the Common 

European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), which could 

potentially carry great implications for Taiwan.

The issue concerning a common basis for language policies presents a 

great challenge for English language education in Taiwan. As mentioned 

above, English language education is implemented at four levels. In 1999,
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the Ministry of Education (MoE) of Taiwan launched a series of programmes 

to improve the quality of education in the country. One of the programmes 

was concerned with the formulation and implementation of curricular 

guidelines for a nine-year joint curriculum plan for primary and lower 

secondary schools. Among the five major goals included in this programme 

was instituting English instruction for all primary level students in the 5'̂  

year.^ While some primary schools had already started introducing English 

to their 5’̂  year students, it was not until the academic year 2001-2002 that 

the nine-year joint curriculum plan was first implemented. However, even 

then, only some primary schools actually introduced formal English 

instruction. The incompleteness of the implementation was mainly due to 

lack of resources, e.g. qualified teachers, adequate materials, etc.^ Despite 

this chaotic situation, some primary schools started introducing English to 

3'“̂ year students in the academic year 2002-2003. A fierce debate ensued 

over the issue of timing and the duration of English language instruction. 

Nevertheless, some primary schools in Taipei City started English language 

instruction as early as the 1®’ year of school in 2005, ahead of the rest of the 

country. Regardless of the year in which English language instruction 

begins, the nine-year joint curriculum specifies the learning/teaching goals 

at primary and lower secondary levels. The goals are specified in terms of 

how learners are expected to behave and what they are expected to know. 

These goals are broken down into three main categories: (i) language 

competence, (ii) learning motivation and strategies, and (iii) cultural 

competence. The curriculum also comes with a list of ‘basic vocabulary’ with 

2,000 vocabulary items, 1,000 of which learners are required to learn.^ The 

MoE also commissioned a set of textbooks for use in the classroom, giving

1 ) (The Nine-Year Joint Curriculum for
languages (English): http://teach.eje.edu.tw/data/files/class_rules/english.pdf.
 ̂ The 9-Year Joint Curriculum Handbook. 

http://140.122.120.230/ejedata/kying/20036181552/english.htm.
3 www.edu.tw/fiies/site_content/b0056/english-1 .doc
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teachers the freedom to choose within the set. This nine-year joint 

curnculum is subject to on-going revision, and the English curnculum was 

revised slightly in 2004 and then again in 2006. For upper secondary level, 

the MoE has set up curriculum guidelines. They are less detailed than the 

nine-year joint curriculum; besides specifying the general learning/teaching 

goals, the guidelines also suggest a set of textbooks for classroom use. 

Whereas it prescribes a curriculum for primary and lower secondary schools 

and curriculum guidelines for upper secondary schools, the MoE allows 

universities and colleges to set their own curricula ‘in accordance with their 

developmental character’ (Article 23, Implementation Regulations for the 

University Law), effectively granting them autonomy. However, few colleges 

have a specific curriculum for language courses. The MoE, in its attempt to 

prepare them for an increasingly globalised world, requires students to take 

a language course called either 'Freshman English’ or 'Freshman Foreign 

Language’ at college level. Some colleges complement this language 

course with a language laboratory class. These two courses, which consist 

of a total of five hours per week for one academic year, are often the only 

English language courses offered college wide. Though lacking a clear 

curriculum, most colleges prescribe a set of textbooks for these language 

courses to be used in the classroom and specify the contents to be covered 

in each semester. Decisions concerning the curriculum or syllabus for these 

language courses are often made with little regard for learners’ current or 

future language needs. Whether it is the English language curriculum or 

guidelines as set by the MoE for primary and secondary levels, or that set by 

universities and independent colleges, the issues of distinct differences 

between levels and language learning continuity are not discussed and 

rarely taken into account.

1
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In addition, or perhaps due to a lack of a common basis and specific 

curriculum guidelines, other problems have arisen in Taiwan’s English 

language education, namely teaching approaches and assessment tools. At 

primary level, a version of the communicative approach is used and 

emphasis on oral skills is often at the expense of developing reading and 

writing abilities. Also, an exclusive focus on oral skills makes assessment 

difficult, and even when assessment does take place, the result only 

partially reflects learners’ proficiency level. In the classroom, following a 

communicative approach, a functional-notional syllabus is implemented. 

However, due to the limited experience of primary level learners, the 

situation-based learning context soon runs the risk of being remote from the 

learners’ daily life, which in turn makes for meaningless learning. At lower 

secondary level, though a communicative syllabus is designed in line with 

the nine-year joint curriculum plan, focus on language for communication is 

in fact cut down to the minimum. The approach teachers adopt in practice is 

often a cross between grammar-translation and functional-notional. 

Teachers are also heavily textbook-reliant. Such an approach and reliance 

are perhaps further encouraged by the assessment tools, which are mainly 

school and state exams. These exams, despite their best attempt, focus 

heavily, if not exclusively, on grammar and vocabulary. Then at upper 

secondary level, because high stakes exams will always determine what 

teachers teach, and also because the guidelines are not specific enough, 

teachers are often left with no alternative but to plar their lessons according 

to the exams. Exams, particularly the national college entrance exams, 

frequently dictate course content, resulting in teachers ignoring important 

linguistic skills, such as speaking, given that such skills are never examined, 

or skipping certain segments of the course. For example, poems that are 

selected in the recommended textbooks are rarely taught or discussed as 

they rarely appear in exams. Moreover, other linguistic concepts in any
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given year may also be ignored should teachers feel these specific concepts 

will not be examined in that particular year. The situation at college level 

presents a slightly different though no less disheartening picture. The 

teaching approach is left to the discretion of each instructor, and 

assessment tools range from exams devised by each college to the General 

English Proficiency Test (GEPT), a state exam that has been introduced in 

the past few years, or TOEFL,

An examination of the English language learning situation in Taiwan makes 

it clear that Taiwan has yet to depart from an exam-oriented approach to 

curriculum planning. Such a reliance on exams leads to more challenges 

concerning the current English language curriculum, including specification 

of aims and objectives at each level, real-world application of these aims 

and objectives, learners’ needs, and other means of assessment. To meet 

these challenges, a clear guideline for English language learning, teaching, 

and assessment is required.

In light of the need for clear guidelines for English language education in 

Taiwan, research has been carried out. In 2003, the CEFR and its Common 

Reference Levels were first introduced to the English language teaching 

profession in Taiwan (Cheung 2003). A research project on the 

development of a common yardstick for English language education in 

Taiwan was also carried out (Cheung & Su 2003). The research project 

studied three scales; (i) the Common Reference Levels of the CEFR, (ii) the 

1999 proficiency scale for young learners developed by the American 

Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), and (iii) the 

Canadian Language Benchmarks (CLB). The project concluded by 

recommending a hybrid scale, a combination of ACTFL and CLB, as a
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yardstick for English language education in Taiwan. This hybrid scale 

adopts three modes of communication at the top ievel: interpersonal, 

interpretive, and presentational, all of which, as the project claims, are 

central to curriculum development but were previously ignored. The scale 

then defines these three modes of communication in five dimensions: 

comprehensibility, comprehension, language control, vocabulary and 

culture awareness, and communication strategies. These three modes and 

five dimensions of communication are divided into twelve levels of language 

proficiency.

This hybrid scale is a significant departure from the traditional assessment 

scales familiar in Taiwan. The traditional concept of ‘four skills’ has been 

discarded and the three communicative modes present language use in a 

broader spectrum. However, the new scale fails to recognise that language 

use requires a range of competences on the learners’ part and the need to 

engage learners in various language tasks. Also, because the proposed 

scale is intended for EFL professionals, the descriptors are often not 

transparent, which means that it is not ‘learner-friendly .

To rectify the deficiencies in the proposed hybrid scale while taking into 

account the context and needs of learners in Taiwan, I propose in this thesis 

to return to the CEFR and its Common Reference Levels (Council of Europe 

2001).

I was first introduced to the CEFR when I entered the M.Phil. programme at 

Trinity College Dublin in 2001. Immediately, 1 was struck by its 

comprehensiveness and coherence. Its emphasis on language use and

18



continuity in language learning also sets it apart from other language 

proficiency scales. The CEFR adopts an action-oriented approach to 

language learning and takes into account the range of competences that 

learners need to draw on when learning and using a second/foreign 

language. It also discusses language use in terms of domains and tasks. 

Two facilitating tools of the CEFR are the European Language Portfolio 

(ELP) and DIALANG. The ELP is a document designed to support the 

learning process and its outcomes. In particular it encourages 

self-assessment and fosters learner autonomy (Little and Perclova 2001; 

Little, Ridley & Ushioda 2002). DIALANG (Alderson 2002) is an assessment 

system that allows learners to diagnose their proficiency level so that they 

can plan their language learning. Aided by these two tools, the CEFR 

appears to be rather promising in facilitating language learning and teaching 

and the development of learner autonomy.

After the completion of my M.Phil. studies, I returned to Taiwan and the 

language school where I had previously worked. In addition to teaching 

classes at various levels, I took on the role of course designer and was 

responsible for developing two new courses and revising the existing ones. 

After reviewing the existing courses and seeking ways to improve them, I 

decided to overhaul the curriculum and, using the CEFR and the common 

reference levels as my reference, specified the learning/teaching objectives 

for each course and level. In the classes I taught, I based the course on a 

version of the ELP that I adapted from the junior model developed by CILT, 

the National Centre for Languages in the United Kingdom (accreditation no. 

8.2001). I also used a learning journal, an idea inspired by Leni Dam (1995) 

and Hanne Thomsen (Thomsen & Gabrielsen 1991). At the end of the first 

term, learner feedback on the ELP and the approach to learning it implied
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was overall positive and learners agreed to continue working within the 

same framework.

Later that year, encouraged by my experience with the ELP, I decided to 

incorporate a version of it in my one 'Freshman English’ class and two 

English language laboratory classes at a local university. However, I had 

less control over these classes compared to the ones at the language 

school since the English Department and the Language Centre indirectly 

specified the course goals and objectives by requinng teachers to use a 

certain set of textbooks for each course, cover particular chapters within the 

textbooks, and, at the end of each semester, collaborate in devising a final 

written exam based on the content of those chapters. Because of these 

requirements, I had to spend much more time than I would have done 

otherwise working with the textbooks, which did little to motivate or engage 

my students, some of whom were only in the class because it was a 

compulsory requirement. Given these constraints, as much as I tried, I found 

it rather difficult to make the ELF a central component of the course or to 

fully convince the students of its many benefits which the younger learners 

at the language school reported having experienced.

My less successful experience of using the ELP with my college learner 

group led me to wonder what would happen if the ELP was put in the hands 

of other third-level English teachers with no prior ELP experience, how 

these teachers would respond to it, how their learners would react to it, and 

what impact it would have on both the teachers and learners.
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This thesis explores the application of the CEFR and the implementation of 

a version of the ELP in the context of third-level English language education 

in Taiwan. The study examines in particular how the ELP could be 

implemented and what implications and impact this would have.

The thesis is divided into three main parts. Part I comprises three chapters. 

In Chapter 1, I outline current issues in second language curriculum 

development and review the relevant literature. The discussion begins with 

an overview of the history of English language education in Taiwan, which 

leads to an argument in favour of needs analysis. I then discuss the theory 

and practice of learner autonomy, which leads to an examination of the 

relevance of self-assessment, which is central to the reflective processes on 

which the development of learner autonomy depends.

Chapter 2 focuses on the CEFR. I examine the approach adopted by 

providing first a historical background to the CEFR and then a summary 

description of its structure and contents. I also explain how the scales in the 

CEFR were constructed and consider its implications and limitations in 

relation to language curricula and assessment. I then introduce the CEFR’s 

companion piece, the European Language Portfolio, discuss its structure 

and functions, and explore its relation to learner autonomy and 

self-assessment, the two central issues in second language curriculum 

development addressed in Chapter 1.

Chapter 3 turns to an exploration of the applicability of the CEFR and the 

design of a version of the ELP for use in a Taiwanese context. I begin by 

examining the current state of affairs in Taiwan’s third-level English
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language education. I argue that despite the popular trend of adopting 

communicative approaches to language learning and teaching, Taiwan 

remains largely exam-oriented, especially with the introduction of the 

General English Proficiency Test (GEPT). In considering how to improve 

matters, I propose using the instruments devised in Europe that have met 

with a promising degree of success. This brings me to a discussion of 

approaches to adopting and adapting the CEFR, first in general and then 

specifically in relation to a Taiwanese context, which in turn bring me to the 

creation of descriptors and the goal-setting and self-assessment checklists 

included in a version of the European Language Portfolio (ELP) I devised for 

use in third-level English language courses in Taiwan. The chapter 

concludes with a description of this portfolio, the English Language Portfolio 

(EP).

Part II comprises four chapters Chapter 4 provides an overview of the 

empirical research project. I outline my research objectives and discuss the 

rationale for employing a survey-based method. I also discuss survey 

research’s weakness as regards validity and its other limitations, and 

explain my attempts to overcome them. I then describe the participants in 

the study and present the various research instruments used to gather data. 

The chapter concludes with an account of how the data was gathered and 

analysed.

In Chapter 5, I present the teacher data. I examine how each teacher used 

the English Language Portfolio in class and compare the similarities and 

differences among them. I then discuss the teachers’ feedback on the EP as 

regards how they believed it benefited their iearners, problems they 

observed with learners’ use of the EP, and the impact the EP had on
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learners. I conclude the chapter with a summary of teachers’ reflections on 

their experience with the EP and their suggestions for improvement, 

drawing out the implications of their feedback.

Chapter 6 focuses on data concerning learners’ attitudes, motivation, and 

proficiency in English. I begin by profiling the learners and exploring their 

motivation for studying English in the EP course and in other English 

classes. Using an adapted version of the Learning Self-Regulation 

Questionnaire (Ryan & Connell 1989; Ryan & Deci 2000), I calculate each 

learner group’s level of relative autonomy to identify how self-determined 

learners were. I also explore learners’ attitudes towards English and their 

self-perceived efforts in learning. As regards their English proficiency, I 

relied on the self-assessment grid learners completed in the English 

Language Passport in the EP. I also provide a brief overview of learners’ 

English language certification.

Chapter 7 presents learners’ use and assessment of the EP and explores 

the impact the EP made on them. In relation to their use of the EP, I 

examine how learners used the English Language Biography section to plan, 

monitor, and assess their learning process and outcomes. I then explore 

their thoughts on the EP, whether they enjoyed working with it or not, and 

whether they found such an approach to learning effective. I also examine 

whether learners transferred the learning skills implied in the EP to other 

college courses. I conclude the chapter by attempting to explain why, 

despite recognising its potential value in facilitating their learning, the 

majority of learners did not enjoy working with the EP.
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Part III comprises Chapter 8, where I recapitulate the previous chapters and 

summarise my findings. I conclude that the study had two major limitations, 

which means that the implementation of the EP was not as central as it 

should have been. This could largely account for my negative findings. 

Nevertheless, even though the findings were not always in favour of the EP, 

I remain convinced that the EP/ELP could contribute to the teach/learning of 

English in third-level education in Taiwan. I conclude the chapter and the 

thesis with my reflections and suggestions for future research directions.
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Chapter 1. Current issues in second language 
curriculum development

1.1 English teaching in Taiwan

The history of English teaching in Taiwan has been influenced the same 

way as the history of English teaching elsewhere in the world (cf. Howatt 

1984; Richards and Rodgers 1986), Theories of language acquisition have 

changed and technologies have developed over the decades. These 

changes and developments have influenced directly the approaches to 

language teaching.

Since English was introduced in Taiwan as a subject in universities and then 

in secondary schools in the late 1940s, the grammar-translation method 

dominated the language classroom. Great emphasis was placed on 

grammatical accuracy and vocabulary acquisition so as to develop reading 

and writing skills. Little concern was given to developing listening and 

speaking proficiency since in an EFL context, it was more practical to read 

and write than to speak in English. Hence, Chinese was the medium of 

instruction and learning. This method was further encouraged in 1954 with 

the introduction of the Joint College Entrance Examination (Yuan 1997). 

This nation-wide examination for secondary school graduates was used to 

select and place students in post-secondary institutions. The English exam 

contained a lengthy section testing knowledge of English or rather 

knowledge of English grammar. As a result, the study of English in the 

Taiwan became equivalent to the study of grammar.
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By the 1970s, language educators started to advocate the primacy of 

speech, particularly the pronunciation of English. Thus, the audio-lingual 

method substituted grammar-translation. With cheaper recording facilities 

becoming available, language laboratories were set up, allowing learners to 

practise the sounds of English on their own. Learners were also drilled in 

sentence patterns with the aid of cassette recordings. Although the 

audio-lingual method requires teachers to teach through the target language, 

teachers, being non-native speakers of English, still used Chinese as the 

medium of instruction. Also, although another principle of the audio-lingual 

method is to avoid teaching grammar, teachers still oea!t explicitly with 

grammar as it was intuitively the sensible thing to do and also as a response 

to learners' requests. Therefore in practice, the only difference between 

adopting the grammar-translation method or the audio-lingual method was 

the use of recordings to practise sounds or sentence patterns. From then on 

till the early 1990s, this joint grammar-translation and audio-lingual method 

dominated the language classroom. In the early 1990s, a number of 

approaches such as Total Physical Response, the Silent Way. and the 

Natural Approach were introduced to the English teaching field in Taiwan, 

but they were mostly taken up by the private language sector and remained 

very much on the periphery in secondary schools. The communicative 

approach emerged around this time but only became a conscious choice 

among competing models in the late 1990s following a series of educational 

reforms that led to a 9-year joint curriculum for primary and secondary 

school. So now, a communicative language approach to English teaching is 

being advocated in Taiwan. Even so, traces of all approaches to teaching 

that have ever existed can still be found in practice.

No one seriously questions that the ourpose of English leaching in Taiwan 

has to do with communication and that textbooks are revised to emphasise

26



the communicative function of language. But the notions of communication 

vary from people to people. Unfortunately, what communication entails 

specifically is rarely defined in relation to the context. Nevertheless, in the 

shift of focus in curriculum design from language-centredness in grammar 

translation to communication-centredness in audio-lingual, and then to 

learner-centredness in communicative language approach, the notion of 

'needs analysis’ was picked up. Needs analysis became relevant to the field 

of applied linguistics after the communicative language approach. The 

communicative approach compels curriculum planners not only to take note 

of the context of communication but also the individuality of the learners.

1.2 Needs analysis 

1.2.1 Definition of needs

Needs analysis, as Nunan (1988a) defines it, comprises the techniques and 

procedures for collecting information to be used in syllabus design. The term 

'analysis of needs’ first appeared in India in the 1920s (cf. Howatt 1984: 245; 

White 1988; Tickoo 1988). The notion of needs analysis, however, did not 

reappear until nearly 50 years later. Needs analysis was first introduced into 

language teaching through two major sources: first, a legacy of public aid to 

education in the United States during the mid 1960s (Saylor and Alexander 

1974; Stufflebeam, McCormick, Brinkerhoff, & Nelson 1985; Warheit, Buhl, 

& Bell 1978), and second, the English-for-specific-purposes movement 

(ESP) (Brindley 1984). Since then, needs analysis has become a key 

instrument in language curriculum design. It is now widely accepted that
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needs analysis is one of the starting points in language curriculum planning 

and crucial to the specification of language learning objectives.

The main purpose of needs analysis is to collect information for curriculum 

planning. This information may include a number of things, such as learners’ 

reasons for learning the target language, societal expectations and 

constraints, and available resources for implementing the syllabus (Nunan 

1988a). Needs analysis is used in language teaching for a number of 

purposes, for example:

•  to determine learners’ communicative abilities in and formal 

knowledge of the target language

•  to find out what language skills learners need in order to perform a 

particular role

•  to determine which learners from a group are most in need of 

training in particular language skills

•  to identify a gap between what learners are able to do and what 

they need to be able to do

•  to collect information about a particular problem learners are 

experiencing

•  to help determine if an existing course adequately addresses the 

needs of potential students

•  to determine the attitudes of learners toward learning 

(cf. Linse 1993; Richards 2001)

Several definitions of ‘needs’ have been offered but as Richterich (1983: 2) 

points out, they remain at best ambiguous. There also remains a reluctance 

to agree on a definition of needs. In general, needs refer to ‘a gap or 

measurable discrepancy betvi/een a current state of affairs and a desired
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future state’ (Berwick 1989: 52). In other words, needs is the gap between 

what learners are able to do and what they should be able to do. However, 

needs defined in this sense cover only language needs, that is as the 

language skills needed to perform certain tasks or to function in society.

This view of needs is the ‘narrow’ or ‘product-oriented’ interpretation, and 

needs analysis in this case concerns itself with finding out beforehand about 

learners’ current and future language use (Brindley 1989:63). Brindley (1984) 

categorises this interpretation of needs as the ‘language proficiency’ view as 

the analysis emphasises learners’ language performance. In contrast, there 

is the 'broad' or ‘process-oriented’ interpretation of needs (Brindley 1989: 63) 

or the ‘psychological-humanistic’ view (Brindley 1984). This interpretation 

sees needs in terms of learners as individuals in the learning situation. 

Needs analysis in this case becomes a process of identifying not only target 

language behaviour but also learners’ affective and cognitive variables, 

such as attitudes, motivation, awareness, personality, expectations, learning 

styles, etc. In addition to these two interpretations or views, Brindley (1984) 

identifies a third: the ‘specific purposes’ view which highlights the 

‘instrumental’ needs of learners. Analysis is then about finding out what 

learners need to do with the language once they have learnt it. This is 

similar to Widdowson’s ‘goal-oriented’ definition (Widdowson 1981a: 2) and 

the definition of needs adopted in ESP.

1.2.2 Types of needs

Along with the different interpretations and views of needs, there are 

distinctions among types of needs. One of the distinctions is that between 

‘felt’ needs and ‘perceived’ needs. ‘Felt’ needs are those which learners are 

able to articulate when questioned. Hence, they are also referred to as
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‘expressed’ needs. In contrast, ‘perceived’ needs are 'judgements of 

certified experts about the educational gaps in other people’s experience’ 

(Berwick 1989: 55-6) and hence also known as normative’ needs. But 

perhaps the most useful distinction is that between ‘objective’ needs and 

‘subjective’ needs. Objective needs refer to needs which are derivable from 

different kinds of factual information about learners, their use of language in 

real-life communication situations as well as their current language 

proficiency and language difficulties’ (Brindley 1989: 70). Subjective needs 

refer to ‘the cognitive and affective needs of the learner in the learning 

situation, derivable from information about affective and cognitive factors 

such as personality, confidence, attitudes, learners’ wants and expectations 

with regard to the learning of English and their individual cognitive style and 

learning strategies’ (ibid).

In the early stages of the communicative trend, language curricula were 

defined in terms of communicative purposes and therefore needs analysis 

focused on objective needs. Because language learning was seen as a 

means to an end -  effective communication, teaching focused on learners’ 

language proficiency and difficulties (Brindley 1989: 70-1). However, with 

‘humanistic’ approaches to language teaching that are concerned with/focus 

on learners as individuals (as exemplified by the Silent Way, 

Suggestopaedia, Community Language Learning, etc.) and the notion that 

focus should move from learning for to learning through communication 

blending into the mainstream communicative movement, attention started to 

shift back to learners’ affective and cognitive variables. Hence, learners’ 

subjective needs are considered when planning the curriculum and 

constantly referred to when learning/teaching takes place. In addition to 

considering objective and subjective needs, learners’ present and future
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language needs are also taken into account with the stress on teaching 

communication through communication.

In planning a language curriculum, neither objective nor subjective needs 

would suffice on their own (Richterich 1972). Both types of needs analysis 

are required as they serve to achieve separate purposes. Objective needs 

analysis ‘[aims] at collecting factual information [pre-course] for the 

purposes of setting broad goals related to language content’ (Brindley 

1989:64). Subjective needs analysis, on the other hand, ‘[aims] at gathenng 

information about learners which can be used to guide the learning process 

once it is under way’ (ibid). In other words, while objective needs analysis 

can translate into a linguistic repertoire that makes up the core of the 

teaching content, subjective needs analysis is required to make the 

learning/teaching process truly learner-centred. It is with the combination of 

both types of information and hence both types of needs analysis that a 

comprehensive, learner-centred curriculum may be produced and 

implemented (see Figure 1-1).

1.2.3 Approach to needs analysis

With different kinds of needs come the various forms of needs assessment. 

Despite the minor differences between these forms, it seems that they are 

all more concerned with the identification of learners’ objective needs at the 

expense of subjective needs. Analysis of needs, which are defined as a gap 

between what learners can do now and what they should be able to do, falls 

in the form of 'discrepancy analysis’. Knowles’s adult education programme 

planning (Knowles 1970), Kaufman’s public education curriculum planning 

(Kaufman 1972), and Munby’s ‘Communicative needs processor’ (Munby
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1978) are models of this form. While this form is efficient in identifying 

learners’ deficiency and hence is perhaps the most familiar to language 

professionals, it is not without problems. For one, areas that are difficult to 

measure with language tests are often excluded from the assessment. Also, 

this view 'gives the impression that needs may be discovered with 

mechanical simplicity once observations have been quantified’ (Berwick 

1989; 53) and as a result, the validity of the assessment design and process 

is often accepted without closer examination.
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Figure 1-1 Learners' needs in a connmunicative-centred system

Stufflebeam et at. (1985) propose a ‘democratic approach’ to needs 

assessment. This form of assessment is based on learners’ points of view. It 

examines a reference group’s view on certain aspects of educational 

practice. This usually entails consultations or interviews with prospective 

learners to identify their individual goals (cf. Richterich & Chancerel 1980). 

Although when carried out on a large scale, it may not easily result in the 

specification of objectives and learning/teaching content, a democratic
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approach can better accommodate learners’ individuality and leave room for 

their subjective needs. This quality makes this approach more 

learner-centred than the other forms of needs assessment.

An additional form of needs assessment is the 'analytic view’. This form 

relies on the informed judgement or expert opinions, making it more 

expert-centred than learner-centred. For this reason, Berwick (1989: 54) 

claims that this view has made less impact in the field of syllabus design. He 

also suggests that it is necessary to rethink who these experts are and 

reconsider the validity of their judgement (Berwick 1984b). One final form of 

needs assessment is the ‘diagnostic approach’. This approach takes the 

'discrepancy analysis’ view a step further and concerns itself with the 

harmful consequences of a deficiency (Berwick 1989: 54). But again, what 

counts as a ‘harmful consequence’ is determined by experts, whose 

judgement may differ from the learners’ own perception.

While these forms of needs assessment all have their shortcomings, they do 

suggest that language curriculum planners should, and often do, draw on 

various forms of needs assessment to develop a curriculum that best 

reflects the goals of the language programme.

In practice, Berwick (1989: 56-61) makes a distinction between the 

methodologies to assess learners’ language needs: inductive 

(category-dependent) methods and deductive (category-dependent) 

methods.

Inductive methods include Stevick’s ‘Socio-topical matrix’ (Stevick 1971), 

one of the earliest systematic approaches to assessing individual language 

needs. Learners’ social-topical profiles (i.e., learners’ social circles and
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topics of interest) are drawn to create a language course content which 

could take the form of language structures or functions. Learners with 

similar social-topical profiles are grouped together. Another approach is 

Freire’s ‘dialogue’ (Freire 1970). In this approach themes that are important 

in learners’ lives are clarified through graphic and verbal exercises 

combined with in-depth observation of and extensive discussions with 

people in real-life situations. The third inductive method is ‘target situation 

analysis’ (Chambers 1980; Jupp & Hodlin 1975). Chambers (1980:29) 

identifies this approach, which is devoted to establishing learners’ language 

use in the occupational or academic situation, as the most common form of 

needs analysis. Similar to target situation analysis is the ‘Critical Incident 

Technique’ (cf. Flanagan, 1954; Cohen & Smith, 1976) which analyses 

learners’ language use but in an artificial, target-like situation. Critical 

incidents refer to communication breakdowns learners may experience 

while performing a task. Berwick (1984a, 1984b) points out that this 

technique suggests that needs assessment should be extended into areas 

such as simulation and role play, both of which have been traditionally 

viewed as instruction approaches. The final inductive method Berwick 

identifies is the ‘Delphi Study’, a survey method originally developed in the 

1950s by the Rand Corporation for use in military planning and forecasting 

(cf. Dalkey 1969; Linstone & Turoff 1975; Weatherman & Swenson 1974). It 

has since seen much wider application. In this study, experts or 

stakeholders are asked to rank items constituting important or desirable 

future conditions. Several rounds of ranking are carried out as individuals 

reconsider their previous choices in light of an emerging consensus on 

certain items.

In general, inductive methods refer to observation and case studies from 

which courses can be generalised. On the other hand, deductive methods



refer to questionnaires, surveys, and other data-gathering instruments 

which provide various forms of information as the basis of course design. 

Deductive approaches are most frequently used in language needs 

assessment. Examples of deductive approaches may be found in Richterich 

(1983) and Richterich and Chancerel (1980), whose work for the Council of 

Europe outlines a framework for language needs assessment and offers a 

comprehensive list of topics for data collection. Their work led practitioners 

to organise data collection into three basic information categories; 

identification by the learner of his needs; identification of the learner’s needs 

by the teaching establishment; identification of the learner’s needs by the 

user-institution (Berwick 1989: 59).

Munby’s ‘Communicative Needs Processor’ (CNP) (Munby 1978) is another 

example of a deductive approach to language needs assessment. The 

Munby model has attracted a lot of attention and is probably ‘the most 

comprehensive approach’ to needs analysis (Dickinson 1987: 90) and ‘the 

most highly developed model-mechanism for the interpretation of specific 

language learning needs’ (Berwick 1989: 59). The CNP has found wide 

application but it is not without its critics. The CNP is thought to be inflexible, 

complex, and time consuming (Coffey 1984: 7; Frankel 1983: 122; 

McDonough 1984: 33).

1.2.4 Instruments

In addition to inductive and deductive methods of language needs 

assessment, there are numerous instruments used for collecting data:

1) pre-course placement/diagnostic test
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2) entry tests on arrival

3) self-placement/diagnostic tests

4) observation of classes

5) surveys based on questionnaires

6) structured interviews

7) learner diaries

8) case studies

9) final evaluation/feedback

10) previous research

Of all the instruments, questionnaires are the most commonly used because 

they can be easily prepared, used with large number of subjects, used to 

elicit information about many different kinds of issues, and the information 

they obtain can be easily tabulated and analysed (Richards 2001: 60). 

Objectivity is a principle advantage identified by Gardner and Winslow (1983: 

74-5) but they admit to a difficulty in achieving a oalance between asking too 

many questions and asking too few. Hoadley-Maidment (1983: 41), Schutz 

and Derwing (1981: 37) and Low (1991) give an analysis of the advantages 

and disadvantages of using questionnaires for needs analysis. For a 

questionnaire to be valid for needs analysis, it is crucial that it is well 

designed. Utley (1992: 40) outlines the basic rules for questionnaire 

construction.

Structured interviews are often used as a way of overcoming the 

shortcomings of questionnaires. Mackay (1978) points out that interviews 

offer the completeness of coverage and the opportunity to clarify and extend. 

Interviews may be combined with questionnaires to exploit the advantages 

of each method. For detailed discusSiOns of the various instruments, see 

Jordan (1997).
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In addition to combining instruments to conduct needs analysis, Richards 

(2001: 59) suggests a triangular approach, i.e., collecting information from 

two or more sources. For example, sources for conducting a needs analysis 

of the writing problems foreign students in universities in America encounter 

may include:

•  samples of student writing

•  test data on student performance

•  information from students via interviews and questionnaires

•  analysis of textbooks teaching academic writing

•  examples of writing programmes from other institutions

•  etc. (ibid.)

By gathering information from two or more sources, a more complete picture 

may emerge from the analysis as the different sources complement one 

another’s partial view.

1.2.5 Procedures

Another issue to be considered is the procedure of the analysis. The first 

step in planning a needs analysis is to determine the likely audience, i.e., for 

whom the information is gathered (Richards 2001: 56). The usual 

assumption is that learners are the ones whom needs analysis benefits. 

However, users of needs analysis may include course instructors, language 

institutions, education officials, policy makers, etc. (ibid.: 57). Along with the 

likely audience, the target population, i.e., about whom the information will 

be collected, should be identified. Also, decisions have to be made
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concerning who will administer the needs analysis, collect the results, and 

analyse them (ibid.: 58-9).

Other than the question of how to conduct needs analysis, there is also the 

question of when to conduct it. It has been standard practice to conduct 

needs analysis prior to the start of the course. However, needs analysis may 

take place not only prior to, but also during and after a language programme. 

Needs analysis carried out at different stages serves different purposes. As 

Figure 1-1 illustrates, prior to the start of the course, information concerning 

learners’ objective needs are gathered and used to form the course content. 

The communicative repeitoire is hence specified upfront. After teaching has 

begun, the in-course needs analysis, which serves to identify learners’ 

subjective needs, may help shape or revise the course content and more 

importantly shed light on how to gc on about achieving the course goals. 

Then, post-course needs analysis is collected to 'obtain a more 

comprehensive view of the learners’ needs as a basis for evaluating and 

revising the program’ (Richards 2001; 54). Emerging from these three 

stages is a needs analysis cycle. Bnndley suggests such a cycle in a 

learner-centred language system as outlined in Figure 1-2. He also 

proposes methods such as surveys (Richterich & Chancerel 1980), group 

discussion, counselling/interviews (NCILT 1980; Harding & Tealby 1981; 

Hoadley-Maidment 1983), and learning contracts (Tough 1971) to be used 

to assess needs as they arise and are expressed during the course. 

Objectives and teaching approaches can thus be modified accordingly.

As Figure 1-2 indicates, in a learner-centred system, needs analysis and 

objective formulation are an on-going process facilitated by consultation, 

evaluation, and negotiation between learners and teachers. Consultation 

and negotiation are tv/o significant elements herein. Information must be
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exchanged and compromises made between learners and teachers to make 

for effective learning/teaching. In Corder’s words:

In the end successful language ‘teach-learning’ is going to be dependent 

upon the willing co-operation of the participants in the interaction and an 

agreement between them as to the goals of their interaction. Co-operation 

cannot be imposed but must be negotiated, (Corder 1977: 13)
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Figure 1-2. Elements of a learner-centred system (in Brindley 1989: 77)

Holec (1980a) and Richterich (1983) echo Corder’s argument, recognising 

that negotiation ‘is the crux of needs analysis in a learner-centred system’ 

(in Brindley 1989: 73).

Another issue brought forth by the needs analysis cycle is one of linking 

objective and subjective needs. One of the prominent objective needs is 

‘learning to learn’, a skill that is seen as equally important as effective 

communication by proponents of humanistic approaches to language 

teaching in particular. The gap between knowing what to learn (objective 

needs) and howto learn (subjective needs) is bridged by learner autonomy.
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The issue of learner autonomy will be discussed in further detail in the next 

section.

As a result of needs analysis, a large number of needs are identified. 

However, these needs do not automatically translate into teaching goals or 

objectives. First, an examination of the current curriculum will shed some 

light on the extent to which the needs identified are being met. Then, for 

practical reasons, the identified needs will have to be evaluated and 

prioritised: which are critical, which are important, and which are merely 

desirable and also which are immediate and which are long-term. When 

needs that do not feed the purpose of the language programme have been 

discarded, what is left is a set of needs that best suit learners in the target 

situation. It is after careful examination of both the curriculum and the needs 

analysis that revisions may be made to improve the current learning 

situation.

1.3 Learner autonomy

In the discussion of objective and subjective needs, it emerges that the 

bridge between the two types of needs is learner autonomy. Learner 

autonomy is the ability within self-sufficient learners and human beings to 

evaluate every situation in which they find themselves. It is 

self-determination, self-management, and reflection-oriented. Since the 

1980s, autonomy in language learning has become a widely discussed topic. 

Much buzz has surrounded the concept of autonomy in the context of 

language learning (Little 1991: 2). It is recognised that one of the most 

important spin-offs of the communicative approach to learning and teaching 

has been the emphasis placed on the role of the learner in the language
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learning process (see Wenden 1998: xi). This shift of responsibility from 

teachers to learners is the result of a concatenation of changes to the 

curhculum itself towards learner-centredness. What is more, this reshaping 

of teacher and learner roles has contributed to a radical change in the 

distribution of power and authority found in traditional classrooms. From this 

new perspective, autonomous learners are expected to assume greater 

responsibility for and take charge of their own learning. As Little puts it, to be 

autonomous is to have the ‘capacity for detachment, critical reflection, 

decision-making, and independent action’ (Little 1991: 4). However, learner 

autonomy does not imply that teachers or peers become redundant in the 

language learning process. Learner autonomy is a constant dynamic 

process open to ‘educational interventions’ (Candy 1991), rather than a 

static product, a state, which is reached once and for all. Besides, ‘in order 

to help learners to assume greater control over their own learning it is 

important to help them to become aware of and identify the strategies that 

they already use or could potentially use’ (Holmes & Ramos 1991: 198). At 

any rate, individual learners differ in their learning habits, interests, needs, 

and motivation, and develop varying degrees of independence throughout 

their lives (Tumposky 1982).

1.3.1 Defining autonomy

The term autonomy has sparked considerable controversy and there is no 

consensus as to what autonomy really is. Benson and Voller note that the 

term autonomy has been used in at least five ways (Benson & Voller 1997: 

1-2):

1) for situations in which learners study entirely on their own;
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2) for a set of skills which can be learned and applied in self-directed 

learning;

3) for an inborn capacity which is suppressed by institutional 

education;

4) for the exercise of learners' responsibility for their own learning;

5) for the right of learners to determine the direction of their own 

learning.

Innumerable definitions of autonomy abound, pointing to many different 

directions, making the concept problematic. In relevant literature, synonyms 

such as ‘independence’ (Sheerin 1991), 'self-direction' (Candy 1991), 

'language awareness’ (van Lier 1996; James & Garrett 1991), andragogy’ 

(Knowles 1980; Knowles 1983) can be found. Holec’s definition is generally 

agreed upon; he describes learner autonomy as ‘the ability to take charge of 

one’s own learning’ (Holec 1981: 3). Ryan (1991; 210) defines autonomy as 

a process of ‘self-determination’ or ‘self-regulation’. For Little, learner 

autonomy is essentially a matter of the learner’s ‘psychological relation to 

the process and content of his learning’ and is 'a capacity -  for detachment, 

critical reflection, decision-making, and independent action’ (Little 1991:4). It 

is not something done to learners; therefore, it is far from being another 

teaching method (ibid.). In the same vein. Dam (1990) defines autonomy in 

terms of the learner’s willingness and capacity to control or oversee her own 

learning. More specifically, an autonomous learner is one who can 

independently choose aims and purposes and set goals; choose materials, 

methods and tasks; exercise choice and purpose in organising and carrying 

out the chosen tasks; and choose criteria for evaluation. Synthesising from 

these various views, my own working definition of learner autonomy for this 

study is the ability to manage oneself in a learning context. An autonomous
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learner is capable of doing things, not necessarily by, but more importantly, 

for oneself.

The concept of autonomy has long been associated with independence, 

self-fulfilment, and freedom from external constraints -  ideals more 

commonly seen in the Western world (cf. Little 2004c). This has invited 

debate over the appropriacy of autonomy as a pedagogical goal in 

non-Western contexts (see for example Palfreyman & Smith 2003), Jones 

(1995: 228) sees autonomy as ‘laden with cultural values, especially those 

of the West’ and therefore deems it unsuitable for the traditions of learning 

and teaching in Cambodia. However, many studies have contradicting 

findings (cf. Littlewood 1999). Later in Jones's article, he describes how 

ready students are to work independently of the teacher in their own group 

contexts. Ho and Crookall (1995) found a similar situation that emerged in 

relation to students in Hong Kong where students engaged in a group 

project in which much of the work was conducted independently of the 

teacher; Marshall and Torpey (1997) reported similar experiences in Japan 

as did Aoki and Smith (1996) who identified specific forms of autonomy 

supported by Japanese society and desires for autonomy by the Japanese 

learners. Aoki and Smith (1996:3) conclude that ‘the important issues [...] is 

not whether autonomy itself is appropriate, but how negotiated versions of 

autonomy can be best enabled in all contexts, in varying ways, in educative 

counterbalance to more authoritarian, teacher-dominated arrangements.’ 

This view is supported by Littlewood (1997), who argues that ‘the demands 

of a changing world will impose on learners of all cultures the need to learn 

without the help of teachers’ (Littlewood 1999: 74). Indeed, if autonomy is 

defined in educational terms as involving learners to use their learning 

independently of their teachers, then, as Little (1999a) points out, learner 

autonomy is not simply a Western cultural construct but ‘a universal human
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capacity’. In other words, unless one is able to do things on one’s own, 

learning is not achieved. He does remind us, though, to take into account 

cultural differences and ‘pay careful attention to the cultural setting in which 

learning takes place’ (ibid.: 15).

The autonomous learner takes a proactive role in the learning process, 

generating ideas and availing himself of learning opportunities, rather than 

simply reacting to stimuli of the teacher (Boud 1988; Kohonen 1992a; 

Knowles 1975). This line of reasoning operates within and is in line with the 

theory of constructivism. For Rathbone (1971:100), the autonomous learner 

is

a self-activated maker of meaning, an active agent in his own learning 

process. He is not one to whom things merely happen. Learning is seen as 

the result of his own self-initiated interaction with the world.

Such a conception implies that learning is not simply a matter of rote 

memorisation but ‘a constructive process that involves actively seeking 

meaning from (or even imposing meaning on) events’ (Candy 1991: 271). 

W ithin the context of education, Omaggio identifies seven main attributes of 

the autonomous learners (Omaggio 1978, cited in Wenden 1998: 41-2):

1. have insights into their learning styles and strategies;

2. take an active approach to the learning task at hand;

3. are willing to take risks, i.e., to communicate in the target 

language at all costs;

4. are good guessers;

5. attend to form as well as to content, that is, place importance on 

accuracy as well as appropriacy;
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6. develop the target language into a separate reference system and 

are willing to revise and reject hypotheses and rules that do not 

apply; and

7. have a tolerant and outgoing approach to the target language.

It should be noted that the seven points above are necessary but not 

sufficient conditions for the development of learner autonomy; many more 

factors, such as motivation, learning strategies, and language awareness 

need to be considered as well. It is also important to note that autonomy is a 

process, not a product. In the process, there are some things to be achieved 

by the learner, as well as some ways of achieving these things, and that 

autonomy 'is learned at least partly through educational experiences [and 

interventions]’ (Candy 1991:115). It is therefore imperative to discuss the 

concept of learner autonomy in relation to dominant philosophical 

approaches to learning. The assumption is that what is defined as learner 

autonomy and the extent to which it is a permissible and viable educational 

goal are all too often 'based on [and thus constrained by] particular 

conceptions of the constitution of knowledge itself (Benson 1997: 20).

1.3.2 Learner autonomy and philosophies of learning

This section discusses the dominant approaches to knowledge and learning 

and examines how each of them connects with learner autonomy. There are 

three approaches proposed by Benson (1997). Positivism, which was the 

dominant philosophy of language and science in twentieth century, is based 

on the theory that authentic knowledge is based on objective reality and 

actually sense experience. Under this view, if teachers hold this 'objective 

reality’, learning can only 'consist simply in the transmission of knowledge
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from one individual to another’ (Benson 1997: 20). Along a similar vein is the 

maintenance and enhancement of the ‘traditional classroom ’, where 

teachers are the purveyors of knowledge and learners the ‘container[s] to be 

filled with the knowledge held by teachers’ (ibid.). Positivism also supports 

the popular notion that knowledge is attained through ‘hypothesis-testing’, 

and that it is more effectively acquired when ‘it is discovered  rather than 

taught’ (ibid., italics my own). Not much examination is needed to realise 

that positivism is in conflict wit the development of learner autonomy, as the 

latter refers to a gradual but radical departure from conventions and 

restrictions and embedded in self-direction, self-evaluation, and 

self-awareness.

Constructivism is an elusive concept, with which Halliday (1979) is strongly 

associated within the field of applied linguistics. Candy (1991: 254) 

observes that ‘[o]ne of the central tenets of constructivism is that individuals 

try to give meaning to, or construe, the perplexing maelstrom of events and 

ideas in which they find themselves caught up’. In contrast to positivism, 

constructivism is based on the view that, rather than internalising or 

discovering predetermined knowledge, individuals organise and structure 

their experience. According to Candy (1991: 270), constructivism ‘leads 

directly to the proposition that knowledge cannot be taught but only learned’. 

Following that logic, language learning is not explicitly learning a set of rules 

but rather engaging in communicative activities in which each learner brings 

his own experience and world knowledge to the target language or task at 

hand. By means of these communicative activities, learners may enter into a 

high degree of cognitive function and thereby internalising these rules. 

Constructivism supports and extends to cover psychological versions of 

autonomy that relate to learners’ behaviour, attitudes, motivations, and 

personality (Benson 1997: 23). As a result, constructivist approaches
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encourage and promote self-directed learning as a necessary condition for 

learner autonomy (cf. Holec 1988).

Finally, sharing with constructivism the view that knowledge is constructed 

rather than discovered or learned is the critical theory, an approach within 

the humanities and social sciences. Critical theory argues that knowledge 

does not reflect reality, but instead comprises 'competing ideological 

versions of that reality expressing the interests of different social groups’ 

(Benson 1997; 22). Within this approach, learning concerns issues of power 

and control and is involves a process of interaction with social context, 

which can lead to social change. What is more, linguistic forms are tied to 

the social meanings they convey. Within critical theory, learner autonomy 

assumes a more social and political character. As learners become aware of 

the social context in which their learning is embedded and the constraints it 

implies, they gradually become independent and can be thought of as 

'authors of their own worlds’ (Pennycook 1997:53).

In addition to these three approaches, socio-cultural theory of development 

and learning also connect with the concept of learning autonomy. Because 

the concept of learner autonomy is closely linked to the notions of 

individuality and independence, it is often misinterpreted as a synonym for 

self-access learning in which learning takes places in isolation of others. 

However, Little (2000) argues that individual development is embedded in 

the process of social interaction and that the development of learner 

autonomy does not presuppose total detachment. He remarks that

[b]ecause we are social beings our independence is always balanced by

dependence; our essential condition is one of interdependence. Total
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detachment is a principal determining feature not of autonomy but of autism.

(Little 1991:5)

This view of individual development being embedded in the process of 

social interaction is harmonious with Vygotsky’s theory of child development. 

According to his theory, higher cognitive functions are internalised from 

social interaction and this is 'the distinguishing feature of human psychology, 

the basis of the qualitative leap from animal to human psychology’

(Vygotsky 1978: 57). He also sees learning as a matter of supported 

performance -  the ‘zone of proximal development’ is defined as ‘the 

distance between the actual developmental level as determined by 

independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 

determ ined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration 

with more capable peers’ (ibid.: 86). ‘Independent problem solving’ implies 

that autonomy is the goal of learning; ‘under adult guidance or in 

collaboration with more capable peers’ entails the need for social support 

and interaction in learning (Little 2004a: 21-2).

1.3.3 Principles of learner autonomy

Towards the end of the 1990s, Little underlined three pedagogical principles 

that support the development of learner autonomy (see Little 1999b, 2001a, 

2004a; Little et al. 2002): the principles learner empowerment, learner 

reflection, and appropriate target language use. The principle of learner 

empowerm ent requires learners to assume responsibility for their own 

learning and take control of the learning process. Making learners 

responsible is not the result of a single act on the teacher’s part, but of an 

on-going process. On the other hand, it does not mean that the teacher
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retreats to the corner; the teacher should ‘initiate, support, and direct the 

processes of negotiation’ that help learners to identify ‘new learning goals, 

new learning activities and materials, and thus new areas of responsibility’ 

(Little 2004a. 22). Also, in accordance with Vygotskian theory, the principle 

of learner empowerment is implemented through collaborative learning 

projects.

The principle of learner reflection, which is already implied by learner 

empowerment, has to do with helping learners to ‘think about their learning 

both at a macro level and at a micro level. It is not enough that they take 

control of the learning process by setting learning goals and choosing 

learning activities and materials, learners must be able to evaluate learning 

outcomes. The status of autonomy is not complete until learners can 

self-assess. The principle of learner reflection, like the principle of learner 

empowerment, is a continuous process in which the teacher initiates, 

supports, and directs; it also involves interaction (Little 2004a; 22). This 

principle is supported by writing for three reasons: first, writing provides us 

with something to reflect on in the first place; second, writing makes it easier 

for us to step back from our words and thoughts; and third, written notes 

help us work out our thoughts (Little et al. 2002: 18).

The principle of appropriate target language use requires the teacher to 

engage learners in using the target language for genuine communicative 

purposes from the very start. She must persuade learners to ‘dive into’ the 

language learning community (Little 2004a: 19) and ‘scaffold’ learners’ 

utterances so as to enable them to construct meaning that lies beyond the 

range of their current proficiency (ibid.: 22-3). The teacher can also suggest 

ways for learners to support themselves in their own target language use 

(for example, using notes to support speaking). Again, collaborative work
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plays an important role here for it is with the support of and interaction with 

peers and the teacher that learners develop their proficiency.

As the three principles show, autonomous learning is not synonymous to 

‘teacherless learning’. Even though she takes start with self-access, Sheerin 

(1997:63) succinctly pinpoints the role of the teacher, stating that they have 

'a crucial role to play in launching learners into self-access and in lending 

them a regular helping hand to stay afloat. Some may argue that giving 

learners a ‘helping hand’ may impede learners development of autonomy, 

but this only happens when teachers are ill-prepared or reluctant to ‘wean 

[learners]... away from teacher dependence’ (ibid.). This happens because 

‘it is not easy for teachers to change their role from purveyor of information 

to counsellor and manager of learning resources [. . ] And it is not easy for 

teachers to let learners solve problems for themselves’ (Little 1990:11).

Such a transition from teacher-control to learner-control is fraught with 

difficulties but it is mainly in relation to the former that the latter finds its 

expression.

1.3.4 Fostering learner autonomy in the classroom

Having outlined the general characteristics of learner autonomy and 

examined the principles that are claimed to govern its development, the 

central objective to the following discussion is: How can learner autonomy 

be fostered?

To successfully foster learner autonomy, it is certainly crucial to promote 

feac/7er autonomy as well for ‘[tjeachers’ autonomy permeates into 

[learners’] autonomy’ (Johnson, Pardesi, & Painein 1990: 51). Also, the
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success of the learners is, to a great extent, determined not only by their 

own efforts, but also by the educational system and the requisite role of the 

teacher. Nevertheless, the discussions here will focus on the learners and 

what they can do to attain a certain degree of autonomy.

Leni Dam (Dam & Little 1998) proposes three useful tools for developing 

learner autonomy: posters, learners’ diaries, and the teacher’s diary.

Posters may contain a bank of language activities or provide an overview of 

the progress of the task at hand. Learners’ diaries offer learners the 

possibility to plan, monitor, and evaluate their learning, identifying any 

problems they encounter and suggesting solutions. The teacher’s diary, on 

the other hand, 'serves as a model for the learners’ diaries and ensures that 

the teacher herself is fully involved in the processes of planning, reflection 

and evaluation in which she wants to engage the learners’ (ibid.: 131).

Alongside diaries, learners can also benefit from putting pen to paper and 

writing on their expectations of a course at the beginning of term, and then 

filling in evaluation sheets, or reporting on the outcomes of a course, at the 

end of term. These activities are calculated to help learners put things into 

perspective and manage their learning more effectively.

In addition to diaries and evaluation sheets, there are self-reports, Wenden 

(1998: 79-95) proposes that assigning a task and have learners report on 

what they are thinking while they are performing the task is a good way to 

collect information on how learners go about a learning task and to help 

become aware of their own strategies. This kind of self-report is 

introspective, as learners are asked to reflect on their learning. In this case, 

‘the [introspective] self-report is a verbalization of one’s stream of 

consciousness’ (ibid.: 81). Introspective reports are assumed to provide
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information on the strategies learners are using at the time of the report. 

However, this method has one limitation: learners are required to think aloud, 

which might detract from their ability to perform the task efficiently and result 

in a spurious and tentative outcome (ibid.: 83).

Another type of self-report is retrospective: learners are asked to think back 

on their learning. There are two kinds of retrospective self-reports: 

semi-structured interviews and structured questionnaires. A semi-structured 

interview may focus on a specific skill so as to extract information about 

learners’ feelings towards particular skills (listening, speaking, etc.), 

problems encountered, techniques used in order to overcome these 

problems, as well as learners’ views on optimal strategies or ways of 

acquiring specific skills or dealing with learning tasks. A structured 

questionnaire looks for the same information but through asking explicit 

questions and statements, and having learners agree or disagree, write true 

or false, and so on.

Self-reports can be a means of raising learners’ awareness of their learning 

strategies and the need for constant evaluation of their learning goals, 

process, and outcomes. This awareness is crucial in the development of 

autonomy for without it, as Wenden (1998: 90) observes, learners ‘will 

remain trapped in their old patterns of beliefs and behaviors and never be 

fully autonomous’. Awareness facilitates the principle of learner reflection as 

the more aware learners are, the more reflection they are capable of.

Technology may also play a central role in the development of learner 

autonomy (see Little 1998). Recent technologies have removed the 

constraints of the language laboratory. Video and satellite television provide 

the visual element audio lacks; computers provide a stimulating basis for
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collaborative work as well as individual study. Now, with the evolution of 

computer-mediated communication, interaction in virtual learning spaces 

has been made possible. Tandem language learning, a form of open 

learning in which two people with different native languages work together to 

learn each other’s language, may now take place at distance via e-mail and 

the MOO (Multiple-user domain, Object Oriented) (see Little et al. 1999; 

Schwienhorst 1998). The interdependent processes of communication 

within tandem language learning encourage the development of learner 

autonomy (Little 2001b).

In this section, I have discussed the definition of autonomy and its relation to 

philosophies of learning. I also outlined the three principles concerning 

autonomy. It should be reiterated that learner autonomy is an ideal that can 

and should be realised if we want self-sufficient learners and human beings 

capable of managing themselves. Certainly, autonomous learning does not 

equal ‘unbridled learning’; a teacher has to be there to adapt resources, 

materials, and methods to the learners’ needs. Learner autonomy consists 

in becoming aware of and identifying one’s needs and goals as a learner, 

and having the opportunity to reconsider and modify approaches and 

procedures for optimal learning. It takes a long time to develop, and 

moreover, as Candy reminds us, ‘simply removing the barriers to a person’s 

ability to think and behave in certain ways may not allow him or her to break 

away from old habits or old ways of thinking’ (Candy 1991; 124). Still, 

learner autonomy is attainable. As Holyoake (1892: 4) succinctly put it, 

‘[k]knowledge lies everywhere to hand for those who observe and think’.

1.4 Self-assessment
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Learner reflection is one of the underlying principles of learner autonomy 

(Little 1999b, 2001a, 2004a; Little et al. 2002). Within this principle lies the 

claim that autonomy cannot be fully achieved until learners can self-assess. 

The reason behind this claim is: if learner autonomy involves learners in 

planning and implementing their learning, then they should also be involved 

in the assessment process as one cannot sensibly determine what should 

be learnt until one has a clear idea of what one already knows. Assessment 

is fundamental as its result is the premise on which any planning is based 

and its criteria are those against which the learning process and outcomes 

are evaluated. When working within an autonomous framework, learners 

should base their plans for learning on self-assessment and evaluate their 

learning process and outcomes using the criteria they have set up at the 

beginning of learning. Such being the case, what exactly can learners 

assess? And what are the criteria?

Traditionally assessment has been associated with exams. As noted by 

McNamara and Deane (1995: 17), ‘When considering assessment in a 

traditional sense, we usually think of tests developed by a teacher or a 

testing service to measure students’ mastery of some aspect of language.’ 

Indeed, when talking about language assessment, what comes to mind are 

achievement tests designed to measure learners’ language performance 

and proficiency tests intended to determine learners’ command of a 

language. However, self-assessment involves more than the evaluation of 

language performance and linguistic knowledge. Learners have different 

assessment focuses and criteria depending on their stage of learning, but 

generally speaking, learners can be involved in assessing their performance 

outcomes and their learning process. At the beginning stage when learners 

are preparing for learning, they should focus on the planning of a task. They 

should ask questions such as ‘What does this task involve?’, ‘Can I perform
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the task?’, 'Can I produce the language required by the task?’ etc., all of 

which leads them to devise a plan so as to complete the task successfully. 

During the task cycle, learners must monitor their performance and progress 

in completing the task. They can assess their rate of progress or the 

strategies employed and make changes accordingly. After the task cycle is 

completed, learners should turn their attention to the evaluation of the 

learning outcomes and process. Regarding the task performance, they 

should ask themselves, ‘Was the language I produced adequate to my 

purpose? Was it sufficiently accurate?’ Regarding the learning process, they 

can examine whether they are progressing satisfactorily, or if the learning 

goal is realistic (i.e. not too easy, not too difficult), and they should also 

reflect on the problems encountered and attempt to come up with a 

resolution. Whatever conclusion is drawn or whatever insights are gained 

from this end-of-task assessment can in turn be used to formulate the new 

learning plan. This type of self-assessment that focuses on the planning, 

monitoring, and evaluating of tasks and learning process is a significant 

departure from the traditional types of assessment.

1.4.1 Why self-assess?

In recent years with the rising interest in learner-centred curricula, there is a 

growing emphasis in language teaching and learning on the importance of 

an alternative type of assessment, i.e. learner self-assessment (e.g. Cohen 

1990; Nunan 1988b; O’Malley & Chamot 1990; Oxford 1990; Scarcella & 

Oxford 1992). Nunan (1988b) stresses the importance of a different type of 

assessment by noting that the ‘twin goals of the learner-centred curriculum’ 

are for learners to develop not only their language skills but also ‘a critical
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self-consciousness [...] of their own role as active agents within the learning 

process’ (Nunan 1988b: 134-5).

Mats Oscarson (1989) gives a number of reasons in favour of 

self-assessment. For one, self-assessment promotes learning because it 

gives learners training in evaluation, which is important for autonomous 

learning. The same view is expressed by Boud (1990: 109), who states that 

self-assessment is fundamental to all aspects of learning because ‘learning 

is an active endeavour and thus it is only the learner who can learn and 

implement decisions about his or her own learning’. Boud takes this view 

even further by saying that all other forms of assessment are subordinate to 

self-assessment (ibid.). It is also crucial that learners have the ability to 

assess their own work if they are to engage effectively in lifelong learning 

(Boud 1989: 21). Second, it gives both learners and teachers a raised level 

of awareness of perceived levels of abilities. Even asking questions such as 

‘What have I been learning?’ or ‘How am I learning it?’ encourages learners 

to become more aware of their learning. Asking these questions also fosters 

evaluative attitudes. Such attitudes also improve goal-orientation as 

learners are more aware of learning objectives and are in control of their 

own learning situation. Also, to be able to self-assess, learners have to 

monitor their learning practice. Enabling learners to do this is regarded as a 

way of helping them to develop knowledge through conscious control over 

that knowledge or to develop metacognitive awareness of knowledge and 

thought (Vygotsky 1986). Finally, because learners participate in their own 

evaluation (Dickinson 1987), it in effect requires them to share the burden of 

assessment with the teacher.
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1.4.2 Self-assessment and reflection

At the core of self-assessment is reflection or reflective thinking, i.e. ‘thinking 

about something in a conscious and focussed way’ (Little & Perciova 2001: 

45). Regardless of the forms self-assessment takes, it always requires 

learners to reflect on their learning. Reflection is a kind of mental activity that 

happens under the operation of motivational forces (Wildman, Niles, 

Magliaro, & McLaughlin 1990). The term motivational forces (MF) is most 

often associated with Expectancy Theory, put forward by Victor Vroom 

(1964), examining what motivates individuals to follow a particular course of 

action. As human beings, we are intrinsically motivated to fulfil our own 

desires. When faced with various behavioural alternatives, i.e. what to do or 

how to act, we would reflect on each option and ultimately choose the 

alternative with the highest MF. Expectancy Theory is not just about 

self-interest but about the associations individuals make toward expected 

outcomes and the contribution they feel they can make toward those 

outcomes.

In the educational field, Dewey (1933) is considered to be the modern day 

originator of the concept of reflection, although he drew on the ideas of 

earlier educators, such as Aristotle, Plato, and Confucius. He thought of 

reflection as a form of problem solving that chained several ideas together 

by linking each idea with its predecessor in order to resolve an issue (Dewey 

1933: 114-23). He states:

‘Reflection involves not simply a sequence of ideas, but a consequence -  a 

consecutive ordering in such a way that each determines the next as its 

proper outcome, while each outcome in turn leans back on, or refers to, its 

predecessors’ (Dewey 1933: 114, italics in original).
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But in an educational context, reflection involves more than just problem 

solving; it also entails the ability to make rational choices and assume 

responsibility for those choices (Ross 1990: 22). In language learning, 

reflection can be exercised on facts about the target language, the process 

of learning it, and the process of using it (Little & Perclova 2001: 45). 

Moreover, reflection can take place before a learning task (planning), while 

performing the task (monitoring), and afterthe  task is completed (evaluation) 

(ibid). This ties back to what I highlighted at the beginning, that at different 

stages of the learning process, the focuses of assessment vary.

Donald Schon has contributed greatly to the time dimension for reflection 

(Schon 1983, 1987). He describes two types of reflection: 

reflection-/n-action and reflection-on-action.

•  Reflection-zn-action (thinking on your feet) is the process that 

allows us ‘to reshape what we are working on while we are 

working on it’ (Schon 1987: 26, italics my own).

Reflection-in-action addresses thought processes during an event 

and allows for modification of actions as they occur. Schon states 

that this is a characteristic of a competent professional. 

Reflection-in-action is an on-going experiment that helps us find a 

viable solution. If something is not working correctly, we reflect on 

our present action. Our actions are hence more reasoned and 

purposeful than when adopting a trial-and-error approach. 

Associated with reflection-in-action, albeit with subtle differences, 

is knowing-in-action, ‘the sorts of know-how we reveal in our 

intelligent action’ (ibid.: 25). However, knowing-in-action is not the 

action itself, but what that action indicates what we know. In other 

words, knowing-in-action is often the tacit information that we 

know about doing something; it is often left unexplained or
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unmentioned when we describe what we do but revealed in our 

performance.

Reflection-in-action, on the other hand, generally comes forth with an 

element of surprise (Schon 1987:26). Knowing-in-action usually gets us 

through the day, but when on occasion it fails to do so, the ‘surprise’ of 

failure causes us to question how the failure occurred given our usual 

thinking process. Many of these surprises appear because the old model of 

action does not work without modification for the new task. 

Reflection-in-action prompts us to recognise that fact, change our way of 

thinking, and conduct an action experiment on the spot in an attempt to 

solve the new problem.

•  Reflection-on-action (retrospective thinking) is when we think back 

on what we have done ‘in order to discover how our 

knowing-ln-action may have contributed to an unexpected 

outcome’ (Schbn 1987: 26). It focuses on thinking subsequent to 

the completion of the event. This type of reflection is the 

commonly accepted definition of reflection in the literature (e.g. 

Buchmann 1990, Boud, Keogh, & Walker 1985).

Although they take place at different stages of the action/event, both of 

these types of reflection result from as well as lead to the construction and 

reconstruction of experience.

Self-assessment is a useful way of helping learners to reflect on their 

learning and understand that learning is a process, not an event (Schon 

1983, Gould and Taylor 1996); effective reflection invariably leads to 

self-assessment (Little & Perclova 2001: 53). In sum, the relationship
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betw een se lf-assessm ent and re flection is reciprocal; they are c lose ly 

associa ted  and im ply each other.

1.4.3 Reflection and writing

S ince re flection is such an in tegra l part o f se lf-assessm ent and usefu l in the 

learn ing process, how can it be foste red  and supported? Hatton and S m ith ’s 

(1995) research indicates that engag ing learners in a way tha t encourages 

ta lk ing  w ith, question ing, or confronting  helps the reflective th ink ing  process. 

But reflection, as argued by L ittle  (2001a: 49) ‘is unlikely to progress fa r 

w ithou t the support o f w riting ’ fo r the fo llow ing reasons:

(i) it is by writing things down that we provide ourselves with something to 

reflect on in the first place, (ii) it is easier for us to step back from our own 

utterances and thoughts when they have been written down, and (iii) the 

reflective process itself is greatly facilitated if we use written notes to help us 

work out what we think.

On the v iew  tha t som etim es th ink ing  is possib le only when we write , Andy 

C la rk  (1997: 207f) offers an ana logy to expla in the process:

If a tree is seen growing on an island, which do you suppose came first? It is 

natural (and usually correct) to assume that the island provided the fertile 

soil in which a lucky seed came to rest. Mangrove forests, however, 

constitute a revealing exception to this general rule. The mangrove grows 

from a floating seed which establishes itself in the water, rooting in shallow 

mud flats. The seedling sends complex vertical roots through the surface of 

the water, culminating in what looks to all intents and purposes like a small 

tree posing on stilts. The complex system of aerial roots, however, soon
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traps floating soil, weeds, and debris. After a time, the accumulation of 

trapped matter forms a small island. As more time passes, the island grows 

larger and larger. A growing mass of such islands can eventually merge, 

effectively extending the shoreline out to the trees. Throughout this process, 

and despite our prior intuitions, it is the land that is progressively built by the 

trees,

Hatton and Smith (1995) observed students undertaking a four-year 

secondary Bachelor of Education degree complete several activities 

designed to encourage reflection. Their study identified a framev^/ork for four 

types of writing, three of which are characterised as different kinds of 

reflection;

•  descriptive writing which is non-reflective and reports events;

•  descriptive reflection which attempts to identify reasons based 

upon personal judgement or literature, e.g. ‘I choose this problem 

solving activity because I believe the learners should be active 

rather than passive’;

•  dialogic reflection is an exploration of possible reasons through 

self-discourse, e.g. ‘I became aware that a number of students did 

not respond to written text materials. Thinking about this, there 

may have been several reasons’;

•  critical reflection entails giving reasons for decisions or events that 

recognise the broader historical, social, and/or political context.

So what types of reflection does writing support? In general, writing helps to 

develop learners’ metacognitive control. The term ‘metacognition’ appears 

to have emerged from the early work of Flavell, who referred to it as 

knowledge concerning one’s own cognitive processes and products or
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anything related to them (Flavell 1976; Flavell, Miller, & Miller 1993). In other 

words, metacognition refers to the knowledge and regulation learners have 

of their own thinking and learning (Brown 1987). it is related to the capacity 

to reflect upon, understand, and control one’s learning. Baird (1991) 

emphasises the cause-and-effect relationship between reflection and 

metacognition. He asserts that this relationship is elucidated through the 

interaction of process (reflection and action) and outcomes (metacognitive 

knowledge, awareness, and control). In other words, metacognitive 

knowledge is an outcome of reflection. When learners reflect on learning, 

further knowledge about themselves, the task, and learning strategies is 

generated, which then becomes available for increased awareness and 

control of future learning activities. This is supported by Ertmerand Newby 

(1996: 3) who claim that reflection on the process of learning provides the 

critical link between knowledge and control of the learning process. In 

relation to language learning, the use of writing to support reflection also 

helps to develop learners’ ‘conscious awareness of the target language and 

its grammar; there is a sense in which literacy -  making language visible -  is 

metalinguistics (Olson 1991)’ (Little 2001a: 49). Linked to this view is the 

idea of using the target language as the medium for self-assessment. 

Although learners will involuntarily resort to their L is  as a reference point, 

the L2 should always be the medium of communication, be it for the purpose 

of carrying out a task or to reflect on the performance, and so on. Without 

target language use or self-assessment, and indeed without being able to 

self-assess in the target language, the language will remain external to the 

learner.

1.4.4 Self-assessment and interaction
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It is now established that self-assessment and reflection are core to the 

development of learning autonomy and an integral part of the planning and 

implementation of autonomous learning. However, self-assessment alone is 

not sufficient to formulate a practical learning plan; self-assessment has to 

be accurate for any practical planning to materialise. The most likely source 

of accurate self-assessment seems to be 'from a sustained interactive 

process that plays a central role in teaching and learning’ (Little 2005a: 322). 

Leni Dam (1995: 5, 31 & 49) describes a cyclical approach she adopts to 

sustain such a process. In her classroom, she repeatedly puts to her 

learners five questions:

•  What are we learning?

•  Why are we learning it?

•  How are we learning it?

•  How successful is our learning?

•  What are we going to do next?

By asking these five questions and deciding on answers, learners not only 

reflect upon their learning process, they also control the learning content, 

their reasons for and approaches to learning, and their learning progress 

and outcomes. It is via these five questions that learners involve themselves 

in the three important stages of the learning cycle: planning, monitoring, and 

evaluating. Through this dynamic cycle of reflective thinking and 

self-assessment, learners engage actively with the curriculum and the 

teaching-learning process (see Figure 1-3).

Curriculum ----------► Pedagogy

Assessment

Figure 1-3.
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1.4.5 Self-assessment and goal setting

Once learners arrive at an accurate assessment of their proficiency level, 

they need to use it to set learning goals and formulate learning objectives. 

Goal setting is an ideal way of guiding learners ‘to become more in tune with 

their strengths, their instructional needs, and the course their learning needs 

to take’ (Smolen, Newman, Wathen, & Lee 1995: 22). Instead of relying on 

the teacher to provide a learning focus, learners can draw on their 

assessment to identify their own focus. Careful self-assessment facilitates 

the setting of realistic goals, which makes language development as well as 

personal growth possible. As Boud (1990: 110) sums up nicely, it is only 

when learners ‘perceive and take upon themselves the criteria by which they 

can judge good work in any domain that they can transcend the limitation of 

their immediate context and begin to make contributions for themselves.’

1.4.6 Criticism or scepticism of self-assessment

At this point, a question inevitably comes to mind: if self-assessment is 

indeed so beneficial and core to learner autonomy, why is it largely ignored 

by language teaching institutions? There are a number of issues which 

discourage teachers from introducing self-assessment into the classroom. 

The most obvious one is perhaps the issue of learner ability and reliability. 

Traditional notions of assessment (i.e. exams and tests) have led teachers 

to believe that learners are not capable of knowing what they know and do 

not know (Holec 1985). Such belief is not necessarily well founded. It may 

be true in a second language learning context that learners, particularly in 

the early stages of learning, may lack the language to articulate the results 

of their assessment, but all second language learners have some sense of
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their level of language proficiency because they have their mother tongue as 

a reference point. Research has supported the view that L2 learners can 

draw on their prior learning experience (i.e. L1) to facilitate their learning. 

Even by simply comparing what they are able to do in the L2 with what they 

are able to do in their L1, learners can arrive at a sense of their L2 level. But 

more fundamentally, we as human beings all have the capacity to know 

what we can and cannot do. Self-awareness is innate and one starts to 

develop this sense of self-awareness at a fairly early stage in life (see for 

exam ple Thompson & Snodgrass 1997; Keenan, Gallup, & Falk 2003).

Language learners may lack the criteria by which they can assess 

themselves or the language to articulate the process or outcomes of their 

self-assessment. However in the same vein that learners are not expected 

to all become autonomous upon the teacher’s request, they are not 

expected to possess an acute sense of self-awareness from the outset. It is 

the teacher’s responsibility to teach learners to self-assess, for the 

development of such ability is sharpening a basic human faculty. From the 

very beginning, teachers should involve learners in the assessment process 

and make explicit to learners what it is they should assess themselves on. 

Attention should be paid to both the task performance and the learning 

process. Teachers may assist learners to assess their own task 

performance via basic yes/no questions such as ‘Can you do this?’ or ‘How 

well can you do this?’ Once learners are more comfortable and capable of 

self assessing, the questions can move beyond yes/no to companng 

performances at two different points in time: ‘On a scale of one to ten, how 

well did you perform this task today?’, ‘How well did you perform this task 

two weeks ago?’, and ‘How much have you improved?’ Such questions 

prompt learners to devise a simple, informal scale, leading them to develop 

more sophisticated criteria down the line. Teachers should also encourage

65



learners to think about how they were engaged in the learning process, what 

about the language they have learnt, what about themselves as learners 

and individuals they now know etc. By constantly posing questions to 

learners and prompting learners to plan, monitor, and evaluate their learning, 

teachers can facilitate the development of learners’ self-assessment skills.

Another concern is that even if learners have the ability to self-assess, their 

assessment would not be reliable. Dickinson (1987; 136) suggests that ‘[i]t 

is likely that teachers and other specialists will be more reliable in their 

assessment and make accurate assessments more often than the learners.’ 

Holec (1985), on the other hand, argues that learners are in a better position 

to assess their performance as learners themselves hold more information 

about the particular performance they wish to asses, the criteria upon which 

they wish to focus, and the standard by which they wish to assess. These 

assessment criteria may take the form of a rating scale (for example, a 

ten-point scale where 1 means nothing at all and 10 everything) (Nunan 

1988b). Little (2005a: 323) points out that such a scale is limited by its 

subjective nature, and the self-assessment at any given point is only valid or 

relevant in relation to the previous self-assessment. For example, a score of 

6 this month for understanding a passage in a book is only significant when 

compared with a score of 4 last month for the same task. Little (ibid.) also 

notes that the criteria used in this type of self-assessment do not necessarily 

relate to the criteria which external parties may use to assess learners. In 

any case, when engaged in the assessment process, learners have a 

chance of gaining a better understanding of the assessment critena, which 

in turn promotes greater involvement in the development of those criteria 

(Blue 1988).
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If the argument for a better understanding of the assessment criteria is not 

enough to convince, there are increasing numbers of studies that attest to 

the reliability of self-assessment (Boud 1986; Boud & Palchikov 1989). One 

of the earliest studies was reported by Filene (1969, cited in Palchikov 1986: 

147) at the University of South Carolina. Pilene made his own list of criteria 

of excellent for an examination essay available to students in two history 

courses participating in the study. During the semester he secretly kept a 

record of grades he would have awarded, thus enabling a comparison 

between self and tutor grading to be made. Agreement was found in roughly 

57% of cases, while 3% of students graded themselves lower than the tutor, 

and 40% evaluated themselves one or two grades higher. Student-tutor 

agreement was better with senior students than with juniors. Stanton (1978, 

cited in Palchikov 1986: 149), on the other hand, negotiated the criteria with 

his students. It is interesting to note that, while Pilene obtained 57% 

agreement, Stanton, with the collaborative list, obtained 80% agreement. 

Extrapolating from these findings, we might assume that the same high 

correlation between learner self-assessment and teacher assessment is the 

same with second language learning. Indeed, as attested by Blanche (1990), 

who studied a group of adult learners of Prench as a foreign language in the 

US, ‘the overall accuracy of the self-evaluations [...] is impressive’ (Blanche 

1990: 226). Oscarson notes that particularly in cases where learners have 

been given relevant training in self-observation and assessment, ‘the validity 

of learner judgements can in fact be quite high’ (1989: 2-3).

After that there is the concern that learners will cheat (Dickinson 1987: 150). 

While there are no sure ways to prevent learners from cheating, if the 

self-assessment techniques or tools, be they portfolios, checklists or dianes, 

are used as intended, i.e. both in the classroom as well as at home, the 

teacher should have a fairly good idea of the levels learners are at. But
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fundamentally in dealing with self-assessment, it is advisable to adopt the 

broader definition of self-assessment -  ongoing reflection of the learning 

process and outcomes -  rather than the narrower definition, which sees 

learners as examiners and test markers. When learners are concerned with 

real learning objectives, cheating becomes meaningless (ibid.: 150-1).

1.4.7 The changing role of teachers

Traditionally, teachers assess learners, and even when the learners do 

self-assess, teachers are there to correct the assessment. In moving 

towards learner self-assessment, the role of teachers changes. Teachers 

now assume the responsibility of teaching and facilitating self-assessment. 

They can do so by:

i) raising learners’ awareness: teachers should continuously pose 

questions to learners about their learning process. Questions such 

as 'Can you do this?’ ‘How well can you do this?’ ‘How can you 

prove you can do it?’ encourage learners to look at their learning 

in a more discerning way;

ii) creating opportunities: teachers should explicitly devote time in 

class to learner reflection and self-assessment (see Little & 

Perclova 2001: 26-8);

iii) monitoring and negotiating the learning process: teachers should 

constantly look for evidence of performance and ensure that 

learners’ learning objectives are realistic yet challenging.
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1.4.8 Instruments, methods, materials, techniques

Having established the rationale for self-assessment and the role of the 

teacher, we now turn to look at the various tools and procedures used to 

facilitate self-assessment.

Learning contracts

Learning contracts are being used increasingly in third-level institutions to 

manage self-assessment (Knowles 1975, 1986). In a learning contract, the 

learner specifies goals and objectives for a particular task, the approach to 

be adopted, the criteria to be used to judge success and the mechanism for 

making judgements (by specified others who may be neither staff nor 

students). This involves reflection before the task (i.e. planning), which 

focuses on the task entailment, task success (‘Can I perform the task?’), 

and the level of success (‘How well should I be able to perform the task?’). 

This contract is discussed with the teacher and, after negotiation and 

modification if necessary, it forms the basis of a programme or course. 

Contracts can include criteria for specific grades (Boud 1989: 26).

Boyd and Cowan (1985) describe their year-long experiment in 

self-assessed learning using a learning contract, in which college students 

set their own goals weekly and prepared a self-assessment open to 

discussion by peers. Although they encountered problems, they found 

self-assessment learning to be the only method of achieving ‘deep’, as 

contrasted with ‘surface’ learning in higher education.

Language learning logs or diaries

A learning log is a record of the learners' experiences with the use of the 

target language, including the when and the where of language use and why
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certain experiences were successful and others not. Learners may also use 

logs to comment on what they have studied in class and to record what they 

have and have not understood (Brown 1998). An advantage of learning logs 

is that they can contribute to the teacher's understanding of learners’ use of 

metacognitive learning strategies.

McNamara and Deane (1995:17) describe keeping a daily language 

learning log as an activity for third-level ESL learners to ‘engage [them] in 

routine and ongoing self-assessment so that they develop a critical 

awareness of their language learning process.’ With their younger learners, 

Leni Dam (1995) and Hanne Thomsen (Thomsen & Gabrielsen 1991) 

employ a learner diary, where learners record their learning progress, which 

includes collecting vocabulary, writing stories, and evaluating their learning 

activities. Dickinson and Carver (1980) suggest that learning logs or diaries 

should include: date; lesson in textbook; how I performed; what difficulties I 

had; what I intend to do next. It should also be designed in such a way that 

the student finds it easy to use it. The types of self-assessment involved in a 

learning log or diary include the monitoring and evaluating of the learning 

process and the evaluating of learning outcomes. Learning logs and diaries 

are as such one way of systematising self-assessment (Oscarson 1984).

Progress cards and forms

Oscarson (1989: 5) suggests the use of progress cards or forms, which 

have been used in many different educational settings, such as secondary 

schools in the UK (see, e.g. Clark 1980, 1987). On the progress card a 

number of short-term goals are defined and grouped together in graded 

blocks according to task difficulty. These short-term goals are expressed in 

‘can-do’ statements and defined in terms of functional/communicative tasks. 

Learners can tick off each task or language skills that they can perform
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successfully. The teacher can later tick off the task or skill that learners have 

completed or mastered.

Questionnaires, rating scales, and checklists

These three tools allow learners to rate their perceived general language 

proficiency level. These tools seem to focus mainly on the assessment of 

task performance (i.e. ‘Can I do this?’ and ‘How well can I do it?’). A lot of 

developmental work in this area has been done through ‘can do’ statements 

(Coombe 1992; Oscarson 1984). However, questionnaires may be 

designed in a way to encourage learners to reflect on the learning process 

as well as the outcomes. Experiments have shown that the use of 

questionnaires, rating scales, and checklists may yield quite valid results, 

although training in using the materials seems to be needed in many cases 

(Oscarson 1989).

Goals Learner Teacher

Listen and understand a travel story.

Read and understand a travel story.

Talk about past and future trips or 
holidays.

Write a story about a trip or holiday.

Figure 1-4. Example of a progress card (adapted from Coombe & Canning 2002)

Video and audio cassettes

The use of video and audio cassettes is often exploited in the assessment of 

oral skills, such as work at Eurocentre Bournemouth (Ferris 1993; Oscarson 

1984) and at CRAPEL, University of Nancy I! (Holec 1980b). Due to the 

fleeting nature of speech, if learners are to develop awareness of their oral 

skills, they need to be able to go back and monitor their performance. Video 

and audio cassettes allow for speech to be captured and retained, making it

71



possible for learners to see themselves outside the action (as if ‘offline’) and 

monitor their performances (as if ‘online’). This technique enables learners 

to reflect-on-action (i.e. speech) while the action (i.e. speech) is taking 

place.

Oscarson (1989) also suggests computer-assisted assessment. 

Standardised tests such as TOEFL CBT by Educational Testing Service and 

CommuniCAT by the University of Cambridge Local Examinations 

Syndicate are examples of computer-based or computer-assisted tests 

though neither of them is intended for self-assessment use. Designed 

specifically for learners to assess their language proficiency is the more 

recent DIALANG (Alderson 2002), DIALANG is a computer-based and 

Internet-delivered assessment system that allows learners to diagnose their 

proficiency level so they can plan their future language learning. The fully 

operational system, featuring all 14 languages, has been up and running in 

the form of a Beta Version since spring 2003.'' However, DIALANG is 

essentially a self-administered testing system. Although each language skill 

test begins by asking learners to complete a self-assessment checklist, the 

actual test does not require learners to reflect on either their learning 

process or outcomes. As such, this should not be confused with the type of 

self-assessment described in this chapter.

Language portfolios

Portfolio assessment is gaining acceptance in a wide range of educational 

settings. Ekbatani (2000: 6-7) argues that portfolio assessment ‘enables 

instruction to be linked to assessment, promotes reflection, helps learners to 

take responsibility for their own learning, enables learners to see gaps in 

their learning, and enables learners to take risks’. Kohonen (2000a: 14)

Dialang is downloadable at: http://www.dialang.org.
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supports this view when he states that the language portfolio ‘may constitute 

a major part of the ‘missing link’ between the goals of learner autonomy and 

the pedagogical ways of fostering it in language education.’ Portfolios are 

perhaps the most comprehensive instrument when it comes to 

self-assessment, as a portfolio may focus on all or certain aspects of the 

learning process at a given point of the learning cycle and contain a number 

of assessment tools. The portfolios contain a variety of resources that 

illustrates learners’ efforts, progress, achievements, and even concerns. A 

portfolio may thus include the following: audio or video recordings, writing 

samples (e.g. journal entries, short essays, or book reports), observation 

notes, and artwork (such as drawings, charts, and graphs). The portfolio 

could also include self-assessment checklists for both task performance and 

learning process, and anecdotal records of language learning experience. 

Learners may also assess their portfolios and reflect on their experience of 

using it (Hirvela & Pierson 2000). Finally, the portfolio could also include 

samples of the tests and quizzes that are periodically used by teachers as 

part of assessing the achievement and overall performance of the learners 

in relation to others or to standards. This gives learners a chance to 

compare their own self-assessment criteria with those of external agencies, 

facilitating them In formulating assessment criteria that are even more 

relevant and indicative.

If portfolios are implemented as they are intended, clearly and 

systematically, as an alternative means of assessment, they offer several 

advantages over traditional forms of assessment (e.g. Brown and Hudson 

1998). The possibilities portfolios offer for teaching, learning, and 

assessment are great and will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.
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On a final note, regardless of the forms and tools self-assessment employs, 

they all follow one common procedure: writing. This ties back to the earlier 

discussion of how writing fosters and supports reflection.

To summarise, there are a number of benefits of engaging learners in the 

assessment process. Self-assessment promotes learning by training 

learners to evaluate themselves, leading to a raised level of self-awareness, 

which in term promotes autonomous learning. It also assists learners in the 

development of fundamental human faculties. Through the use of various 

techniques and procedures, self-assessment motivates learners to examine 

and reflect upon their strengths and weaknesses in learning, and leads them 

to become more autonomous learners. It is only when learners engage in 

reflection and self-assessment are they taking a truly active part in their 

learning.

1.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, I gave a brief overview of the English teaching and learning 

context in Taiwan. I then discussed the three central issues in second 

language curriculum development, namely needs analysis, learner 

autonomy, self-assessment. It emerges from the discussion of needs 

analysis that communication is the goal of second language learning and 

teaching while learner autonomy is the bridge between learners’ subjective 

and objective needs. When considering the approaches to learning and 

teaching, one needs to take into account the three principles of learner 

autonomy and ways to facilitate its development. I then mapped out how 

self-assessment, core to learner reflection, was intricately tied to the
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curriculum and pedagogy and congruent with the type of approach needed 

to foster learner autonomy to support life-long learning.

So how can the theoretical framework proposed in this chapter be made 

concrete? And how can a learning/teaching system and curriculum that 

incorporate learners’ needs, promote learner autonomy, and facilitate 

learners’ self-assessment while developing their linguistic proficiency be 

developed?

In search of answers, I turn to the work of the Council of Europe, which ties 

together the issues discussed in this chapter. I shall examine specifically the 

Common European Framework and the European Language Portfolio.
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Chapter 2. The Common European Framework 
of Reference and the European Language 
Portfolio

2.1 Common European Framework

The Common European Framework (CEFR) was designed by the Council of 

Europe to provide ‘a common basis for the elaboration of language 

syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. across 

Europe’ (Council of Europe 2001a: 1) so as to serve its political, cultural, 

and educational policies. These policies include: ‘equip all Europeans for 

the challenges of intensified international mobility and closer co-operation’, 

‘promote mutual understanding and tolerance’, 'maintain and further 

develop the richness and diversity of European cultural life through greater 

mutual knowledge’, ‘meet the needs of a multilingual and multicultural 

Europe by appreciably developing the ability of Europeans to communicate 

with each other across linguistic and cultural boundaries’, and ‘avert the 

dangers that might result from the marginalisation of those lacking the skills 

necessary to communicate’ (Council of Europe 2001a: 3-4).

2.1.1 Origins

The CEFR is the fruit of the recommendations made by the Ruschlikon 

Symposium in November 1991, hosted by the Federal Swiss authorities in 

collaboration with the Swiss Conference of Cantonal Directors of Education 

(Transparency and Coherence in Language Learning in Europe, Council for
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Cultural Cooperation 1992). At the symposium, three recommendations 

regarding language policies were made:

1. to intensify language learning and teaching in member countries 

so as to promote more effective international communication 

combined with respect for identity and cultural diversity, 

improved working relations, and a deeper mutual understanding;

2. to recognise language learning as a life-long task to be promoted 

and facilitated throughout educational systems; and

3. to develop a Common European Framework of reference for 

language learning at all levels. (Council of Europe 2001a: 5)

Following the third recommendation, the CEFR is specifically designed to 

‘promote and facilitate co-operation among educational institutions in 

different countries’, ‘provide a sound basis for the mutual recognition of 

language qualifications’, and ‘assist learners, teachers, course designers, 

examining bodies and educational administrators to situate and co-ordinate 

their efforts’ (Council of Europe 2001a; 5-6).

2.1.2 Needs analysis

Since the early 1970s, the Council of Europe has been concerned to 

support the teaching of languages for communicative purposes. This was 

largely due to the Council of Europe’s promotion of mobility of persons and 

ideas and of the European heritage of cultural and linguistic diversity. 

Clearly, mobility of persons and ideas can only be realised through 

communication. This ted to an interest in analysing learners’ communicative 

needs and describing the language they must possess to meet these needs

77



(Porcher 1980; Richterich 1973; Richterich & Chancerel 1978). In keeping 

with the Council of Europe’s earlier work, the CEFR balances learners’ 

objective needs -  factual information about learners that language 

professionals can identify, and subjective needs -  information only learners 

themselves know. The CEFR’s consideration of needs signifies its 

commitment to learner-centredness, for only by starting with analysing 

learners’ needs can learners become the focus. That learners are at the 

centre is further exemplified by the CEFR’s sub-title, which puts learning 

before teaching and assessment.

2.1.3 Plurilingualism

In the 1990s, the language policy of the Council of Europe began to 

emphasise intercultural communication and plurilingualism. For example, 

Recommendation No. R (98) 6 of the Committee of Ministers concerning the 

learning and teaching of modern languages includes the following:

Promote widespread plurilingualism [...] by encouraging all Europeans to 

achieve a degree of communicative ability in a number of languages; [. . .] by 

diversifying the languages on offer and setting objectives appropriate to 

each language; [. . .] by encouraging teaching programmes at all levels that 

use a flexible approach [...]. (Council of Europe 1998)

Addressing the definition of plurilingualism. Recommendation 1539 of the 

Parliamentary Assembly states that plurilingualism ‘should be understood 

as a certain ability to communicate in several languages, and not 

necessarily as perfect mastery of them ’ (Council of Europe 2001b). The 

Assem bly also recommended that the Committee of Ministers call on 

member states to 'maintain and develop further the Council of Europe’s
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language policy initiatives for promoting plurilingualism, cultural diversity 

and understanding among peoples and nations' and to ‘encourage all 

Europeans to acquire a certain ability to communicate in several languages 

[...]’ (Council of Europe 2001b).

In recent years, plurilingualism and pluriculturalism have been identified 

more and more explicitly as a key educational goal. Accordingly, the Council 

of Europe began the development and implementation of common 

European reference instruments for the planning and assessment of 

language learning, mutual recognition of qualifications, and co-ordination of 

policies. As a result, the Common European Framework (CEFR) and its 

companion piece, the European Language Portfolio (ELP), were launched in 

2001 .

2.1.4 Principles behind the CEFR

In order to achieve its aims, the CEFR is shaped by three fundamental 

principles. It sets out to be;

1. comprehensive: specifying ‘as full a range of language 

knowledge, skills and use as possible’;

2. transparent; ‘information must be clearly formulated and explicit, 

available and readily comprehensible to users’; and

3. coherent; the descriptions should be ‘free from internal 

contradictions’. (Council of Europe 2001a; 7)

In addition to these three principles, the CEFR should also meet the criteha 

of being multi-purpose, flexible, open, dynamic, user-friendly, and
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non-dogmatic so it may be adapted and applied to particular situations (ibid.: 

7-8).

2.2 Action-oriented approach

In the mid 1970s, a functional-notional model for specifying objectives was 

elaborated, and the concept was made concrete in The Threshold Level 

(van Ek 1975; see also the French version Un Niveau Seuil, Coste, 

Courtillon, Ferenczi, Martings-Baltar, & Papo 1976; the German version 

Kontaktschvjelle, Baldegger, Muller, Schneider, & NAF 1980). The 

Threshold Level specified in operational terms what a learner should be able 

to do when using English independently and the knowledge and skills 

needed for that purpose. This model of specification reflects the view that 

communicative performance relies on more than linguistic knowledge. The 

specification of communicative objectives was later extended beyond the 

Threshold Level in scope (van Ek 1986) and levels (van Ek 1987). In these 

two publications, van Ek identifies five dimensions of communicative 

ability -  linguistic, sociolinguistic, discourse, socio-cultural, and social 

competence -  which are ‘different aspects of one and the same thing, 

different aspects to focus on for the purpose of a systematic exploration of 

the concept’ (van Ek 1986: 36). While this restates the model of 

communicative competence (see for example Canale and Swain 1980; 

Canale 1983; Bachman 1990), van Ek’s study of levels prepared the way for 

the scaled description of L2 proficiency in the Council of Europe’s later work.

The CEFR is in direct line of descent from the earlier work of the Council of 

Europe, such as The Threshold Level (van Ek 1975; van Ek & Trim 1990) 

and the many subsequent functional-notional specifications, in that it adopts
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an action-oriented approach to the description of language use. This 

approach 'is based on the principle that in performing communicative acts 

we use strategies to determine how to make most appropriate and effective 

use of our linguistic resources' (Little 2006: 169, emphasis in original). In 

this sense, language learners are ‘social agents’ and therefore, language 

learning and teaching should focus on learners’ communicative behaviour or 

actions that are achieved through language. The CEFR summarises this 

approach as follows;

Language use, embracing language learning, comprises the actions 

performed by persons who as individuals and as social agents develop a 

range of competences, both general and in particular communicative 

language competences. They draw on the competences at their disposal 

in various contexts under various conditions and under various 

constraints to engage in language activities involving language 

processes to produce and/or receive texts in relation to themes in specific 

domains, activating those strategies which seem most appropriate for 

carrying out the tasks to be accomplished. The monitoring of these actions 

by the participants leads to the reinforcement or modification of their 

competences. (Council of Europe 2001a; 9; emphasis in original)

2.3 Content of the CEFR

2.3.1 Common Reference Levels

Integral to the CEFR are the common reference levels. After the Threshold 

Level, other levels were formulated in light of developments in the field, 

paying particular attention to, for instance, socio-cultural and ‘learning to
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learn’ components. A lower level -  Waystage (van Ek, Alexander & 

Fitzpatrick 1997) -  was created as was a level above Threshold -  Vantage 

(van Ek & Trim 1997). Later, Trim (2000, 2004) conceptualised and drafted 

the Breakthrough level®, which is a level below Waystage. Although the 

Breakthrough level was never published, the four ascending proficiency 

levels (Breakthrough, Waystage, Threshold, Vantage) constitute one of the 

origins of the common reference levels.

The common reference levels consist of six levels: A1 (Breakthrough), A2 

(Waystage), B1 (Threshold), B2 (Vantage), C l (Effective Operational 

Proficiency), C2 (Mastery) (Council of Europe 2001a: 23) despite the 1994-5 

Swiss National Science Research Council Survey suggesting an addition of 

three levels: A2+, B1+ and B2+ (ibid.: 32). This is because there appears to 

be 'a wide, though by no means universal, consensus on the number and 

nature of levels appropriate to the organisation of language learning and the 

public and the public recognition of achievement’ (ibid.: 22-3), and that ‘an 

outline framework of six broad levels gives an adequate coverage of the 

learning space relevant to European language learners for these purposes’ 

(ibid.: 23). That being said, the three narrower levels proposed by the Swiss 

research project are relevant to learning contexts (e.g., material selection 

and development) and at the same time, still relatable to the broader levels 

in examining contexts (Council of Europe 2001a: 31), The six common 

reference levels are arranged in three broad bands: A -  Basic User; B -  

Independent User; C -  Proficient User (see Figure 2-1).

5 This corresponds to what Trim labelled as ‘Introductory’ in his 1978 publication: Some 
Possible Lines of Development of an Overall Structure for a European Unit Credit Scheme for 
Foreign Language Learning by Adults.
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2.3.2 Global scale

In addition to the presentation as shown in Figure 2-1, the comnnon 

reference levels are presented in a ‘global scale’ to summarise the overall 

communicative proficiency at each level using ‘can do’ statements (see 

Table 2-1; Council of Europe 2001a: 24). However, the summary of each 

level in the global scale has a strong bias towards spoken communication 

(Little 2005a) and there is doubt over the extent of accuracy the global scale 

has in representing one’s proficiency level. This is because the global scale 

does not reflect the ‘ragged’ linguistic proficiency profile one commonly has, 

particularly when one is at a higher proficiency level. For example, 

depending on working in what domain or with whom or on what topic etc., 

one may be C l in Reading, B2 in Listening, and B1-B2 in Speaking. 

Nevertheless, a global scale has the appeal of presenting a rough idea of 

one’s proficiency level and is particularly popular with exam bodies.
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/ \
A1 A2
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Figure 2-1. Common reference levels

a
(Mastery)

2.3.3 Self-assessment grid

Such a scaled description of language proficiency is not unique to the CEFR; 

indeed, several language organisations, such as the American Council on 

the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), the American Foreign Service 

Institute, and the Association of Language Testers in Europe (ALTE), have
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developed language proficiency scales according to their needs. What 

makes the CEFR unique are these two features: (i) the robust empirical 

research that underpins the common reference levels and their illustrative 

descriptors, and (ii) the ‘self-assessment grid’, v\/hich explains the six 

common reference levels in relation to five major dimensions of language: 

listening, reading, spoken interaction, spoken production, and writing (see 

Table 2-2; Council of Europe 2001a: 26-7). The explicit acknowledgement of 

the four traditional skills (with speaking divided into two sub-dimensions) 

illustrates how the CEFR seeks to be comprehensive. This point is made 

salient when the CEFR is compared with the communicative repertoire of 

the Threshold Level. The Threshold Level is strongly biased towards oral 

communication, focussing on speaking with listening implied.

The self-assessment grid is made up of ‘I can’ statements, designed to ‘help 

learners to profile their main language skills, and decide at which level they 

might look at a checklist of more detailed descriptors in order to self-assess 

their level of proficiency’ (ibid.: 25). The ‘checklist of more detailed 

descriptors’ refers to the self-assessment checklists, which also use ‘I can’ 

statements. These checklists are based on the illustrative scales of 

communicative language activities and are summarised in the 

self-assessment grid. In contrast to the global scale, the self-assessment 

grid provides a more detailed description of what it means to be at one level 

since it allows for individual evaluation of the five dimensions of language 

use. As a result, the uneven linguistic profile that is common to language 

learners/users can be shown. In this sense, the self-assessment grid does 

more justice to the profiling of linguistic proficiency than the global scale.

In addition to the self-assessment function of the grid. Little (2003: 134) 

points out that analysing language use into five dimensions helps to
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reinforce the value of partial competences in the pursuit of plurilingualism 

and pluriculturalism. It is worth noting that the term ‘partial competences’ 

has two meanings: (i) limited proficiency levels and (ii) limited 

skills/proficiency dimensions. Projecting this concept onto the 

self-assessment grid, the development of partial competences applies to 

both the vertical columns (communicative proficiency level) and the 

horizontal rows (dimensions of language use). For example, one may fully 

satisfy the criteria to be at a certain level in listening but may have achieved 

only part of a certain level in writing. Or one may be able to read in a certain 

language but not speak it very well.

2.3.4 Additional scales and descriptors

To say that the global scale and the self-assessment grid are the whole of 

the common reference levels would be erroneous. The scope of the 

common reference levels and the complexity of the CEFR extend wider with 

the range of additional scales and descriptors:

i. a scaled summary of five qualitative aspects of spoken language 

use, comprising range, accuracy, fluency, interaction, and 

coherence (Council of Europe 2001a: 28-9);

ii. an overview of external contexts of language use: domains, 

locations, institutions, persons, objects, events, operations, and 

texts (ibid.: 48);

iii. 33 illustrative scales of communicative language activities for 

oral production, written production, aural reception, visual 

reception, audio-visual reception, spoken interaction, written 

interaction, note-taking, and processing text (ibid.: 57-96) (note
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that the content of these illustrative scales is summarised in the 

self-assessment grid); 

iv. scales for productive strategies of planning, compensating, and 

monitoring/repair; receptive strategies of identifying cues and 

inferring; and interactive strategies of turntaking, co-operating, 

and asking for clarification (ibid.: 64-5, 72, 86-7); and 

V.  scaled descriptions of linguistic competence, including general 

linguistic range, vocabulary range, vocabulary control, 

grammatical accuracy, phonological control, orthographic control, 

sociolinguistic approphateness, flexibility, turntaking, thematic 

development, coherence and cohesion, spoken fluency, and 

prepositional precision (ibid.: 110-29).

While the CEFR identifies four communicative modes -  reception, 

production, interaction, and mediation -  it contains no scales for mediation.

These scales of descriptors were developed by the Swiss research project 

(1993-1996), which was undertaken as a follow-up to the 1991 Ruschlikon 

Symposium (cf. Appendix B of the CEFR; a short technical report is given in 

North & Schneider 1998; a comprehensive documentation of the 

methodology in North 2000; and a less technical discussion in North 2002). 

The Swiss Research project aimed to develop (i) a scaled descriptor bank 

for the CEFR levels, (ii) an overview of language learning achievement in 

Swiss educational sectors, and (iii) a prototype European Language 

Portfolio. The project was carried out in five phases: (i) intuitive phase, (ii) 

qualitative phase, (iii) quantitative phase, (iv) interpretation phase, and (v) 

replication phase. The project started with the development of descriptive 

scales in English. In the intuitive phase, a pool of classified, edited 

descriptors was created. Next, the qualitative phase analysed teachers
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discussing proficiency, and after that, 32 teacher workshops were devoted 

to sorting descriptors into categories and bands of proficiency. In the 

subsequent quantitative phase, teachers assessed representative learners 

on questionnaires made up of the descriptors to scale a ‘difficulty value’; 

teachers also assessed some of the learners’ performance on videos to 

identify the range of achievement in educational sectors in Switzerland. 

Then, the interpretation phase set ‘cut-points’ on the scale of descriptors to 

produce the common reference levels. Finally, the replication phase 

repeated the project for French and German to verify scale values.

General descriptions of proficiency dimensions are divided into a number of 

sub-dimensions, and then an illustrative scale is offered for each of these 

sub-dimensions. For example, ‘listening’ is sub-divided into four 

sub-dimensions: (i) understanding conversation between native speakers, (ii) 

listening as a member of a live audience, (iii) listening to announcements 

and instructions, and (iv) listening to audio media and recordings. The 

deschptors for (iii) listening to announcements and instructions at level B1 

are: ‘can understand simple technical information, such as operating 

instructions for everyday equipment’ and ‘can follow detailed directions’ 

(Council of Europe 2001a: 67).

Regarding the use of these scales, it is worth noting that the scales are 

multidimensional, and that the global scale, self-assessment grid, and 

illustrative scales of communicative language activities should be read, 

interpreted, and used along with the scales of language quality/linguistic 

competence and the scales for strategies (Little 2006). In sum, to be at one 

proficiency level means that the language user/learner can perform certain 

communicative tasks, employing certain strategies, with a certain minimum 

degree of success. The collective use of the scales is particularly important
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for assessment because assessment can only be regarded as complete 

when descriptors say not just what learners can do but also how well they 

can do it.

2.3.5 Sub-division of levels

In general, the common reference levels give ‘an adequate coverage of the 

learning space relevant to [...] language learners [...]’ (Council of Europe 

2001a: 23). But the CEFR divides levels into sub-levels where required: B1 

is sometimes divided into B1.1 and B1.2.

Although sub-dividing levels is recommended, research has only started to 

devise a systematic way of doing so. A recent attempt was made in the 

Swiss lEF Project (2002-2005) (Lenz 2005). Taking the CEFR as its basis, 

the lEF project refined the common reference levels by elaborating new 

descriptors for lower secondary learners, resulting in a bank of 

target-group-specific descriptors (A1.1 -  B2.1), self-assessment checklists, 

a bank of validated test tasks and assessment criteria, etc. The bank of new 

descriptors took shape in three phases:

i. collecting descriptors from written sources: ELPs, textbooks, 

tests, etc.

ii. validating and amending the descriptors in a series of teacher 

workshops: teachers decided on the relevance for learners and 

on suitability for assessment and complemented the collection of 

descriptors; and

iii. fine-tuning and selecting descriptors: rewrite descriptors to be 

non-ambiguous and accessible, add and select descriptors to
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cover the whole range of levels from A1.1 to B2.1, as well as to 

represent a wide range of skills and tasks. (Lenz 2005; Little 

2004b: 16-9)

In the end, a final selection of 330 descriptors was made, which was then 

used to compile self-assessment checklists for the new Swiss ELP for 

learners aged 11-15.

There seems, however, to be confusion arising from the labelling of these 

sub-levels. The 1994-5 Swiss National Science Research Council Survey 

suggests 'a scale of 9 more or less equally sized, coherent levels [...] This 

scale has steps between A2 ... and B1 ..., between B1 ... and 82 ..., and 

between 82 ... and C l ...' (Council of Europe 2001a: 31), The CEFR labels 

these additional levels A2+, 81+ and 82+ (see Figure 2-1) but never makes 

clear the relation between these 'plus levels’ and the self-assessment grid. 

Then on p. 32, the CEFR labels these ‘plus levels’ A2.2, 81.2 and 82.2, 

overlapping with the labels given to the levels developed in the Swiss lEF 

Project (Lenz 2005). It should be noted that the distinction the CEFR marks 

with the labels A2.1 and A2.2 is not necessarily the same distinction the 

Swiss lEF project is making when it uses the same labels.

It remains debatable to what extent a proficiency level may be sub-divided 

and if narrower levels are at all necessary. Even the labelling of these 

sub-levels is a rather trivial point. What would be more useful is the 

development of a rich bank of descriptors in a particular level or dimension 

of language use. In any case, users of the common reference levels should 

bear in mind that the overall summary of the six levels is only a summary 

description, not a detailed account of one particular level. Users should also 

take note that the common reference levels reflect upward progress, i.e..
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advancem ent in levels. This is only partial success in language learning. 

Equally important is the horizontal development, covering different domains 

and constraints of language use. As the CEFR reminds us:

One [...] needs to remember that levels only reflect a vertical dimension. 

They can take only limited account of the fact that learning a language is a 

matter of horizontal as well as vertical progress as learners acquire the 

proficiency to perform in a wider range of communicative activities. Progress 

is not merely a question of moving up a vertical scale. There is no particular 

logical requirement for a learner to pass through all the lower levels on a 

sub-scale. They may make lateral progress (from a neighbouring category) 

by broadening their performance capabilities rather than increasing their 

proficiency in terms of the same category. Conversely, the expression 

‘deepening one’s knowledge’ recognises that one may well feel the need at 

some point to underpin such pragmatic gains by having a look at ‘the basics’ 

(that is: lower level skills) in an area into which one has moved laterally. 

(Council of Europe 2001a: 17)

In line with this argument, John de Jong (2004) argues that potential 

language development follows two basic dimensions -  quantity and quality. 

‘Q uantity ’ refers to the number of domains, functions, notions, situations, 

locations, topics, and roles that a language user can deal with. ‘Q uality ’, on 

the other hand, is concerned with the degree to which language use is 

effective and efficient. Language proficiency levels are defined by a 

combination of quantity and quality. The relationship between these two 

dimensions is illustrated in Figure 2-2. De Jong also points out that the 

quantity  development is in fact multi-dimensional and quality can develop 

along each of the dimensions.
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Having said all that, although sub-dividing levels may not be absolutely 

necessary, by analysing each proficiency dimension into a number of 

sub-dimensions and offering an illustrative scale for each sub-dimension, 

the CEFR can capture the complexity, comprehensiveness, and richness of 

language use.

Quantity

Figure 2-2. Two dimensions of language development (de Jong 2004)

2.4 CEFR and language curricula 

2.4.1 Goal-setting

At the beginning of this chapter, I said that the CEFR is a reference tool for 

use in developing language curricula, language courses, learning materials 

and activities, and language tests and examinations. In short, the CEFR is 

designed to be used for planning, learning and teaching, and assessment. 

This is possible because the descriptors of the common reference levels are 

in phnciple equally applicable to all of these three areas. For example, the 

descriptor ‘can give or seek personal views and opinions in discussing
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topics of interest’ (B1, spoken interaction, informal discussion (with friends); 

Council of Europe 2001a: 77) can be used to specify a learning objective 

and design learning activities; it can then be used as a basis for elaborating 

assessment criteria. Using the same criteria for planning, teaching, and 

assessing language programmes and thus achieving an integration of these 

three areas in programme design is arguably the most innovative aspect of 

the CEFR (Little 2003: 132). While the Council of Europe’s earlier work on 

language curriculum design, particularly The Threshold Level, described 

learners’ competence as a behavioural repertoire, which may be translated 

into learning goals, it did little to specify how to measure the achievement of 

this repertoire (ibid.). Also, because the CEFR adopts an action-oriented 

approach, learning goals are defined in terms of communicative behaviour, 

which make them readily accessible to learners. Such a description of 

communicative behaviour invites learners to be actively involved in each 

stage of the learning process. It also prepares the way for the ELP.

As regards curriculum planning, the CEFR is by no means dogmatic. The 

CEFR reminds users to consider the learning purpose and context and then 

adapt the scaled descriptors accordingly. Caution should be exercised, 

though, as adaptation may result in the loss of validity of the descriptors, 

which were empirically researched.

2.4.2 L2 development

As illustrated in the Swiss Research project, the descriptors of the common 

reference levels are a careful compilation of teachers’ judgements on the 

relative difficulty of communicative tasks. Partly because a lot of the time, 

teachers derive much of their knowledge about levels of proficiency from the
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course books they use, the progression of levels from A1 to A2 to B1 is 

parallel to that of language textbooks (Little 2003). In other words, teachers’ 

judgements are inevitably to some extent a product of teaching culture. 

Intuitively though, it seems that A1, A2, B1 and to some extent B2 reflect 

natural progression, but just how closely do the common reference levels 

mirror the developmental processes and stages of second language 

acquisition? Devitt (2003: 117-8) proposes to examine how the scales 

match the stages of development in SLA so as to link SLA research findings 

to the CEFR. However, Little (2006) points out that the CEFR scales 

describe learning outcomes and do not claim to model progression in 

second language acquisition but rather ‘present a hierarchy of 

communicative tasks whose successful performance depends on underlying 

linguistic competence’ (Little 2005a: 323).

2.5 CEFR and language assessment

Another expansion of the earlier work of the Council of Europe illustrated in 

the CEFR is how it draws in the assessment dimension in language 

curriculum development. There are three main ways in which the CEFR may 

be used in relation to language assessment:

1. For the specification of the content of tests and examinations 

{what is assessed).

2. For stating the criteria to determine the attainment of a learning 

objective {how performance is interpreted).

3. For describing the levels of proficiency in existing tests and 

examinations thus enabling comparisons to be made across
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different systems of qualifications {how comparisons can be 

made). (Council of Europe 2001a: 178)

There exist numerous examinations for assessing language proficiency. 

Linking different examinations has proved difficult in that different 

examinations assess different things, and since many examinations 

consciously limit their scope to particular areas, each result can only be 

interpreted as the achievement and performance in that particular 

area/examination (North 2004: 78). To solve this problem, approaches to 

assessment have become more ‘standards-oriented’ (Gipps 1994; Messick 

1995). These standards are based on a student model, what Mislevy (1995: 

343) describes as ‘a simplified description of selected aspects of the infinite 

varieties of skills and knowledge that characterise real students’. 

Standards-oriented assessment includes two types of standards: (i) content 

standards -  the kinds of things a learner should know and be able to do, and 

(ii) performance standards -  the level of competence a learner should attain 

at a certain stage (Messick 1995:6). In developing and descnbing content 

and performance standards, the CEFR may be used to (i) specify the 

content and format of examinations, and (ii) state the standard to determine 

the attainment of a learning objective (Council of Europe 2003: 21).

2.5.1 Dutch CEFR Construct Project

Due to its robust descriptions of proficiency levels, the CEFR is increasingly 

referred to across Europe, and now there is an interest in exploring its 

potential value and efficiency in linking and comparing examinations. 

Experience has suggested that the CEFR in its present form may not 

provide sufficient theoretical and practical guidance to generate tasks to
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assess proficiency level. Most testing experts agree that the CEFR can only 

serve as a starting point. Therefore, the Dutch Ministry of Education funded 

a project (known as The Dutch CEFR Construct Project) to address the 

following research questions:

•  Do we have an instrument in the CEFR to help us construct 

reading and listening items and tests based on the CEFR?

•  Are the CEFR scales, together with the detailed description of 

language use contained in the document, sufficient to construct 

tests based on the CEFR?

•  If not, what is needed to develop such an instrument and what 

should the document be like? (Alderson et al. 2004: 2)

The methodology of the project involved gathering expert judgments on the 

validity of the CEFR for test construction, identifying what might be missing 

from the CEFR, developing a Frame of Analysis for reading and listening 

tests and specifications, and then applying Frames to a range of test 

specifications, guidelines for item writers, and sample test tasks at the six 

levels of the CEFR. The outcomes included a critical review of the CEFR, a 

set of compilations of CEFR scales and of test specifications at the different 

levels of the CEFR, and a series of frameworks or classification systems. 

These led to a web-based instrument called a Grid, which is based on the 

CEFR, to enable the characterisation of tests and items in relation to the 

CEFR.

By analysing the CEFR, The Dutch CEFR Construct Project found that the 

CEFR fails to provide sufficient guidance to item writers to develop tests at 

specific levels of the CEFR (Alderson et al, 2004: 21). Four major problems 

with the CEFR were identified (ibid.: 7-8):
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i. terminology: a variety of verbs are used to describe operations at 

each level. Often these verbs are used synonymously, such as in 

the case

7 can understand familiar names, words and very simple 

sentences, for example on notices and posters or in catalogues’ 

(Council of Europe 2001a: 26).

‘Can recognise familiar names, words and very basic phrases 

on simple notices in the most common everyday situations’ (Ibid.: 

70).

However, it is unclear if the two main verbs in the following 

should be distinguished:

‘Can find specific, predictable information in simple everyday 

material such as advertisements, prospectuses, menus, 

reference lists and timetables. ’

‘Can locate specific information in lists and isolate the 

information required (e.g. use the ‘Yellow Pages’ to find a service 

or tradesman). ’

ii. gaps: two elements missing from the CEFR are the Task: what 

learners have to do with the text, and Purpose: why learners are 

reading or listening to any given text in any particular setting.

Also absent from the CEFR is a discussion of test methods and 

the processing demands they create.

iii. inconsistencies: many formulations in the Can-Do statements 

are not consistent. For example, the operation recognise is only 

mentioned at the levels A1, B1 and C1 and not at the other levels; 

the use of a dictionary is only mentioned at B2 and C1. And then,
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at A1, ‘simple notices’ can be read but at A2, it’s ‘everyday 

notices’. No other references to 'notices’ after that are made, yet 

surely there are notices learners need to be B2 to understand, 

iv. lack of definition: many expressions used in the CEFR are 

undefined, such as the most common, everyday, familiar, 

concrete, predictable, straightforward, factual, complex, 

specialised, highly colloquial, short, long, etc.

Initially, the project team developed Frames of Analysis based on the CEFR, 

but because the Frames were based on the CEFR, the same problems 

identified in the CEFR applied to the Frames as well (Alderson et al. 2004: 

12). In an attempt to rectify these problems, revised frameworks of analysis 

were developed, which were then called The Grid. The Grid went beyond 

the CEFR in order to add dimensions thought to be necessary to 

characterise texts and tasks and was a means of describing an item or task 

at a given CEFR level. Therefore, the Grid had three columns: the 

dimension, the characteristic of the item by dimension, and the estimated 

level of that feature according to the CEFR. Again, the Grid was not 

completely without problems. To name a few, some dimensions were more 

objectively determined than others and some dimensions were very open. 

Also, for any given item and for any dimension across items, there were 

varying degrees of agreement among raters. Furthermore, there was no 

relationship between any of the Grid dimensions and CEFR levels, except 

for length of text in number of words. For these reasons, authors of the 

Dutch CEFR Construct Project proposed further work on the Grid (ibid.: 

19-22).

In January 2005, work began on the second phase of the Dutch CEFR 

Construct Project (Alderson et al. 2005). During this phase, revisions were
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carried out on items in the Grid, especially for listening tests. What 

transpired was a completely overhauled and more user-friendly Grid, 

available at www.ling.lanes,ac.uk/cefgrid. Explanatory text for the Grid was 

developed to explain to users its purpose and nature. This User Guide is 

available on the website. Also available online are the Sample, which shows 

how individual test tasks, texts and items have been analysed, and the 

Training Modules, which allow users to first analyse one or more test tasks 

on their own, and then to compare their analysis with that of experts who are 

fully familiar with the CEFR and the Grid,

Critics of the CEFR also include Weir, who argues that the CEFR lacks 

support for test writers in the following four areas;

•  the scales are premised on an incomplete and unevenly applied 

range of contextual variables/performance conditions (context 

validity);

•  little account is taken of the nature of cognitive processing at

different levels of ability (theory-based validity);

•  activities are seldom related to the quality of actual performance 

expected to complete them (scoring validity);

•  the wording for some of the descriptors is not consistent or

transparent enough in places for the development of tests. (Weir 

2005: 282)

Although Alderson et al, and Weir have found fault with the CEFR’s 

insufficient guidance for test writers, some would argue that the CEFR was 

never intended to generate specific test content. In either case, it would be 

desirable to treat the CEFR in its present form not as a guideline, but as a 

basis for specific designs of curricula and assessment. As Weir (2005: 298)
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puts it, the CEFR should not be ‘seen as a prescriptive device but rather a 

heuristic, which can be refined and developed by language testers to better 

meet their needs.’

Other than providing a basis for formal assessment, the CEFR also marks 

the importance of self-assessment with its self-assessment grid and 

checklists. Checklists included in the ELP are derived from the common 

reference levels of the CEFR and serve as criteria for learners to assess 

themselves, a point that will be elaborated later. They also help learners to 

identify learning targets and monitor their learning progress.

2.5.2 Age appropriacy

A point made in the previous section needs to be revisited here. It was said 

that the specifications of learning goals in terms of communicative 

behaviour makes them learner-friendly and readily accessible to learners. In 

theory, the behavioural definition of proficiency is accessible to learners of 

all ages. But in practice, ‘appropriate objectives for a particular stage of 

learning for a particular learner, or class of learner at a particular age, 

cannot necessarily be derived by a straightforward across-the-board 

reading of the scales proposed for each parameter’ (Council of Europe 

2001a: 132). The CEFR was originally developed for adolescent/adult 

learners by surveying learners from lower secondary, upper secondary, 

vocational, and adult education (Council of Europe 2001a: Appendix B). 

This prompts the question: how then do the common reference levels apply 

to younger learners? The Bergen ‘Can-do’ Project (Hasselgreen 2003; 

Hasselgreen 2005) attempted to answer this question. The project 'set out 

to produce material for use in an ELP-compatible assessment portfolio for
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lower secondary school language learners’ (Hasselgreen 2003: 7), and in 

doing so, to adapt the CEFR’s descriptors to fit the characteristics and 

needs of these learners while still preserving the CEFR’s integrity (Little 

2006).

The CEFR offers the self-assessment grid as ‘a draft for a self-assessment 

orientation tool based on the six levels’ that is ‘intended to help learners to 

profile their main language skills, and decide at which level they might look 

at a checklist of more detailed descriptors in order to self-assess their level 

of proficiency’ (Council of Europe 2001a: 25). For this reason, its companion 

piece, the ELP, contains a Language Biography to facilitate ‘the learner’s 

involvement in planning, reflecting upon and assessing his or her learning 

process and progress’ (Little & Perclova 2001: 1). According to the ELP 

Principles and Guidelines with added explanatory notes (version 1.0) 

(Council of Europe 2004), for an ELP to be validated, a self-assessment grid 

and checklists have to be included. In light of this, in a discussion paper 

prepared for the Council of Europe’s ELP Validation Committee, Little 

(2005b) argues for age-appropriate versions of the self-assessment grid, 

descriptors, and checklists. One main reason for doing this is that the 

self-assessment grid incorporates language use in the three domains for 

which the ‘Can do’ statements were compiled (Council of Europe 2001a: 

244-57): Social and tourist, Work, and Study. For primary and tower 

secondary level learners, little from the work and study domains has any 

personal relevance, while for many of them, statements from the social and 

tourist domain may be excluded entirely (Little 2005b: 2). Another reason 

involves the behavioural dimension of the higher levels and how valid these 

higher levels are for younger learners. The higher levels of the common 

reference levels imply ‘maturity, general educational achievement, and 

professional experience’ (Little 2006: 174). In other words, if the CEFR’s
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action-oriented approach is to be fully appreciated, a high level of genera! 

competence, such as education, experience, world knowledge, etc., as well 

as linguistic competence/communicative proficiency is needed to perform 

tasks specified particularly for B2, C1, and C2. In reality, the tasks specified 

for these three levels extend far beyond the scope of primary and lower 

secondary language learners (Little 2005b: 4). This implies that the levels 

and scales of the CEFR ‘can be adapted to the needs and circumstances of 

younger learners to a limited extent only’ (Little 2006: 174) and therefore 

there exists the need to develop age-appropriate descriptors 

self-assessment grid and descriptors for primary and lower secondary 

learners.

One way of resolving these two issues is to confine age-appropriate 

adaptation to the lower common reference levels and to specific domains. 

The English Language Proficiency Benchmarks for learners of English as a 

second language in primary and post-primary schools developed by 

Integrated Ireland Language and Training (IILT) are examples of this 

approach (IILT 2003a, IILT 2003b). Both sets of benchmarks® are based on 

the first three common reference levels (A1 -  B1), beginning with 'global 

benchmarks’ and followed by a number of grids that refer to themes in the 

primary curriculum and main subject areas of the post-primary curriculum. In 

helping younger learners to recognise and report their progress, Little 

(2005b: 5) identifies the possibility of sub-dividing the relevant levels (e.g., 

the Swiss lEF Project) and/or of developing enough descriptors to allow 

learners to report partial achievement in a particular level or dimension of 

language use (e.g., the Irish benchmarks/ELP project).

6 Downloadable from www.iilt.ie.
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To sum up the arguments so far, the CEFR adopts an action-oriented 

approach and defines L2 proficiency in behavioural terms, which are 

elaborated in scaled descriptors. These descriptors can be used as a basic 

reference in defining learning goals, selecting/developing learning materials 

and activities, and judging the success or otherwise of learning. The way the 

CEFR is structured and intended to be used has profound implications for 

the relation between pedagogy and assessment, which is made concrete in 

the ELP.

2.6 The European Language Portfolio

2.6.1 Origins

In addition to the elaboration of the CEFR, the Ruschlikon Symposium in 

1991 also conceived the idea of a European language portfolio (ELP) (see 

North 1992; Kohonen 1992b; Richterich & Schneider 1992; Scharer 1992), 

a document for language learners to record their individual learning 

experiences and to report language learning outcomes and achievements 

(Christ, Scharer, Debyser, & Dobson 1996), and a tool for mediating the 

CEFR. The ELP as a general concept was first introduced to the general 

public in 1997 (Council for Cultural Cooperation 1997). Subsequently, from 

1998 to 2000, a network of pilot projects was launched to work on the ELP in 

15 member states and three INGOs (Scharer 1999 & 2000; Shells 1999; 

Trim 1999), covering all educational levels -  primary, lower secondary, 

upper secondary, vocation, university, and adult -  and varying in size and 

scope (Little 2002: 183). It should be noted that there was, and still is no 

single version of the ELP as a unified ELP would not be suitable for all
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learner groups. The pilot projects simply explored what the ELP would look 

like in different domains of learning.

As a tool for implementing the CEFR, the ELP serves the general purpose of 

deepening mutual understanding among European citizens, respecting the 

diversity of cultures and ways of life, and protecting and promoting linguistic 

and cultural diversity. It provides ‘a format in which language learning and 

intercultural experiences of the most diverse kinds can be recorded and 

formally recognised’ (Council of Europe 2001a: 5). To facilitate mobility 

within Europe, it provides a clear description of language competence and 

qualifications based on a criterion-referenced system of proficiency 

descriptors (Council of Europe 2001a; North 1995; Scharer 1999).

2.6.2 Structure and functions of the ELP

While there is no single version of the ELP, all versions of the ELP have 

three obligatory components:

•  a Language Passport, which summarises the owner’s linguistic 

identity and language learning and intercultural experience, and 

allows the owner to assess his/her proficiency in different 

languages against the self-assessment grid. A standard 

presentation of the Passport is promoted by the Council of 

Europe for ELPs for adults so as to facilitate pan-European 

recognition and mobility;

•  a Language Biography, which helps the owner to set language 

learning targets, monitor learning progress, reflect upon and
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assess learning process and progress, and record important 

language learning and intercultural experiences;

•  a Dossier, which provides space for the owner to keep materials 

relevant to their learning and to illustrate linguistic achievements 

or intercultural experience recorded in the Passport or Biography. 

(See Council for Cultural Cooperation 2000; Little 2002; Little & 

Lazenby Simpson 2004)

With consistent and regular use of these three components, the ELP serves 

two complementary functions: reporting and pedagogic. The reporting 

function of the ELP is to document language proficiency and learning 

experience, either within or outside formal education, and to supplement 

formal qualifications. By relating communicative skills to the proficiency 

levels as defined in the CEFR, the ELP enables learners to inform others of 

their competence in a foreign language in a detailed and internationally 

comparable manner. The ELP was first valued because of its reporting 

function and possibly this aspect still appeals most to learners, language 

institutes, and potential employers. However, in language portfolio 

experiments, it quickly became evident that ‘in order to be useful as a 

reporting instrument, the ELP must first establish itself as an aid to language 

learning’ (Little 2002: 183). In other words, for its reporting function to be 

effective, the ELP must contain evidence of learning process or 

achievement; and in order to generate such evidence, there must be much 

focus on pedagogy. It is the pedagogic value of the ELP that drives its 

reporting function.

In its pedagogic function, the ELP seeks to make the learning process more 

transparent to learners (Kohonen 2000a, b, c; Kohonen & Pajukanta 2001), 

raise cultural awareness, develop learners’ capacity for reflection and
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self-assessment (Little & Lazenby Simpson 2004), and foster the 

development of learner autonomy (Little & Perclova 2001). The reporting 

and pedagogic functions are interdependent and ‘merge in the ongoing 

process of self-assessment that is fundamental to effective ELP use’ (Little 

2002: 182). Moreover, the ELP’s two functions echo earlier Council of 

Europe projects: the reporting function arises from concerns that lay behind 

the development of a unit/credit scheme for adult second/foreign language 

learning (e.g., Council for Cultural Cooperation 1979) while the pedagogic 

function reflects the Council of Europe’s commitment to cultural exchange, 

promotion of lifelong learning and learner autonomy (see Little 2002).

In addition, according to the ELP Principles and Guidelines (Council of 

Europe 2000; version with added explanatory notes: Council of Europe 

2004), the ELP is a tool to promote plurilingualism and pluriculturalism and 

is the property of the learner. From the pilot projects, it was found that the 

ELP should be used regularly in class and that teachers should explicitly 

devote as much time as possible to the pedagogic function of the ELP for it 

to take root. Little & Perclova (2001) discuss many ways of implementing 

this tripartite structure in the classroom. The rationale is that the ELP should 

not be used as an addition to but as the basis for class work. Unfortunately, 

this is not common practice.

2.6.3 ELP and learner autonomy

The Council of Europe’s modern language projects have always 

emphasized the importance of learner autonomy. In its pedagogic function, 

the ELP supports the development of learner autonomy. So how exactly 

does it do that?
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In Chapter 1, I discussed three pedagogical principles supporting the 

development of learner autonomy: learner empowerment, learner reflection, 

and appropriate target language use. Learner empowerment comes from 

involving learners in the learning process, enabling them to assume more 

responsibility and take more control, and ‘giving them ownership of learning 

objectives and the learning process’ (Little 2004c: 4). Learners’ motivation is 

often enhanced by being actively involved in the learning process. As Deci 

and Ryan (1985: 154) state, ‘When autonomy-oriented, people use 

available information to make choices and to regulate themselves in pursuit 

of self-selected goals. Whether intrinsically motivated or exthnsically 

motivated, behaviour based on choice is self-determined and emanates 

from the integrated sense of self that underlies the autonomy orientation.’ 

Learner reflection is another direct result of learner

empowerment/involvement, as one cannot assume explicit responsibility for 

anything without thinking about what one is doing (Little 2005c). Learner 

reflection has to do with setting learning goals, choosing learning activities 

and materials, and in particular, evaluating learning outcomes, for the status 

of autonomy is not complete until learners can assess themselves. 

Reflection is made possible largely through writing, for writing things down 

provides something to reflect on and also stimulates the development of 

new thoughts. Finally, appropriate target language use involves learners 

using the target language to plan, monitor, and evaluate the learning 

process as well as perform the communicative learning tasks. As Little 

(2005c: 1) states, ‘If learners are to develop a full communicative repertoire, 

they must have the opportunity to engage in a wide range of discourse roles, 

which brings us back to learner involvement: autonomy in language learning 

and autonomy in language use are two sides of the same coin.’

106



The ELP supports the development of learner autonomy by facilitating the 

implementation of these three principles. To begin with, the ELP challenges 

learners to take ownership of their own learning process. The Language 

Biography helps them to set learning targets, monitor learning progress, and 

assess learning process and outcomes. From the early stages of learning, 

learners assume an active role and decide for themselves the area(s) of the 

target language they wish to work on, the pace they will proceed at, and the 

criteria against which they will determine the success or otherwise of their 

learning. By doing all of these things, learners gradually build up enough 

skills and capacity to manage their learning and indeed themselves. 

Associated with learner reflection are the self-assessment checklists that 

support goal-setting and self-assessment in the Language Biography, and 

the self-assessment grid in the Language Passport. This is because 

checklists always need to be interpreted: 'How well can I do this?’, ‘How 

would I show that I can do this? Where, when, with whom, under what 

situational constraints?’ (see Little 2005c). In addition to encouraging 

learners to engage in reflective thinking, the checklists also provide learners 

with an inventory of tasks, which they can translate into learning objectives 

(Little 2004c), and thus establishing a clear link between pedagogy and 

assessment. The ELP also requires learners to use the target language 

throughout their learning process, whether it is to set learning objectives, 

reflect upon learning process, or assess learning outcomes. The 

presentation of the target language in the ELP can also help to promote the 

target language as medium for communication in the classroom, particularly 

when checklists are in the target language. Learners can draw on the 

checklists to talk about the target language and in doing so, develop 

essential metacognitive and metalinguistic skills.
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2.6.4 ELP and self-assessment

Self-assessment is an on-going process, fundamental to effective ELP use. 

At the core of self-assessment is reflection. It is not easy to become 

reflective about one’s own learning. As Little (1999c: 3) points out, students 

seem to face a hopeless undertaking when asked to assess their linguistic 

correctness: ‘How, after all, can learners assess themselves with any 

degree of accuracy unless they already possess the same degree of 

linguistic knowledge as the person who set the examination paper or 

devised the assessment task?’ However, referring back to the discussion in 

Chapter 1, all human beings have the capacity to know what they can and 

cannot do, and in general, have a better idea of what they can do and how 

well they can do it. More essentially, self-assessment in the ELP focuses on 

behaviour, i.e., what people can do with the language, in the first instance. 

The ELP adopts the functional ‘can do’ and ‘I can’ statements in its 

self-assessment grid and checklists. A note of caution with the 

self-assessment grid though: it is not fine-tuned for short-term assessment. 

Progression from one level to the next will be hard to detect within a 

semester or an academic year. What the grid does is to provide a broad 

overview of proficiency. The self-assessment checklists, on the other hand, 

break down one big task/skill into a number of smaller tasks/skills. Using 

these checklists for the purpose of self-assessment is innovative, because 

they are derived from empirically validated scales and objective calibration, 

which means that they are an objective scale for learners to draw on for 

goal-setting. This is not the same as learners setting their own criteria for 

success and then fulfilling them.

It should be noted that self-assessment in the ELP is not limited to 

assessing outcomes; it also plays an essential role in planning learning:
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What can i do already? How well can I do it? What other things do I 

want/need to be able to do? How are they related to what I can do already? 

etc.; and monitoring learning: Am I finding this part of my learning easy or 

difficult? Why? What could I do to improve my performance? etc. (Little 

2005c: 2).

In addition to supporting self-assessment, the ELP also has the potential to 

prevent learners from cheating or over-estimating themselves. In general, if 

the ELP and self-assessment techniques are used as intended, i.e., both in 

class and at home, teachers should have a fairly good idea of the levels 

learners are at. Discrepancies can be detected when comparing learners’ 

self-assessment and formal examination results. Also, the Dossier in the 

ELP can serve as ‘evidence’ of learners’ claims regarding their linguistic 

proficiency. In other words, learners are expected to support their 

self-assessment claims with some kind of proof. As long as learners can 

support their claim with relevant materials that illustrate their linguistic 

achievements, cheating or over-estimation shouldn’t be a serious problem. 

Another worry that the ELP responds to concerns the two types of 

assessment: summative and formative. Both types are found in the ELP’s 

approach to assessment: while learners engage in a type of summative 

assessment at the end of each learning phase (Language Passport), they 

engage in a type of formative assessment when setting learning goals and 

monitoring and evaluating learning progress (Language Biography). Be it 

summative or formative, learners need to draw on the same complex of 

knowledge, self-knowledge, and skills when they assess themselves, and 

the more learners engage in formative self-assessment, the better they 

should become at summative self-assessment (Little 2002: 186).
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2.6.5 Criticism of the ELP

While ELP research has generally yielded positive results, with the ELP Pilot 

Project (Scharer 2000) and the Consolidated Report (Scharer 2004) 

claiming positive effects on learning process and outcomes, the ELP has not 

entirely escaped criticism. In relation to the design of the ELP, the 

descriptors in the self-assessment grid and checklists have been criticised 

for being banal and hard to embody in the teaching/learning context. 

However, such critiques reflect a fundamental misunderstanding of the 

purpose and functions of the descriptors, which is essentially to serve as a 

common reference and basis for learning, teaching, and assessment. 

Teachers have criticised the time needed for implementation and the lack of 

training in its potential use (see Lenz 1999 & 2000; Scharer 2000). 

Regarding the time issue. Little & Perclova (2001: 25) respond by 

acknowledging the extra demands on the teachers’ time that the ELP will 

create; they argue that once the pedagogic function of the ELP takes root, 

learners will experience a reorientation that is beneficial to teachers.

Critics are also skeptical of the effectiveness of the ELP, questioning 

whether it truly supports the development of learner autonomy and 

language proficiency. With regard to the evaluation of the ELP in classroom 

research, Little (2002: 187) states: ‘the ELP is a tool that can be used well or 

badly, which means that empirical methods of evaluation cannot prove that 

the ELP is a good or bad thing in itself.’ The evaluation of the ELP can only 

be made in terms of 'the effectiveness of implementation’ (ibid.). In other 

words, one has to assess one’s approach to language learning/teaching 

before passing judgement on the ELP. This is because the ELP is 

developed according to the learning context, learning/teaching beliefs, etc. 

Judgements on an ELP model can only be made in terms of how effectively
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it serves its purposes. And indeed, the majority of problems and challenges 

arise from the implementation of the ELP. Critical examinations of how the 

ELP is used in the classroom can provide a more illuminating picture of the 

strengths and weaknesses of the ELP. For this reason, I do not find it all that 

meaningful to dwell on the criticisms of the ELP itself.

2.7 Conclusion

The CEFR and the ELP bring together all major concerns of the Council of 

Europe's modern language projects since the 1970s. Coinciding with the 

Council of Europe’s educational policies of learning/teaching languages for 

communicative purposes and promoting intercultural communication and 

plurilingualism, the CEFR is intended to be used as a reference tool in 

developing language curricula, language courses, learning materials and 

activities, and language tests and examinations. It uses an action-oriented 

approach to define language proficiency in behavioural terms, allowing for 

the same descriptors to be used to define learning goals, select/develop 

learning materials and activities, and assess learning outcomes. When 

adapted appropriately, these descriptors are accessible to learners of all 

ages. These two characteristics of the CEFR imply a reciprocal relation 

between pedagogy and assessment, which is made concrete in the ELP. 

That is to say, the CEFR provides a descriptive apparatus for specifying 

language learning goals and elaborating criteria for language assessment. 

The ELP is designed to mediate this via its three obligatory components and 

self-assessment checklists, keeping learning focused. When the ELP is 

used as intended, learners should develop the capacity for autonomy and 

skills for self-assessment, two crucial elements in successful and life-long 

language learning. The ELP also brings into interaction formative and
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summative assessment, challenging traditional formal language testing. 

Given that self-assessment is so fundamental to the ELP, it is indeed crucial 

that we develop a new assessment culture. Indeed, the CEFR provides a 

descriptive system to develop language curriculum and assessment. It 

brings assessment closer to learning and teaching with the ‘I can’ 

descriptors. Nevertheless, self-assessment will not be taken seriously until 

formal examinations adopt a similar ‘can-do’ statement (see Little 2005a: 

10).

Between them, the CEFR and the ELP pose a challenge to language 

learning and teaching in Europe as well as other places in the world. In the 

next chapter, I shall discuss the implications the CEFR and the ELP have for 

Taiwan’s third-level English language education. The applicability of the 

CEFR in a Taiwanese context will be explored and the approaches to 

adopting and adapting the CEFR discussed.
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Proficient
t.iser

C2 Cm understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can summarise 
information from different spoten and written sources, reconstructing 
a i lm e n ts  and accounts in a coherent presentation. Can express him/herself 
^K>ntaneously, very fiuentfy and precisely, differentiating finer shades of 
meaning even in more complex situations.

Cl Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise 
impUdt meaning. Can express him/herself fluently and spontatieously 
without much obvious searching for expressions. Cm  use language flexibly 
and effective^ for social, academic and professionai purposes. Can produce 
clear. weli«tructured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled 
use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

Independent
User

B2 Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and 
abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of 
specialisation. Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that 
makes regular interaction w th  natine speakers quite possible without strain 
for either par^. Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of sulgefts 
and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and 
disadvantages of various options.

B1 Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters 
regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal with most 
situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is 
spoken. Can prodiK:e simple connectasd text on topics which are familiar or of 
personal interest. Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes and 
ambitions and briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.

Basic
User

A2 Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of 
most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and fomily information, 
shopping, local geograpby, employment). Can communicate in simple and 
routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of information on 
fomiliar and routine matters. Can describe in simple terms aspects of his/her 
background, immediate environment and matters in areas of inmiediate 
need.

A1 Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases 
aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can introduce 
him/herself and others and can ask and answer questions about personal 
details such as where h^she lives, people he/she knows and things he.ishe 
has. Can interact in a simple way provided the other person talks slowly and 
clearly and is prepared to help.

Table 2-1. Common Reference Levels: global scale (Council of Europe 2001a: 24)
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A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 C2

u
N
D
E
R
S
T
A
N
D
1
N
G

Listen ing 1 can understand familiar 
words and very basic 
phrases concerning myseif, 
my family and immediate 
concrete surroundings when 
people speak slowly and 
clearly.

1 can understand phrases and the 
highest frequency vocabulary 
related to areas of most Immediate 
personal relevance (e.g. very 
basic personal and family 
information, shopping, local area, 
employment). 1 can catch the main 
point in short, clear, simple 
messages and announcements.

1 can understand the main points of 
clear standard speech on familiar 
matters regularly encountered in 
work, school, leisure, etc. 1 can 
understand the main point of many 
radio or TV programmes on current 
affairs or topics of personal or 
professional Interest when the 
delivery Is relatively slow and clear.

1 can understand extended speech 
and lectures and follow even 
complex lines of argument 
provided the topic is reasonably 
familiar. 1 can understand most TV 
news and current affairs 
programmes. 1 can understand the 
majority o f films In standard 
dialect.

1 can understand extended speech 
even when it is not cleariy 
structured and when relationships 
are only implied and not signalled 
explicitly. 1 can understand 
television programmes and films 
without too much effort.

1 have no difficulty In understanding any 
kind of spoken language, whether live or 
broadcast, even when delivered at fast 
native speed, provided. 1 have some 
time to get familiar with the accent.

Reading 1 can understand familiar 
names, words and very 
simple sentences, for 
example on notices and 
posters or in catalogues.

1 can read very short, simple texts 
1 can find specific, predictable 
information in simple everyday 
material such as advertisements, 
prospectuses, menus and 
timetables and 1 can understand 
short simple personal letters.

1 can understand texts that consist 
mainly o f high frequency everyday or 
job-related language. 1 can 
understand the description of events, 
feelings and wishes in personal 
letters.

1 can read articles and reports 
concerned with contemporary 
problems in which the writers 
adopt particular attitudes or 
viewpoints. 1 can understand 
contemporary literary prose.

1 can understand long and 
complex factual and literary texts, 
appreciating distinctions of style. 1 
can understand specialised 
articles and longer technical 
instructions, even when they do 
not relate to my field.

1 can read with ease virtually all forms of 
the written language, including abstract, 
structurally or linguistically complex texts 
such as manuals, specialised articles 
and literary works.

S
P
E
A
K
1

N
G

Spoken
Interaction

1 can interact in a simple way 
provided the other person is 
prepared to repeat or 
rephrase things at a slower 
rate of speech and help me 
formulate what I'm trying to 
say. 1 can ask and answer 
simple questions In areas of 
immediate need or on very 
familiar topics.

1 can communicate in simple and 
routine tasks requiring a simple 
and direct exchange of information 
on familiar topics and activities. 1 
can handle very short social 
exchanges, even though 1 can't 
usually understand enough to 
keep the conversation going 
myself.

1 can deal with most situations likely 
to arise whilst travelling In an area 
where the language is spoken. 1 can 
enter unprepared into conversation 
on topics that are familiar, o f personal 
Interest or pertinent to everyday life 
(e.g. family, hobbles, work, travel and 
current events).

1 can interact with a degree of 
fluency and spontaneity that 
makes regular Interaction with 
native speakers quite possible. 1 
can take an active part in 
discussion in fam iliar contexts, 
accounting for and sustaining my 
views.

1 can express myself fluently and 
spontaneously w ithout much 
obvious searching for expressions. 
1 can use language flexibly and 
effectively for social and 
professional purposes. 1 can 
formulate ideas and opinions with 
precision and relate my 
contribution skilfully to those of 
other speakers.

1 can take part effortlessly in any 
conversation or discussion and have a 
good familiarity with Idiomatic 
expressions and colloquialisms. 1 can 
express myself fluently and convey finer 
shades of meaning precisely. If 1 do 
have a problem 1 can backtrack and 
restructure around the difficulty so 
smoothly that other people are hardly 
aware of it.

Spoken
Production

1 can use simple phrases 
and sentences to describe 
where 1 live and people 1 
know.

1 can use a series of phrases and 
sentences to describe in simple 
terms my family and other people, 
living conditions, my educational 
background and my present or 
most recent job.

1 can connect phrases in a simple 
way in order to describe experiences 
and events, my dreams, hopes and 
ambitions. 1 can briefly give reasons 
and explanations for opinions and 
plans. 1 can narrate a story or relate 
the plot o f a book or film and describe 
my reactions.

1 can present clear, detailed 
descriptions on a wide range of 
subjects related to my field of 
interest 1 can explain a viewpoint 
on a topical issue giving the 
advantages and disadvantages of 
various options.

1 can present clear, detailed 
descriptions of complex subjects 
integrating sub-themes, 
developing particular points and 
rounding off with an appropriate 
conclusion

1 can present a clear, smoothly-flowing 
description or argument in a style 
appropriate to the context and with an 
effective logical structure which helps 
the recipient to notice and remember 
significant points.

W
R
1
T
1
N
G

W riting 1 can write a short, simple 
postcard, for example 
sending holiday greetings. 1 
can fill In forms with personal 
details, for example entering 
my name, nationality and 
address on a hotel 
registration form.

1 can write short, simple notes and 
messages. 1 can write a very 
simple personal letter, for example 
thanking someone for something.

1 can write simple connected text on 
topics which are familiar or of 
personal interest. 1 can write personal 
letters describing experiences and 
Impressions.

1 can write clear, detailed text on a 
wide range of subjects related to 
my interests. 1 can write an essay 
or report, passing on Information 
or giving reasons in support o f or 
against a particular point of view. 1 
can wnte letters highlighting the 
personal significance of events 
and experiences.

1 can express myself in clear, 
well-structured text, expressing 
points of view at some length. 1 
can write about complex subjects 
in a letter, an essay or a report, 
underilning what 1 consider to be 
the salient issues. 1 can select a 
style appropriate to the reader In 
mind.

1 can write clear, smoothly-flowing text in 
an appropriate style. 1 can write complex 
letters, reports or articles which present 
a case with an effective logical structure 
which helps the recipient to notice and 
remember significant points. 1 can write 
summaries and reviews of professional 
or literary works.

Table 2-2. Common Reference Levels: self-assessment grid (Council of Europe 2001a: 26-7)



Chapter 3. Using the CEFR in Taiwan’s 
third-level English language education

As described in the Introduction, problems with college level English 

language education arise from a lack of a common basis and specific 

curriculum guidelines. This chapter outlines how the Common European 

Framework (CEFR) may provide a solution to the problem,

3.1 English language education at college level in 
Taiwan

For the past decade, Taiwanese society has emphasised the development 

of proficiency in English in the hope of gaining more access to the global 

arena of international trade and commerce and coping with the demands 

accompanying internationalisation (Carey 1998; Thompson 2003). English 

is recognised as a ‘must’ for both social and economic reasons. Some view 

it as a tool, a career-related necessity, while others need it for academic 

pursuits abroad. Hence, learning English in Taiwan has become a trend as 

well as a business (Liu 2002). Krashen (2003) describes the phenomenon 

as ‘the English fever’ that grips the country.

The engagement with English -  in political, economic, and cultural arenas -  

has created a huge demand for English language programmes. However, 

despite the developments in EFL learning and teaching that have taken 

place countrywide, the outcome has been disappointing. The Educational 

Testing Service (ETS 2004a) recorded that in the period between July 2003 

and June 2004, Taiwanese students scored an average of 203 on the
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computerised TOEFL (the total score being 300), coming in sixth from last 

within Asia and twenty-sixth from last in the world. At a professional level, 

Taiwanese scored an average of 570 on TOEIC (the total score being 990) 

in 2004, placing Taiwan 17*̂  of the listed 23 nations (ETS 2005a). Such poor 

performance is a source of concern, not only for students themselves and 

their parents, but for the whole educational system as well, particularly at 

college level.

Although Taiwan’s Ministry of Education (MoE) is in charge of language 

education for the nation, the responsibility and pressure of preparing 

students for future careers and providing language training and education to 

students for global competitiveness fall most heavily at college level. This is 

exemplified by the increase in the number of applied foreign languages 

departments in various third-level institutions (Su 2004). An increase in 

demand for foreign language teachers also illustrates this point.^

In its support of English proficiency development, the MoE launched a 

nine-year joint curriculum (jiunian yiguan kecheng gangyao) in 1999 and 

revised it in 2003. In this nine-year joint curriculum, the learning/teaching 

goals of English language programmes at primary and lower secondary 

levels were specified.® Colleges, without a separate board outside of the 

MoE, are free to set their own language curricula and programmes. In 1993, 

the MoE required all first year college students to take a language course 

called either ‘Freshman English’ or ‘Freshman Foreign Language’ 

(Japanese, French, Spanish, German, etc.). Some colleges complement the 

language course with a language laboratory class. Perhaps due to lack of

 ̂ First overseas English teachers approved. Taipei Times (26 August 2003), p. 3, available: 
http;//wAAW.taipeitimes.com/New^s/taivi/an/archives/2003/08/26/2003065275.
® The nine-year joint curriculum and instruction web (in Chinese), available: 
http://teach.eje.edu.tw/9CC/index.php.
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resources and an increase in the autonomy of third-level institutions, the 

MoE stopped implementing this policy after a few years. However, most 

colleges still required their students to take either ‘Freshman English’ or 

'Freshman Foreign Language’. This requirement gave rise to two main 

problems. First, students who chose to take ‘Freshman English’, which may 

be complemented with a laboratory class, were exposed to up to five hours 

per week of instruction for one academic year of their four years of college. 

On the other hand, students who took ‘Freshman Foreign Language’ may 

not receive any English instruction at all in college. Second, less control was 

exercised over the learning process, which led to an ambiguity about the 

purpose for English language education at college level.

Alarmed by students’ poor proficiency level in English, colleges are now 

keen to examine the deficiencies and defects of the Freshman English 

programmes and to develop programmes that better meet the needs of 

students as well as future employers. In her study of Freshman English 

programmes in 17 universities in Taiwan, Huang (1998) measured the 

expectations of students and teachers with the practice of the programmes. 

She found that although most students appreciated the importance of 

English and agreed with the number of hours of instruction, the courses 

offered in most programmes had not been successful in motivating students 

to learn. Teachers also found it a challenge to teach these courses, 

particularly when it came to designing effective tests to assess students’ 

learning (ibid.).

A number of colleges have recently attempted to tackle the problems that 

arose from following the MoE’s language policy. First, to ensure that 

students continue to be exposed to formal instruction in English after 

secondary school, colleges are making it mandatory for students to take at
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least four hours of English in their first year, with an option to continue other 

English courses throughout their college years. Second, to give students a 

clear learning goal and to ensure the 'quality’ of the English proficiency of 

their graduates, colleges now require students to pass a certain level of a 

standardised English proficiency test upon graduation. The types of 

standardised English proficiency test commonly include TOEFL (PBT, CBT 

and iBT)®, lELTS, and GEPT (the General English Proficiency Test). The 

corresponding TOEFL scores for CEFR level B1 and C1 have been 

identified (Tannenbaum & Wylie 2005) while all nine bands in lELTS have 

been mapped onto the CEFR.^° Preliminary work was carried out by the 

Language Training & Testing Center (LTTC) in Taiwan to correlate the 

GEPT scale with the CEFR; the preliminary findings, however, did not 

escape controversy. The Fair Trade Commission (FTC) of Executive Yuan 

found the LTTC’s correlation to be misleading and inaccurate (FTC 2006: 

26-7). The LTTC carried out the second phase of empirical studies to 

validate and/or revise its findings. The final report was published in 2007 

(Wu & Wu 2007). Table 3-1 gives a detailed summary of the descriptors for 

CEFR B1 and the corresponding lELTS and GEPT levels; table 3-2 outlines 

the descriptors for CEFR B2 and the corresponding lELTS and GEPT 

levels.

Although reports claim to have correlated other standardised tests with the 

CEFR, the descriptors in each of these tests vary in detail. Compared with 

the CEFR, lELTS uses more negative language in describing learners’ 

language use (e.g., ‘cannot’, ‘fails’, ‘does not’, ‘insufficient’). Descriptors in 

lELTS often neglect the communicative context. For instance. Band 5 

Speaking states that the learner is ‘willing to speak at length’ but does not

9 As of 30 September 2006, TOEFL CBT is no longer offered but replaced with TOEFL iBT.
10 Relating lELTS scores to the Council o f Europe’s Common European Framework, 
available: http://www.britishcouncil.org/ielts-coe_flier.pdf.
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say speak what exactly. Even when it does specify the context or the text, it 

does so in a vague manner, using words such as ‘the task’ or ‘the letter’. 

lELTS also focuses heavily on the qualitative aspects of language use to the 

extent that descriptions of communicative tasks are outweighed by linguistic 

qualifiers. For example, following immediately after the description 

‘manages to talk about familiar and unfamiliar topics’ is ‘but uses vocabulary 

with limited flexibility; [...] produces basic sentence forms with reasonable 

accuracy; uses a limited range of more complex structures but these usually 

contain errors...’. The CEFR recognises the importance of the qualitative 

aspects of language use but illustrates them in a separate grid and scales 

(Council of Europe 2001a: 28-9 & 108-30) so that the self-assessment grid 

stays focused on communicative tasks.

GEPT, on the other hand, adopts the same ‘can do’ statements as the 

CEFR and specifies the communicative context and texts, e.g., ‘can read 

short essays, short stories, personal letters, advertisements, leaflets, 

brochures, and instruction manuals’ (Intermediate Reading); 'can 

understand conversations in social settings and grasp the general meaning 

of lectures, news reports, and TV/radio programmes (High-Intermediate 

Listening). However, the GEPT descriptors are circular, ambiguous, and at 

times over-simplified, points that will be elaborated in a later section.
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CEFR: B1 lELTS: 3.5 -4 .5 GEPT: In term ediate

Can understand the main points of clear standard input on 
familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, 
leisure, etc. Can deal with most situations likely to arise 
whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken. 
Can produce simple connected text on topics which are 
familiar or of personal interest. Can describe experiences 
and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and briefly give 
reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.

Ba
nd

 
3

Conveys and understands only general meaning in very familiar 
situations. Frequent breakdowns in communication occur.

An examinee who passes this level can use basic English 
to communicate about topics in daily life. His/her English 
ability is roughly equivalent to that of a high school 
graduate in Taiwan.

C
0)
O

Ba
nd

 
4 Basic competence is limited to familiar situations. Has frequent 

problems in understanding and expression. Is not able to use complex 
language.

O)
c

1 can understand the main points of clear standard speech 
on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, 
leisure, etc. 1 can understand the main point of many radio

An examinee who passes this level can understand 
general conversation in daily life situations and grasp the 
general meaning of public announcements, weather

or TV programmes on current affairs or topics of personal 
or professional interest when the delivery is relatively slow 
and clear.

no descriptors available forecasts, and advertisements. At work, he/she can 
understand simple product introductions and operating 
instructions. He/she can catch the general meaning of 
native English speakers' conversations and inquiries.

S
pe

a
ki

n
g

sp
ok

en
 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n

1 can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst 
travelling in an area where the language is spoken. 1 
can enter unprepared into conversation on topics that 
are familiar, of personal interest or pertinent to 
everyday life (e.g. family, hobbies, work, travel and 
current events).

Ba
nd

 
3

Speaks with long pauses: has limited ability to link simple sentences; 
gives only simple responses and is frequently unable to convey basic 
message; uses simple vocabulary to convey personal information: has 
insufficient vocabulary for less familiar topics: attempts basic sentence 
forms but with limited success, or relies on apparently memorised 
utterances: makes numerous errors except in memorised expressions.

An examinee who passes this level can use simple 
English to discuss or describe general daily life topics, 
introduce his/her daily life, work, family, and experiences, 
and state his/her outlook on general topics. At work, 
he/she can ask and answer basic questions and can carry 
on basic conversations with native English speakers in 
social settings.



Cannot respond without noticeable pauses and may speak slowly, with
c
o frequent repetition and selfcorrection: links basic sentences but with

o 1 can connect phrases in a simple way in order to repetitious use of simple connectives and some breakdowns in
3

~o
describe experiences and events, my dreams, hopes coherence; is able to talk about familiar topics but can only convey

g and ambitions. 1 can briefly give reasons and •o basic meaning on unfamiliar topics and makes frequent errors in word
a. explanations for opinions and plans. 1 can narrate a cns choice; rarely attempts paraphrase; produces basic sentence forms
u story or relate the plot of a book or film and describe OQ and some correct simple sentences but subordinate structures are
oQ_ my reactions. rare; errors are frequent and may lead to misunderstanding; produces
V) some acceptable features of English pronunciation but overall control 

is limited and there can be severe strain for the listener.

An examinee who passes this level can read short
o> 1 can understand texts that consist mainly of high essays, short stories, personal letters, advertisements.
"S frequency everyday or job-related language. 1 can

no descriptors available leaflets, brochures, and instruction manuals. At work,TO
03 understand the description of events, feelings and wishes he/she can read job-related information, company notices
X in personal letters. and operation manuals, as well as routine documents.

faxes, telegrams and e-mail messages.

Fails to address the task, which may have been completely
misunderstood; does not express a clear position; presents limited

W
ri

tin
g 1 can write simple connected text on topics which are 

familiar or of personal interest. 1 can write personal letters 
describing experiences and impressions. Ba

nd
 

3
ideas which may be largely undeveloped/irrelevant/repetitive; does not 
organise ideas logically; may use a very limited range of cohesive 
devices, and those used may not indicate a logical relationship 
between ideas; uses only a very limited range of words and 
expressions with very limited control of word formation and/or spelling;

An examinee who passes this level can write simple 
messages and narratives. He/she can write about things 
he/she has learned and use simple English to write about 
his/her own experiences or about topics with which he/she 
is familiar.errors may severely distort the message; attempts sentence forms but

errors in grammar and punctuation predominate and distort the
meaning.
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Attempts to address the task but does not cover all key features / bullet 
points; responds to the task only in a minimal way or the answer is 
tangential: the format may be inappropriate: (General Training) fails to 
clearly explain the purpose of the letter: the tone may be inappropriate: 
may confuse key features / bullet points with detail: presents a position 
but this is unclear: presents some main ideas but these are difficult to 
identify and may be repetitive, irrelevant or not well supported; 
presents information and ideas but these are not arranged coherently 

c  and there is no clear progression in the response: uses some basic 
cohesive devices but these may be inaccurate or repetitive: may not 
write in paragraphs or their use may be confusing: uses only basic 
vocabulary which may be used repetitively or which may be 
inappropriate for the task: has limited control of word formation and/or 
spelling: errors may cause strain for the reader: uses only a very 
limited range of structures with only rare use of subordinate clauses: 
some structures are accurate but errors predominate, and punctuation 
is often faulty.

T ab le  3 -1 . D e sc rip to rs  fo r B1 and  th e  co rre sp o n d in g  lE L T S  and  G E P T  le ve ls  (C E FR : C ounc il o f E u ro p e  2001a : 26; lE LTS :
w w w .ie lts .o rg /te a c h e rs a n d re s e a rc h e rs /s c o re p ro c e s s in g re p o rtin g in te rp re ta tio n /a rtic le 2 3 1  .aspx; G E P T : h ttp ://w w w .lttc .n tu .e d u .tw /E _ L T T C /g e p t_ e n g _ i.h tm )



CEFR:B2 lELTS: 5.0 - 6.0 GEPT: High-Intermediate
G

en
er

al

Can understand the mam ideas of complex text on both 
concrete and abstract topics, including technical 
discussions in his/her field of specialisation. Can interact 
with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes

Ba
nd

 
5 Has partial command of the language, coping with overall meaning in 

most situations, though is likely to make many mistakes. Should be 
able to handle basic communication in own field.

An examinee who passes this level has a generally 
effective command of English; he/she is able to handle a 
broader range of topics, and although he/she makes 
mistakes, these do not significantly hinder his/her ability to 
communicate. His/her English ability is roughly equivalent 
to that of a university graduate in Taiwan whose major 
was not English.

regular interaction with native speakers quite possible 
without strain for either party. Can produce clear, detailed 
text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint 
on a topical issue giving the advantages and 
disadvantages of various options Ba

nd
 

6 Has generally effective command of the language despite some 
inaccuracies, inappropriacies and misunderstandings. Can use and 
understand fairly complex language, particularly in familiar situations.

Li
st

en
in

g 1 can understand extended speech and lectures and follow 
even complex lines of argument provided the topic is 
reasonably familiar. 1 can understand most TV news and 
current affairs programmes. 1 can understand the majority 
of films in standard dialect.

no descriptors available

An examinee who passes this level can understand 
conversations in social settings and grasp the general 
meaning of lectures, news reports, and TV/radio 
programs. At work, he/she can understand brief reports, 
discussions, product introductions, and operating 
instructions.

S
pe

ak
in

g

sp
ok

en
 

in
te

ra
ct

io
n

1 can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity 
that makes regular interaction with native speakers 
quite possible. 1 can take an active part in discussion 
in familiar contexts, accounting for and sustaining my 
views.

Ba
nd

 
5

Usually maintains flow of speech but uses repetition, self-correction 
and/or slow speech to keep going; may over-use certain connectives 
and discourse markers; produces simple speech fluently, but more 
complex communication causes fluency problems; manages to talk 
about familiar and unfamiliar topics but uses vocabulary with limited 
flexibility; attempts to use paraphrase but with mixed success; 
produces basic sentence forms with reasonable accuracy; uses a 
limited range of more complex structures, but these usually contain 
errors and may cause some comprehension problems.

An examinee who passes this level can fluently express 
his/her opinion about issues he/she is interested in. At 
work, he^he can socialize with native English speakers: 
explain the contents of a task or project; conduct business 
transactions and participate in discussions; give brief 
reports or express his/her opinions in a meeting.
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sp
ok

en
 

p
ro

d
u

ct
io

n

1 can  p re se n t clear, de ta iled  descrip tions on a  w ide 
ran g e  of su b je c ts  related  to my field of interest. 1 can  
explain a  viewpoint on a  topical issu e  giving the  
a d v a n ta g e s  and  d isa d v a n ta g e s  of various options B

an
d 

6

Is willing to sp e a k  at length, though m ay  lo se  c o h e re n c e  a t tim es d u e  to 
o ccas io n a l repetition, selfcorrection o r hesitation; u s e s  a ran g e  of 
c o n n ec tiv es  and  d isc o u rse  m arkers but not alw ays appropriately; h a s  a 
w ide en o u g h  vocabulary  to d isc u ss  top ics at length and  m ak e  m eaning  
c lea r  in sp ite  of inappropriacies; generally  p a ra p h ra se s  successfu lly ; 
u s e s  a mix of sim ple and  com plex s tru c tu res, but with limited flexibility; 
m ay m ak e  freq u en t m istak es with com plex s tru c tu res, though  th e se  
rarely c a u s e  co m p reh en sio n  problem s; can  be  u n d ersto o d  th roughout, 
though  m ispronunciation  m ay occasionally  c a u s e  m om entary  strain  for 
th e  listener.

o > 1 can  read  articles and  repo rts  co n ce rn ed  with An e x a m in e e  w ho p a s s e s  th is level can  read  written
c contem porary  p rob lem s in which th e  w riters ado p t m e s s a g e s . Instruction m an u a ls , n e w sp a p e rs , and
03
O particular a ttitu d es or view points 1 can  u n d erstan d

I IU  U c b U i l f J l U i b  d V d l l c i U l c m a g a z in e s . At work, h e /sh e  can  read  g en e ra l d o cu m en ts .
q : con tem porary  literary prose. a b s tra c ts , m eeting  m inu tes, and reports.

G enerally  a d d re s s e s  th e  task; th e  form at m ay be  inappropriate  in
p laces ; (A cadem ic) reco u n ts  detail m echan ica lly  with no clear
overview; th e re  m ay be  no d a ta  to su p p o rt th e  descrip tion; (G enera l
T raining) m ay  p re se n t a  p u rp o se  for th e  letter th a t is u n c lea r a t tim es;
th e  to n e  m ay  be  variable and  so m e tim es inappropriate; p re se n ts , but
in ad eq u a te ly  covers, key fea tu res/bu lle t points; th e re  m ay  be  a

1 can  write clear, detailed  tex t on a  w ide ran g e  of su b jec ts ten d e n c y  to focu s on details; p re se n ts  inform ation with so m e

O ) related  to my in terests . 1 can  write an  e s s a y  or report, LO o rgan isa tion  but th e re  m ay be  a  lack of overall p rog ression ; m ak es An e x a m in e e  w ho p a s s e s  th is level can  write g en e ra l
c p ass in g  on information or giving re a s o n s  in support of or ■D in ad eq u a te , in accu ra te  or o ver-use  of co h esiv e  dev ices ; m ay be w ork-related  repo rts  an d  m e s s a g e s . In addition to top ics

'C ag a in s t a  particular point of view, 1 can  write letters
C
n> repetitive b e c a u s e  of lack of referencing and substitution; m ay not write re la ted  to daily life, h e /sh e  can  write ab o u t cu rren t e v e n ts

§ highlighting th e  perso n a l significance of e v e n ts  and tD in p a ra g ra p h s , or paragraph ing  m ay be  in ad eq u a te ; u se s  a  limited and  m o re  com plex  or a b s tra c t su b jec ts .
ex p e rien ces ran g e  of vocabu lary , but th is is minimally a d e q u a te  for th e  task; m ay

m ak e  n o ticeab le  e rro rs  in spelling an d /o r word form ation th a t m ay
c a u s e  so m e  difficulty for th e  reader; u s e s  only a  limited ran g e  of
stru c tu res; a ttem p ts com plex s e n te n c e s  but th e s e  ten d  to be  less
a c c u ra te  th an  sim ple se n te n c e s ; m ay  m ak e  freq u en t gram m atical
e rro rs  and  punctuation  m ay be faulty; e rro rs can  c a u s e  so m e  difficulty
for th e  reader.



Addresses the requirements of the task, although some parts may be
more fully covered than others; (Academic) presents an overview with
Infonnation appropriately selected; (General Training) presents a
purpose that is generally clear, there may be inconsistencies in tone;
presents and adequately highlights key features/bullet points but
details may be irrelevant, inappropriate or inaccurate; arranges

to information and ideas coherently and there is a clear overall
T3 progression; uses cohesive devices effectively, but cohesion writhin
Cre and/or betvireen sentences may be faulty or mechanical; may not
DD always use referencing clearly or appropriately; uses paragraphing, but 

not always logically; uses an adequate range of vocabulary for the 
task; attempts to use less common vocabulary but with some 
inaccuracy; makes some errors in spelling and/or word formation, but 
they do not impede communication; uses a mix of simple and complex 
sentence forms; makes some errors in grammar and punctuation but 
they rarely reduce communication.

Table 3-2. Descriptors for B2 and the corresponding lELTS and G EPT levels (CEFR: Council o f Europe 2001a: 27; lELTS:
wviW .ie lts.org/teachersandresearchers/scoreprocessingreportinginterpretation/artic le231 .aspx; GEPT: h ttp ://w w w .lttc.n tu .edu.tw /E_LTTC /gept_eng_h i.h tm )
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In general, few scale descriptors capture the complexity, 

comprehensiveness, and richness of language use as well as the CEFR nor 

are their descriptions of language use and communicative context as 

transparent as those laid out in the CEFR.

The various test scores required of Taiwan's college students and how 

these scores relate to the CEFR are shown in Table 3-3. Amongst all these 

standardised tests, the GEPT is gaining in popularity and more frequently 

referred to in Taiwan.

Standardised test Required score/level Corresponding CEFR level

Paper-based TOEFL (PBT) 500 - 550 B2

Internet-based TOEFL (iBT) 61 - 7 9 B2

lELTS 6.0 B2

GEPT Intermediate -  High Intermediate B1 - B 2

Table 3-3. Average English proficiency level required of college students in Taiwan in relation
to the CEFR

3.2 General English Proficiency Test

The General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) is a criterion-referenced test 

developed by the Language Training & Testing Center in Taiwan (LTTC). It 

was developed in 1999 in line with the MoE’s policies to promote life-long 

learning and to further encourage the study of English and intended for the 

general p u b lic .A cco rd in g  to the LTTC website, the aim of the GEPT is to 

‘provide a fair, valid, and reliable gauge for each level of ability in English’. 

The test is used by various government institutions and private enterprises

http://www.lttc.ntu.edu.tw/E_LTTC/gept_eng_main.htm.
http://www.lttc.ntu.edu.tw/E_LTTC/languagetesting.htm.
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as well as universities. For example, the Central Personnel Administration 

(CPA) of Executive Yuan recognises the GEPT as a criterion for the 

promotion of civil servants^^; National Taiwan University, National Cheng 

Kung University, National Sun Yat-sen University, etc. use this test as a 

means of determining the English abilities of their employees or as an 

admission, placement, or graduation requirement. To date, around 2.20 

million people in Taiwan have taken the GEPT.

The GEPT is divided into five levels: Elementary, Intermediate, 

High-Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior. The Intermediate Level of the 

LTTC GEPT was the first to be made available in 2000, followed by the 

Elementary and High-Intermediate Levels in 2001; the Advanced Level in 

2002, and the Superior Level in 2004. Each of the first four levels is 

administered in two stages: stage one includes listening and reading while 

stage two covers writing and speaking. Examinees must pass the first stage 

before proceeding onto the second. Upon passing both stages, a certificate 

of achievement is rewarded. The Elementary, Intermediate, and 

High-Intermediate levels are administered twice a year and the Advanced 

level once a year. The Superior level is an integrated test of all four skills, 

but it is only administered upon request of sponsoring schools or institutions 

and under appropriate conditions.

At each level, a general description of language behaviour is first given, 

which is then followed by a description of the target learner group. For 

example, the general description for the Intermediate level is:

Revised ‘checklists of grading criteria of civil service’s English examinations for promotion 
purposes (xiuzheng ‘gongwurenyuan yingyujiance shenren pingfen jifenbiaozhun 
duizhaobiao'), available:
http://www.cpa.gov.tw//cpa2004/mpappoint/download/MPOF95041302.xls.
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An examinee who passes this level can use basic English to communicate 

about topics in daily life. His/her English ability is roughly equivalent to that 

of a high school graduate in Taiwan.

The Intermediate level English ability is recommended for: administrative, 

marketing, and sales personnel; technicians; nurses; hotel reception 

personnel; switchboard operators; police officers; tourism industry workers.

After that, statements of language behaviour are given for four skills: 

listening, reading, writing, and speaking. The statements of language 

behaviour for reading at the Intermediate level are:

An examinee who passes this level can read short essays, short stories, 

personal letters, advertisements, leaflets, brochures, and instruction 

manuals. A t work, he/she can read job-related information, company notices 

and operation manuals, as well as routine documents, faxes, telegrams and 

e-mail messages.

For speaking:

An examinee who passes this level can use simple English to discuss or 

describe general daily life topics, introduce his/her daily life, work, family, 

and experiences, and state his/her outlook on general topics. At work, 

he/she can ask and answer basic questions and can carry on basic 

conversations with native English speakers in social settings.

Descriptions for each level are available online: 

www.lttc.ntu.edu.tw/E_LTTC/gept_eng_main.htm.
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As seen from the examples, the GEPT uses can-do statements to describe 

learners’ language behaviour in the four areas of communication and 

contextualises the language behaviour. However, the statements appear to 

be rather circular, rendering them problematic. This is particularly salient 

with the general description; it states that the Intermediate level is ‘roughly 

equivalent to that of a high school graduate in Taiwan’, but then high school 

students/graduates are targeted for this level. Under these conditions and 

constraints, how can one validate the claim of this level? Circularity also 

occurs when the general description states that passing the Intermediate 

level means that one can 'use basic English to communicative about topics 

in daily life’ and that this level is ‘roughly equivalent to that of a high school 

graduate in Taiwan’. These two statements appear to be saying the same 

thing, that this level is rather basic’, but in what context? Work, school, 

travel?

The GEPT is also ambiguous in its descriptions, due to the lack of 

transparency and context. Having equated Intermediate with ‘high school’ 

level, the descriptions do not go on to elaborate what a high school graduate 

is able to do using English. One needs to refer to the high school curriculum 

for any hope of understanding what it means to have ‘high school graduate 

level English’. This impairs the learner’s understanding of what it means to 

be at this level. For Intermediate Speaking, it states that ‘at work, [the 

learner] can ask and answer basic questions and can carry on basic 

conversations with native English speakers in social settings’, but there are 

additional constraints, such as time for preparation and familiarity of topic, 

that would affect the effectiveness or efficiency of communication. That the 

description is confined to ‘high school’ level is also problematic: surely 

someone with years of work experience can and will be required to perform
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certain communicative tasks that a recent high school graduate cannot and 

will not be asked to do.

The qualifiers in the descriptors are awkward as they do not necessary suit 

the level they are describing. For example, Intermediate Reading refers to 

short essays and short stories without mentioning the level of language 

involved, e.g., high-frequency, job-related. The word ‘short’, if used to mark 

the length of text, is a poor indicator of the level of difficulty. And even as a 

qualifier of length, ‘short’ is uninformative; after all, how short is a piece of 

string?

Another problem is that the context of each level seems rather confined to 

daily life and work at the expense of other domains and situations in which 

communication may take place. This leads to a concern about the scale’s 

comprehensiveness, which in turn poses the question of how valid the 

correlation of scales between the GEPT and the CEFR is. In the preliminary 

studies, correlation between these two scales was done via concurrent 

studies of test results rather than from test construct, so the correlation was 

only valid for Taiwanese students. Further work was done on correlation by 

referring to the Council of Europe’s Manual for relating language exams to 

the CEFR (Council of Europe 2003) (H-t. Cheung, personal communication, 

29 June 2006).

Different examination bodies use different techniques to link their exams to 

the CEFR. The Manual presents four inter-related sets of procedures for the 

design of a linking scheme: (I) familiarisation with the CEFR; (ii) specification 

of examination content; (iii) standardisation of judgements; and (iv) empirical 

validation through analysis of test data. Although not all examination bodies 

can undertake studies in all these four areas, the Manual strongly advises
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that these four techniques be followed so as to strengthen the claims of the 

linking of a qualification to the CEFR (Council of Europe 2003: 1-4).

A final point about the GEPT concerns the list of occupations for which each 

level is recommended. For the Intermediate level, the list includes 

administrative, marketing, and sales personnel, technicians, nurses, hotel 

reception personnel, switchboard operators, police officers, and tourism 

industry workers. The logic and consistency behind these choices are 

questionable; a tour industry worker or hotel reception personnel would 

probably need to have a pretty high level of proficiency whereas a 

technician (if working in a lab) would need much less.

If the GEPT is truly to be used as part of life-long learning for the general 

public, then the concerns raised above would have to be addressed.

3.3 Challenges in Taiwan’s third-level English language 
education

3.3.1 Exam-oriented approach

Changes in the college language curricula and programmes may signify 

colleges’ determination to improve and support the development of English 

proficiency in Taiwan. Sadly, despite their best efforts, colleges are still 

struggling to improve their students’ declining standard of English. A hidden 

danger in the changes lies in the continual reliance on exams. Taiwan has 

traditionally taken an exam-oriented approach to curriculum planning. 

Despite claims that a communicative approach is taking centre stage, tests
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often determine what is being taught/learnt and how it is being taught/learnt. 

Now that colleges require students to pass a certain test, exams could 

easily once again dictate the content of and approach to learning. The 

reliance on exams is also propelled by the fact that few colleges have a 

comprehensive language curriculum that specifies clearly the learning 

objectives and assessment criteria.

In the case of the GEPT, although the descriptions of each level have 

moved from specifications of lexical and grammatical items to statements of 

language behaviour, they are not a result of analysing either the objective or 

subjective needs of the target learner group. In addition, the descriptors for 

each level tend to be confined to a particular context or age group, rendering 

it less flexible and less comprehensive. Taking all of this into consideration, 

it seems that the GEPT serves mainly as a tool for placement rather than as 

a basis for developing language curricula or generating language activities.

3.3.2 Freshman English programmes and syllabuses

As to the effectiveness of Freshman English programmes in improving 

students’ communicative ability, experienced teachers have expressed 

dissatisfaction. One of the contributory factors is that Freshman English 

classes are often quite big (the average student number is 60) and of mixed 

proficiency levels (S. Li, personal communication, 12 July 2005). That most 

teachers of these programmes are from the English Departments (or in 

some universities, the Foreign Languages and Literature Department) and 

of a literature background does not help the situation. Huang’s (1998) study 

of the academic backgrounds of teachers from 18 Freshman English 

programmes found that an average of 44.9% had an academic background
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in literature, 23.1% in language teaching, 18.1% in linguistics, and 13.9% in 

other disciplines. Teachers outside the field of language teaching or 

linguistics are often unsure about teaching English. As a result, learning in 

these classes commonly becomes random. There are now more and more 

teachers with training in language teaching and applied linguistics, and 

there is also a greater awareness of the need for expertise in these areas, 

so the gap has somewhat narrowed but it is not yet filled.

Another deficiency contributing to the ineffectiveness of these programmes 

is the lack of a comprehensive language curriculum that gives clear 

guidelines for the specification of learning objectives and assessment 

criteria. This in turn leads to a less than comprehensive teaching syllabus. 

Table 3-4 illustrates a typical example of a syllabus for Freshman English (a 

course mandatory for all first-year students).

The course description and objective in the above syllabus are specified in 

general terms and do not provide detailed learning targets. They also show 

that teachers usually do not refer to proficiency scales nor do they make a 

link between the descriptors for a proficiency scale and the specification of 

learning objectives. This point is confirmed by a study carried out by Cheung 

et al. (Cheung, Su, Chou, & Chen 2004) on the establishment of a college 

English proficiency scale in Taiwan. The study reports that while most 

teachers are familiar with the GEPT or TOEFL, they remain oblivious to the 

various language proficiency scales (see Table 3-5). Being unfamiliar with 

the proficiency scales would naturally discourage teachers from referring to 

them when setting course objectives.

Example taken from: https://nol.ntu.edu.tw/noi/guest/index.php in November 2006.
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Course
Name FRESHMAN ENGLISH (WITH 1-HOUR AURAL TRAINING) (1)

S yllabus

Course
D escrip tion

The main focus of this course is to promote students’ English 
reading and listening skills to college level by introducing important 
reading and listening strategies. Students w/ill be encouraged to 
read and listen both actively and extensively. Besides the core 
textbooks, internet resources will provide most of the other reading 
and listening materials. There will be plenty of small/big group 
discussion in class.

Course
O bjective

Students are expected to master the key reading and listening 
strategies introduced in the course and to be able to respond 
actively to reading materials at the end of the term.

Course
Requirem ent

Regular attendance and class participation are essential. All 
assignments should be done on time.

References

Christopher Green, Creative Reading 3 (Oxford: Macmillan, 2005) 
Angela Blackwell and Therese Naber, Open Forum: Academic 
Listening and Speaking 2 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006) 
Internet resources (E.g. Time Magazine, The Guardian, CNN, BBC, 
Deutsche Welle, etc.)

Table 3-4. A syllabus for ‘Freshman English’

Proficiency
scale

Never heard 
of Heard of Somewhat

familiar Very familiar Total

Canadian
Language

Benchnnarks
2000

194
(74,33%)

42
(16.09%)

22
(8.43%)

3
(1,15%) 261

Common
European

Framework

192
(73.85%)

44
(16.92%)

22
(8,46%)

2
(0.77%) 260

ACTFL
Proficiency
Guideline

174
(66,16%)

40
(15.21%)

33
(12.55%)

16
(6,08%) 263

Table 3-5. Third-level teachers' familiarity with proficiency scales 
(taken and translated from Cheung et al. 2004: 7)

3.3.3 Learner autonomy

The MoE adopts life-long learning as one of its educational goals, and that 

includes the learning of English. This goal is taken up by third-level 

institutions as well. If colleges are serious about preparing students for 

future careers, developing students’ learning abilities is as important as 

increasing their professional knowledge and skills. This raises the issue of 

learner autonomy. Although Taiwanese students today have departed 

somewhat from the previous generation’s way of rote learning and
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teacher-dependence, they stilt face the challenge of managing their own 

learning. Teachers report that in language learning, students generally lack 

the ability to set realistic learning targets, identify or locate resources, or to 

reflect on their learning processes and assess their learning outcomes. As a 

result, students tend to rely on instructions from teachers or exam results. 

Autonomy is rarely fostered so not surprisingly, once they complete all the 

required English courses and pass the required level of a standardised 

proficiency test, most of them struggle to improve their communicative skills. 

Certainly when they finish college, if they do not resort to private language 

schools or English tutors, language learning either ceases or becomes 

random at best.

The challenges that Taiwan’s third-level English language education faces 

could be addressed on two levels: macro (i.e., language policy, curriculum 

development) and micro (i.e., teaching methodology, learner strategies, 

beliefs, etc). For many years, research focused almost exclusively on 

micro-level issues. Then, the MoE’s educational reform programmes and 

the subsequent nine-year joint curriculum started to turn attention to the 

macro-level. However, it is only in the last few years that concerns over 

language policies and curricula have been voiced. Experts in the field 

attribute the generally low Taiwanese proficiency in English to the lack of a 

national language education policy to integrate the language programmes at 

the four levels in the educational system, namely elementary, junior high, 

senior high, and college.^® Chao-ming Chen, Dean of The College of 

Foreign Languages and Literature, National Chengchi University, has been 

particularly vocal on this issue. To tackle the problems, Chen suggests that 

colleges in particular should devise a framework for English language

http://mis.vnu.edu.tw:8091/engproject/news_20031106.html.

135



programme development.^® Hin-tat Cheung of National Taiwan University 

has also been active in calling for a framework for Taiwan’s English 

language education. In collaboration with others, he attempted to establish 

criteria for measuring English proficiency (Cheung & Su 2003; Cheung et al. 

2004). Cheung later looked to the CEFR for possible solutions and 

discussed the feasibility of adopting the CEFR for Taiwan’s English 

language education (Cheung 2005).

3.4 Using the CEFR for Taiwan’s college English 

language programmes

As applied linguists in Taiwan have started to take note, the CEFR carries 

several implications for college English language education in Taiwan. As 

discussed in Chapter 2, the CEFR is a reference tool for use in developing 

language curricula, language courses, learning materials and activities, and 

language tests and examinations. In other words, the CEFR can be used as 

a basis for planning, teaching, and assessing language courses. Although 

the CEFR requires further elaboration to enable item writers to develop tests 

at specific levels (Alderson et al. 2004), it serves as a sufficient base for 

language programme development when adapted according to the needs 

and age of learners.

3.4.1 Approaches to adapting the CEFR

Scholars: To increase competitiveness, Taiwan needs a white paper on language policy 
(Xuezhe: Jiaqiang jingzhenli Taiwan xuyao yuyanzhengce baipishu), The Epoch Times (4 
July 2005), available: http://www.epochtimes.com.tw/bt/5/7/4/n974628.htm.
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There are three main approaches to developing scaled descriptors of 

language proficiency of the kind presented in the CEFR: intuitive, qualitative, 

and quantitative (Schneider & Lenz 2001: 49). A connbination of intuitive, 

qualitative, and quantitative approaches was used in the CEFR (Council of 

Europe 2001a: Appendix A and B). lILT adopted an intuitive approach to 

create the English language proficiency benchmarks for 

non-English-speaking pupils at primary and post-primary levels in Ireland 

(lILT 2003a, 2003b). It should be noted here that the ilLT’s intuitive 

approach was based on the CEFR’s partly empirically-researched scales. 

This is not the same as developing scales based purely on intuition.

Chapter 6 of The Guide for Developers of European Language Portfolios 

(Schneider & Lenz 2001; updated version Lenz & Schneider 2004a) 

explains howto select, develop, calibrate, and adapt descriptors for use in 

an ELP model. According to the Guide, because the global scale and the 

self-assessment grid deschbe a common standard across different 

education sectors, target languages, linguistic regions, and states, it should 

not be altered. Should an adapted Global scale or Grid be disseminated, a 

note should be made that it is not the original version. The Guide advises 

against changing the exact wording of the common reference levels unless 

for important reasons, such as catering for a specific learner group (e.g., 

younger learners). In this case, a thorough analysis and collaboration with 

experts are necessary for any reformulations of the descriptors.

As regards the adaptation of existing descriptors or checklists, it is deemed 

appropriate for a specific context or domain, a certain learner group, 

different purposes, or narrower levels (Schneider & Lenz 2001: 43; Lenz & 

Schneider 2004a: 9). To successfully adapt existing descriptors, one may:
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•  combine two or more descriptors;

•  divide descriptors in which more than one task or aspect is 

contained into two or more individual descriptors;

•  specify descriptors by indicating a context of use (e.g. ‘at my 

workplace ...’);

•  supplement a formulation by giving examples (‘I can ... e.g. in a 

restaurant’ / ‘I can ... e.g. through looking up words in a 

dictionary’, etc.);

•  simplify linguistically;

•  combine scaled descriptors with formulations, e.g. from curricula 

or other scales;

•  attribute descriptors to narrower levels;

•  add a scale with gradations like ‘very well’ / ‘well’ etc., or ‘I can do

this under normal circumstances’ / ‘I can do this easily’;

•  rearrange the descriptors and checklists. (Schneider & Lenz 

2001; 44; Lenz & Schneider 2004a: 10)

The Guide also indicates the potential sources that may be used to select 

and formulate descriptors (Schneider & Lenz 2001: 42-3; Lenz & Schneider 

2004a: 3). These include empirically scaled descriptors:

a) the Illustrative scales o f descriptors in the CEFR (Chapters 4 & 

5),

b) the Bank of descriptors for self-assessment in the ELPs (Lenz & 

Schneider 2004b),

c) the Swiss ELP for young people and adults,

d) the DIALANG scales in Appendix C of the CEFR,

e) the ALTE ‘Can Do’ statements in Appendix D of the CEFR,
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f) Appendices V and VI of the research report on the SNF project 

(Schneider & North 2000).

In any case, descriptors of language proficiency should meet the

requirements set out in the Guide (Council of Europe 2001a: 205-7;

Schneider & Lenz 2001:47; Lenz & Schneider 2004a: 13):

•  Positiveness - descriptors should be formulated using positive 

descriptions of what learners are able to do.

•  Definiteness - descriptors should describe concrete tasks 

and/or concrete degrees of skill in performing tasks:

descriptors should contain as little vagueness as possible; 

distinctions between steps on a scale should not be 

dependent on replacing a qualifier like ‘some’ or ‘a few' with 

‘many’ or ‘most’.

•  Clarity - deschptors should be transparent, not ‘jargon-ridden’. 

They should be written in simple syntax; they should be 

comprehensible without special introductions and usable without 

previous training.

•  Brevity - descriptors should be short, i.e. they should not span 

more than two or three lines.

•  Independence - the interpretation of descriptors must not be 

dependent on other descriptors at the same level, or on 

descriptions of neighbouring levels; they should allow for clear 

yes/no decisions.

3.4.2 Developing descriptors for use in colleges in Taiwan
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For the purpose of this study, an intuitive approach to adapting the CEFR 

has been used. Existing descriptors are adopted and adapted to meet the 

needs of Taiwanese college students in the four domains set out in the 

CEFR (Council of Europe 2001a: 48-9), Specifying the domains, the most 

immediate and perhaps foremost English needs of Taiwanese college 

students are within the educational domain. Students of all disciplines are at 

some point in their studies required to refer to English texts. These texts 

may be spoken (e.g., speeches, lectures, presentations, discussions, etc.) 

or written (books, magazines, newspapers, textbooks, papers, reports, 

notes, etc.). Some students may use English in the personal domain with 

English-speaking friends or in the public domain when travelling abroad. 

When considering students’ future needs, from as early as upon graduation 

to a good few years down the line, emphasis on the use of English in the 

educational domain (studying abroad) is accompanied by the occupational 

domain. With more and more companies, both local and foreign, seeking 

English-speaking employees in the bid for global competitiveness, students 

need to prepare themselves to perform their jobs not only in Chinese but 

also in English.

An analysis of college students’ needs makes it clear that English language 

education in colleges should place particular emphasis on language use in 

an educational context. In addition to the domains, students have different 

needs in the five dimensions of language use specified in the CEFR. In the 

immediate environment, reading is by far the most important skill to develop. 

The relative importance attached to listening, spoken interaction, spoken 

production, and writing depends largely on the context and future pursuits 

(e.g., going abroad for a postgraduate degree or working for a local 

company).
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To set realistic learning goals for students, their English proficiency level 

upon entering college should be determined. For this purpose, a 

questionnaire with the self-assessment grid was given to 12 experienced 

third-level English instructors in three colleges (see Appendix A). They were 

asked to determine, from their experience, what levels first-year students 

would usually be at in relation to the five dimensions of language use. These 

teachers’ evaluation was then compared with the levels claimed to be 

achieved by school leavers according to the second-level English language 

curriculum guidelines. It was determined that on average, first-year college 

students are A2 in Listening, B1 in Reading, A2 in Spoken Interaction, B1 in 

Spoken Production, and B1 in Writing. Such a finding is not uncommon, 

particularly within Asia, but it seems counter-intuitive; it also contradicts 

what SLA research claims, that development of receptive skills precedes 

productive skills. This being the case, if students’ listening skills are at A2 

level, their spoken interaction, spoken production, and writing skills would 

be A2 at best. Similarly, because learners in an interactive state (spoken 

interaction) can negotiate and establish a common mental context face to 

face, providing themselves with richer textual, contextual, linguistic, and 

paralinguistic cues, they should be able to perform better than when 

attempting to sustain communication on their own (spoken production). 

Another contradiction is in the relation between speech and writing. As 

writing and speaking deploy the same psycholinguistic mechanism, if one 

has not achieved a certain level of fluency in speech, it is highly unlikely that 

one’s writing skills can be fully developed.

One common explanation offered by language professionals in Taiwan (and 

indeed within Asia) of this unique profile of English proficiency is the 

Taiwanese teaching practice, where the communicative approach has only 

recently begun to replace the grammar-translation method that had
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predominated in language classrooms for years. Following the 

grammar-translation method, teaching and learning centre around reading 

and writing.

Another reason has to do with the learning environment. Taiwanese society 

is still relatively homogeneous and English is rarely encountered in daily life. 

Students are exposed to English first and foremost through the written 

medium, secondly through audio or audio-visual, and only occasionally 

through interaction.

However, a more likely explanation of this peculiar finding is that spontaneity 

was not taken into account. In other words, assessment of listening and 

reading skills is often done ‘on-line’, i.e., while students are in fact listening 

or reading. Evaluation of spoken production and writing skills, on the other 

hand, is done 'off-line’. Students’ spoken production is often the end-product 

of a carefully prepared and memorised script as their writing is a revised 

draft. Were assessment of spoken production and writing done on-line, i.e., 

requiring students to produce language on demand, the results would most 

likely be of a lower level.

Such being the case, and taking educational and occupational needs into 

consideration, the target level for college graduates is B2 (see Table 3-6).

Listening Reading Spoken
Interaction

Spoken
Production Writing

Present level A2 B1 A2 A2-B1 A2-B1

Target level B2 B2 82 B2 B2

Table 3-6. Comparison between college students’ present and target proficiency in English
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3.4.3 Descriptors and checklists

The descriptors developed in this thesis are adapted mainly from the 

illustrative scales in the CEFR, the Swiss ELP for young people and adults, 

and the DIALANG scales. 1 also referred to the Bank of descriptors for 

self-assessment in the ELPS (Lenz & Schneider 2004b), in particular 

European Language Portfolio for University Students (CERCLES 29.2002) 

and the Bergen Can Do Project (Hasselgreen 2003). Using these vanous 

sources, I developed ‘can-do’ descriptors for Listening, Reading, Spoken 

Interaction, Spoken Production, Writing, Strategies, and Language Quality. 

The self-assessment grid in the CEFR only includes the first five categones.

I included ‘strategies’ as ‘... they are tools for active, self-directed 

involvement, which is essential for developing communicative competence’ 

(Oxford 1990:1) (see also Canale & Swain 1980; Bialystok 1990). These 

strategies also contribute positively to language use. In addition to 

developing learners’ communicative competence, strategies can help them 

become better language learners. A study by O'Malley and Chamot (1990) 

also suggests that effective language learners are aware of the strategies 

they use and why they use them.

Descriptors for ‘Language Quality’ are taken from the scaled descriptors of 

communicative language competences in Chapter 5 of the CEFR. 

Communicative language competences are involved with the realisation of 

communicative intentions (Council of Europe 2001a: 108). While the scales 

in Chapter 4 of the CEFR describe what tasks learners can perform, the 

scales in Chapter 5 explain hew well learners can perform. Elaborating the 

scales of linguistic competence/language quality makes it possible to test 

how well learners are able to perform the communicative language activities 

This makes the assessment of learners’ proficiency level more accurate.
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In selecting and adapting the descriptors from these various sources, my 

main concern was how the context of language use relates to third-level 

learners’ immediate and future needs in the four domains of life as 

categorised in the CEFR (Council of Europe 2001a: 48-9); what 

communicative tasks they are most likely to encounter in those domains and 

context; and the degree of communicative language competence required 

for them to successfully carry out the tasks. Of the four domains, the most 

relevant one to college students’ immediate needs is ‘educational’; then they 

might come into interaction with English in the 'personal’ domain at home or 

with friends, or the ‘public’ domain if they travel abroad or encounter 

non-Chinese-speaking foreigners in Taiwan. As to their future needs, 

learners would be expected to communicate through English in all four 

domains at some stage. Third-level education bears the responsibility for 

preparing students particularly for situations arising in the ‘educational’ (for 

academic pursuits abroad) and ‘occupational’ contexts. In addition to the 

context and domains, students have different needs in the five dimensions 

of language use. In the immediate environment, reading is by far the most 

important skill to develop, taking into account the amount of ‘original texts’ 

students deal with as part of their coursework.^^ The relative importance of 

listening, spoken interaction, spoken production, and writing depends 

largely on the context and future pursuits (e.g., going abroad for a 

postgraduate degree or working for a local company).

So as to facilitate the development of a version of the ELP for Taiwanese 

college students, I turned the descriptors into goal-setting and 

self-assessment checklists by substituting 'can do’ with ‘I can’. The rationale 

for these checklists was discussed in the previous chapter. To recapitulate,

‘Original texts’ is a direct translation from what students call these types of materials, 
yuanwenshu, meaning literally ‘original language book’. In Taiwan, however, yuanwenshu 
commonly refers to ‘English textbooks’.
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goal-setting and self-assessrnent checklists encourage learners’ reflective 

thinking, help to develop their metacognitive and metalinguistic skills, and 

provide them with an inventory of tasks, which they can translate into 

learning goals.

The user-oriented descriptors and checklists are intended to be used by 

Taiwanese college students and teachers to

•  assess the proficiency level at the beginning of each course;

•  identify learning goals and objectives;

•  plan and monitor the learning process;

•  generate and select appropriate learning materials and tasks;

•  assess learning outcomes.

3.4.4 Developing an ELP for college students in Taiwan

To facilitate the adaptation of the CEFR and the implementation of the 

descriptors, I also devised a version of the ELP for use in Taiwanese 

colleges. As this study is concerned with the development of English 

proficiency, this version only accommodates English, and therefore is 

named the English Language Portfolio (abbreviated as the EP to avoid 

confusion with the ELP) (see Appendix B). At the moment, there are three 

validated models of the ELP for learners in higher education from CERCLES 

(accreditation no. 29.2002), the European Language Council (accreditation 

no. 35.2002), and Italy (accreditation no. 40.2003). The EP is modelled on 

the CERCLES version as the CERCLES version was designed on the three 

criteria that best suit the purpose of this study:
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•  the CERCLES ELP must be usable by third-level language 

learners at all proficiency levels, from beginners to advanced;

•  it must contain sufficient background information and explanation 

to stand on its own;

•  it must allow individual language centres to use it in a distinctive 

way without impairing its accreditation. (Little & Lazenby 

Simpson 2004)

The EP consists of three main sections: English Language Passport, 

English Language Biography, and Dossier, and begins with a brief 

introduction of what the EP is and what it aims to achieve. Attached as an 

appendix are the goal-setting and self-assessment checklists, which cover 

all six Common Reference Levels. The contents of the EP are presented in 

English with selected sections translated into Chinese. Each main section 

begins with an introduction, stating what the section entails, followed by 

concise guidelines covering its aims and objectives and how to best use and 

exploit the portfolio. In the English Language Passport, the self-assessment 

grid and tables are included to profile English proficiency, document prior 

English learning, summarise intercultural experiences, and record formal 

language qualifications, e.g., certificates and diplomas.

The English Language Biography aims to encourage reflective learning. The 

first part of the English Language Biography is concerned with the learner’s 

learning at present, whether inside or outside college, formally (e.g., 

attending classes) or informally (e.g., socialising with native speakers). This 

is where the learner writes down his/her current language learning targets, 

plans and monitors the learning approach and progress, and assesses the 

outcomes of learning. The introduction to this section reminds the learner to 

refer to the self-assessment grid and the goal-setting and self-assessment
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checklists to formulate precise and realistic learning targets. The second 

part of the English Language Biography allows the learner to record in detail 

his/her experience of learning and using English. This section concludes 

with a checklist of ‘learning to learn’, which focuses on different aspects of 

the language learning process, complementing the development of 

communicative language skills.

Finally, the Dossier is left entirely open for the learner to keep samples of 

his/her work in English as a record as well as in support of his/her claim of 

proficiency. The guidelines remind the learner to include different types of 

work and to update the Dossier regularly.

3.5 Complementing solutions

It should be noted that in addition to the introduction of the CEFR and the 

ELP, there are other remedies and strategies that might improve English 

language teaching in Taiwan. I propose providing continual teacher training 

and development as well as creating a more English-friendly environment in 

the state.

English teachers are at the forefront of developing Taiwan into a society 

proficient in using the English language. However, as Oladejo (2003) 

observes, some English language teachers in Taiwan are not 

communicatively proficient enough themselves. This is particularly the case 

in rural areas, given the unequal distribution of educational resources and 

learning opportunities. It is therefore important to support these teachers to 

further develop their English communication skills by offering regular
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language workshops and promoting collaboration between 

foreign/native-speaker teachers and local/Taiwanese teachers.

More opportunities should also be created to encourage and strengthen the 

use of English as a medium of instruction and communication amongst 

students and teachers in the classroom as well as outside formal instruction. 

This will help build a more English-friendly environment conducive to 

language learning. It is also important to promote extra-curricular activities 

using English. Extra-curricular activities such as student clubs, organising a 

newsletter group, organising a drama group or theatre guild, etc. are some 

ways to create an environment that allows students to enjoy themselves 

while immersing in the language. This is already done in several third-level 

institutes. For example, Shih-hsin University in Taipei has the 'English 

Corner’, an area on campus where students have access to English 

materials, have the chance to speak English outside of class, and interact 

with native speakers of English (often staff or exchange students).

3.6 Conclusion

There is no doubt that Taiwan is serious about improving its people’s 

English proficiency and that colleges and universities are investing a large 

amount of time, effort, and money to this end. However, because learners’ 

and teachers’ obsession with exams leads them to start with standardised 

tests when learning English, Taiwan has yet to rise to the challenge. In an 

attempt to rectify the situation, I turned to the CEFR for possible solutions. 

After discussing approaches to adopting and adapting the CEFR, I 

developed scaled descriptors of language proficiency suitable for college 

students in Taiwan. To facilitate the implementation of the descriptors, a
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version of the ELP, the English Portlblio, was devised. In the next chapter, I 

shall describe the implementation of this adapted framework and the EP.
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Chapter 4. Empirical research project: design 
and process

An empirical study was carried out between September 2005 and June 

2006 to determine the impact of the English Language Portfolio in a 

third-level institute in Taiwan. This chapter discusses the empirical process, 

the subjects, and the data collected.

4.1 Project overview

In summary, this project is a longitudinal study of how the introduction of the 

English Language Portfolio affected English language learning and teaching 

in a third-level institute in Taiwan.

4.1.1 Objective of study

In light of the forgoing discussion in Chapters 1-3, the objective of this 

research study was to discover how the English Language Portfolio (EP) 

would be used in third-level English language classes in Taiwan that had no 

prior experience with this type of approach to learning and to investigate the 

impact of this approach on the participants. The particular research 

objectives for the study were as follows:

1. How did the teachers and learners use the EP in class?

2. How did the teachers and learners respond to the approach 

implied in the EP?

3. What was the impact of the EP on the teachers and learners?
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4. Was the EP effective in supporting the development of learners’ 

autonomy?

4.1.2 Timescale

This project lasted for a period of 10 months, from September 2005 to June 

2006, which was a typical academic year for Taiwanese universities. The 

relevant data were collected over the year and completed in October 2006. 

The empirical findings documented here were statistically consolidated and 

analysed from January 2007 onwards.

4.1.3 Methods

I sought to investigate the use and impact of the EP in Taiwanese third-level 

English language classrooms by collecting quantitative longitudinal data 

embedded in a qualitative study. The study was mainly survey-based due to 

physical constraints: during the year of study, I was based in Dublin while 

the participants were in Taiwan. The teachers were the leaders of the 

project whereas I assumed the role of a coordinator. Using surveys was the 

most economically viable way of collecting large quantities of data from a 

large group of participants about a number of variables.

Surveys represent one of the most common types of quantitative, social 

science research. In survey research, the researcher selects a sample of 

respondents from a population and administers a standardised 

questionnaire to them. The questionnaire can be a written document that is 

completed by the person being surveyed, an online questionnaire, or the
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basis of a face-to-face or telephone interview. Surveys are useful in 

describing the characteristics of a large population. No other method of 

observation can provide this general capability. But survey research also 

makes it possible to collect data from a smaller population. According to 

Campbell and Katona (1953: 16), 'It is this capacity for wide application and 

broad coverage which gives the survey technique its great usefulness [...]’. 

In survey research, many questions can be asked about a given topic, 

lending considerable flexibility to the analysis, an element that is useful 

given that this year-long study could only be done once. Questions in survey 

research are also standardised, which enforces uniform definitions upon the 

participants. This makes measurements more precise, provided participants 

understand the definitions,. Hence, similar data can be collected from 

different groups and then interpreted comparatively between these groups.

4 .1.4 Limitations of survey research

Survey research is not without its limitations. For one thing, it tends to be 

strong on reliability and weak on validity. Reliability refers to the extent to 

which an experiment, test, instrument, or any measuring procedure yields 

the same result on repeated trials. This is important, for without the 

agreement of independent observers able to replicate research procedures, 

or the ability to use research tools and procedures that yield consistent 

measurements, researchers would not be able to satisfactorily draw 

conclusions, formulate theories, or make claims about the generalisability of 

their research. There are four key types of reliability: equivalence, stability, 

inter-rater, and internal consistency. Equivalence reliability is the extent to 

which two items measure identical concepts at a similar level of difficulty. 

This is determined by relating two sets of test scores to one another so as to
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highlight the degree of relationship or association. Stability reliability, also 

known as test-retest reliability, is the agreement of measuring instruments 

over time. Stability of a measure or test is determined by performing the 

same survey with the same respondents at different moments of time. 

Inter-rater reliability is the degree of agreement among individuals (coders 

or raters). Inter-rater reliability addresses the consistency of the 

implementation of a rating system. Internal consistency refers to the extent 

to which tests or procedures assess the same characteristic, skill or quality. 

It is a measure of the precision between the observers or of the measuring 

instruments used in a study. This type of reliability often helps researchers 

interpret data and predict the value of scores and the limits of the 

relationship among variables. Validity, on the other hand, refers to the 

degree to which a study accurately reflects or assesses what the researcher 

is attempting to measure. There are two types of validity: external and 

internal. Externa! validity refers to the extent to which the results of a study 

can be generalised or applied to another population or ‘the real world’ 

beyond the controlled setting of the research. Internal validity refers to: 1) 

how well the study is conducted (e.g., the study's design, the care taken to 

arrive at measurements, and decisions concerning what is and is not 

measured); 2) how confidently one can conclude that the change in the 

dependent variable is produced solely by the independent variable and not 

intervening, extraneous or confounding ones (Huitt 1998). The artificiality of 

the survey format puts a strain on validity. Surveys provide only verbal 

descriptions of what respondents say they do or how they feel about 

something. Responses are not always accurate descriptions of what the 

respondents actually do or rea//y feel about something as people’s reactions 

and real feelings are hard to grasp in terms of dichotomies such as 

‘agree/disagree’, ‘like/dislike’, ‘support/oppose’, etc.
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Secondly, because survey research relies on the standardisation of 

questions, it limits the range of questions that can be asked, as they need to 

be general enough to apply to all respondents. This introduces the 

possibility that what is a more appropriate question to a certain group of 

respondents might be missing from the overall survey. The generalisation 

and standardisation of survey questions also mean that survey research can 

seldom deal with a variety of contexts within the same questionnaire. And 

finally, this type of research relies on responses, and so the researcher 

needs to ensure that a large enough proportion of participants in the survey 

will reply.

4.1.5 Overcoming these limitations

In anticipation of the limitations concerning validity, I took the following 

precautions:

1. Questionnaires included a mixture/combination of closed and 

open questions.

2. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a select sample 

group so as to give the participants the opportunity to explain and 

elaborate their responses in the written surveys.

As regards external validity, I do not attempt to generalise the findings. The 

scope of analysis and findings are limited to a particular group of teachers 

and learners. In relation to internal validity, should there be any change in 

teachers or learners, I only claim that the EP may have been one of the 

contributing factors.
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Even though survey research relies on responses, no single response rate 

is considered a standard (Fink 1995, Fowler 1993). For some surveys, a 

response rate of 90% is desired while in others, 65% is deemed adequate. 

In a bid to receive higher response rates from the teachers, I personally 

contacted them whenever a questionnaire needed to be filled out and sent 

reminders by e-mail to non-respondents. To promote higher response rates 

from the learners, to whom I had very little access during the year, I relied on 

the teachers to administer the questionnaires and follow up on 

non-respondents. I also tried my best to ensure that the questionnaires were 

as easy as possible to complete.

4.2 Participants 

4.2.1 Selection

Participation in this study was voluntary. To select the participants, I first 

began by looking for third-level institutes in Taiwan that were willing to 

participate. In February 2005, I sent e-mails summarising the project 

objectives and requirements of participants to my former colleagues and 

heads of English Departments around the country. 11 teachers in three 

different universities responded, expressing their interest in participating. 

However, after a more detailed disclosure of what the project would entail 

and its implications for course structure and teaching approach, five 

teachers decided to drop out, leaving me with six teachers in two different 

universities. Then, because there was only one teacher from one of the 

universities, which was located in a different city, and because this teacher 

had a rather small class, I decided to exclude her and her class from this
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study. This brought the number of teacher participants down to five, all in the 

same university. Unfortunately, just before the project commenced, one of 

the five teachers took a leave of absence from college due to illness in the 

family. In the end, four teachers from the same college/department 

participated in this project. With them came learners from five different 

classes. The follov\/ing is a general description of these participants. A more 

detailed profile will be provided in Chapters 5 and 6.

4.2.2 The third-level institute

All the participants came from the same third-level institute, which is a 

national co-educational university located in Taipei City, Taiwan. It is a top 

ranking university and requires one of the highest entrance examination 

scores for admission. This implies that while the students in the university 

came from various backgrounds, they had obtained a similar level of 

academic achievement upon admission.

4.2.3 The teachers and their courses

The four teacher participants all came from the English Department. Two of 

them taught a first-year general English course, ‘Freshman English’; another 

taught two first-year English speaking courses, ‘Oral Training I’, and the 

remaining one taught a second-year English writing course, 'Composition H’. 

All of these courses were compulsory for the students enrolled in the class. 

Table 4-1 summarises the goals and function of these courses in the overall 

college curriculum.
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Of the four teachers, three of them had a previous work relationship with me. 

Although that was one of the reasons they were wilting to participate in this 

fairly demanding project, their main motivation came from their interest in 

language teaching and their frustration with some aspects of the courses 

they were teaching and the general design and implementation of English 

language programmes in Taiwan. Like irie, they were seeking ways to 

improve matters. As for the one teacher that I did not know prior to the study, 

her willingness to participate stemmed from a slight unease with teaching a 

language course without a linguistic or EFL background. She was intrigued 

by the project proposal, interested to see if the ELP and the project would 

give her further insights into English language teaching.

4.2.4 The learners

A total of 132 learners from five classes were involved in this study. All the 

learners were in unstreamed classes (no streaming by gender, ability, age). 

There were 50 and 46 learners in each of the two ‘Freshman English’ 

courses; 4 and 12 learners in each of the two 'Oral Training I’ courses; and 

20 learners in the 'Composition IT course. The initial number of learners in 

each class is set out in Table 4-2. Note that the number of participants 

mentioned here refers to the initial number of registered students in the 

participating classes and not the actual number of data samples. Only those 

who remained in the same class for the whole year and contributed in a 

sufficient way to the data collection were selected for analysis in Chapters 6 

and 7.
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Course
No. of 

teachers

No. Of 

classes

Skill

area

Goals & Function of course in the college 

curriculum

Freshman
English

2 2 general
English

•  to promote students' English reading and 
listening skills to college level by 
introducing important strategies although 
practice in the other two basic skills 
(speaking and writing) will also be included

•  to encourage students to read and listen 
both actively and extensively, and enlarge 
their vocabulary. There will be plenty of 
group discussion in class

Oral 
Training 1 1 2 speaking

•  to enhance each student's communicative 
competence in English. Each course builds 
upon the grammatical and lexical 
competencies the students have already 
obtained in secondary school

•  to foster fluency in English by introducing 
some aspects of communicative 
competence, such as: sociolinguistic 
competence, discourse competence and 
strategic competence

•  to adopt a situational/functional-notional 
approach to learning, requiring students to 
interact in small group discussions and 
activities

•  to focus on the essential fundamentals of 
correctly spoken English, such as 
pronunciation, stress, rhythm, and 
intonation

Composition
II 1 1 writing

•  to review grammar and sentence structures
•  to write essays in various rhetorical modes 

(process, causation, definition, illustration, 
argumentation, etc.)

•  to write one 'm in i' research paper (five to 
eight pages in length using three to five 
citations) to prepare students for future 
academic writing

Table 4-1. Overview of participating classes (summarised from the College curriculum)

C ourse N um ber o f learners

Freshman English 50

Freshman English 46

Oral Training 1 4

Oral Training 1 12

Composition II 20

Total 132

Table 4-2. Initial number of learners in each of the participating classes
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4 .2.5 Consent from participants

The procedure for gaining informed consent from participants was as 

follows (see Appendix I):

1. A consent form for the participants involved in this research 

project was sent for the approval of each participant at the 

beginning of the year.

2. It was made clear during my visits to the EP classes that 

participating in this research would not affect the performance 

appraisal of learners.

3. Participants had a week to study the form and raise any issues 

they had about the form.

4. The signed forms were returned to teachers after a week, and 

then to the researcher at the end of the year (this was so 

newcomers could give their consent in a timely manner as well).

5. Interviewed participants gave additional oral consent at the end of 

the interviews.

4.2.6 Protection of participants’ rights

In order to protect the rights of participants, the follow measures were taken:

1. Prior to the commencement of the project, meetings were held

with teachers and visits were made to the classes so that the 

researcher could give details of the study to the participants. They 

had an opportunity to ask questions during the meetings and 

visits.
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2. All participants were asked to sign an informed consent form (see 

Appendix I). They were allowed to select appropriate times to be 

interviewed. Interviews were scheduled within the normal college 

terms.

3. Confidentiality was guaranteed. Each participant’s name was 

replaced with a pseudonym.

4. Participation in the research did not affect the participants’ work 

appraisal.

5. I provided considerable support to teachers involved in the project: 

I was available via e-mail at all times and held two personal 

meetings with teachers over the year to discuss any concerns 

they had regarding the conduct of the project.

6. The participants were informed that they could withdraw from the 

project at any time.

4.3 Overview of data elicitation instruments

Data was collected from both teacher and learner participants. With the 

exception of the English Language Portfolio and the Learning 

Self-Regulation Questionnaire, all the data-eliciting instruments were 

adapted from the CLCS ‘Learner Autonomy Project’ (LAP), (project 

conducted in the CLCS, 1997-2001), in which an ELP model for learners in 

post-primary Irish education was developed (‘LAP ELP’, accredited as 

model 10.2001 Authentik 2001) (documented in Little et al. 2002; Ushioda 

and Ridley 2002). Using instruments from previous studies solved the 

logistic difficulty of having to pilot the questionnaires myself while I was in 

Dublin and the participants in Taipei. There was no need for piloting as this
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was already aone in the original studies. The CLCS LAP had two 

complementary aims (Little et al, 2002: 1):

1. to stimulate pedagogical experimentation in a number of 

second-level French and German classrooms (this was later 

expanded to include all languages taught as foreign or second 

languages in Ireland)

2. to use various empinca! means to explore the impact of this 

experimentation on teachers and learners

Because of the similarities between the LAP aims and the objectives of this 

study, it was appropriate to adapt the questionnaires used to evaluate the 

LAP ELP. It should also be noted that all data elicitation instruments were 

presented in English (learner participants’ second language), though some 

learner interviews were conducted in Chinese (their first language). The 

following is a summary description of each instrument I used.

4.3.1 Teacher data: monthly teacher evaluation reports 

(electronic form)

The monthly reports followed a semi-structured format with open-ended 

questions (see Appendix C). Teachers were e-mailed a copy of this report 

and asked to fill out the same evaluation report at the end of every month 

during term. On the first occasion, the monthly report contained a section on 

information regarding the course in which the EP was used, such as 

teacher’s name, class that used the EP, class year, English proficiency level 

of learners (in generic terms; ‘lower’, ‘upper’, and ‘mixed’), number of 

lessons per week, duration of each lesson, number of learners, and weekly
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class timetable. Unless changes occurred, it was not necessary for them to 

fill out this section again in subsequent months.

The main section of the report related to teachers’ experience with the EP 

that month. There were nine open-ended questions under these headings:

1. Please give a detailed account of what you did with your class this 

month in relation to the EP.

2. Please describe how you think this helped your learners to

♦ plan and organise their learning

♦ monitor and evaluate their learning

♦ think about the target language

♦ think about problems in learning

3. How well did things work for you this month? Please give 

examples.

4. What problems, if any, did you experience?

5. What problems, if any, did your learners experience?

6. Additional comments or reflection

These questions were designed in an attempt to obtain a description of what 

went on in the classroom each month and how the use of the EP affected 

teaching and learning. They were also worded the way they were to remind 

teachers of the particular aspects of the EP to emphasise (planning, 

monitoring, and reflecting in the learning process).

4.3.2 Teacher data: end-of-year reflections (electronic form)
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At the end of the year, teachers were e-mailed and asked to complete a 

report reflecting on their experience with the EP over the year (see 

Appendix D). Like the monthly reports, this research instrument adopted a 

semi-structured format to help teachers stay focussed on the questions 

pertaining to my study. The form contains two main sections similar to the 

first monthly report. The first section contained demographic information on 

teachers and the EP course: name of teacher, teacher’s academic 

background, teaching experience, brief description of teaching beliefs, 

approach to teaching grammar, the EP course title, class year, learners’ 

proficiency level, number of lessons per week, duration of each lesson, and 

number of learners.

The second section consisted of 18 open-ended questions as follows:

1. What differences has working with the EP made to you as a

teacher in relation to

♦ planning (course, lessons) and time management?

♦ classroom management (organising activities, groups, etc.)?

♦ your personal view of the learning process?

♦ your view of how your learners are progressing in developing 

their 1.2 proficiency?

2. What differences has working with the EP made to vour learners

in relation to

♦ interest, motivation, attitudes to learning?

♦ development of skills in self-management (planning, 

monitoring, evaluating learning)?

♦ development of L2 proficiency (overall proficiency levels, focus 

on particular skills)?



3. Has participating in this project given you any insight to your 

teaching? What do you think you gained from your participation in 

this project? What has been particularly helpful or less helpful?

4. What were your own feelings in relation to

♦ the learning questionnaire surveys?

♦ the EP questionnaire surveys?

♦ the teacher monthly reports?

5. What were your class’s feelings in relation to

♦ the learning questionnaire surveys?

♦ the EP questionnaire surveys?

6. What type of support actions do you think are needed for the 

successful adoption of the EP in Taiwan’s college/universities?

7. What particular difficulties did you experience this year? What 

challenges did you successfully overcome and how?

8. On the basis of your experience with using the EP so far, do you 

think the model for learners in Taiwanese college education can 

be improved in any way? If so, how?

9. Would you do anything differently in relation to what you did this 

year, were you to use the EP again in a class like the one(s) that 

participated in this project?

10. What advice would you give to language teachers that have not 

yet used the EP?

11. Further comments.

This report aimed at gaining insight into the ways the use of the EP in class 

impacted on teachers and, through the teachers’ perspective, on learners.
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4.3.3 Teacher data: semi-structured end-of-year interviews

As teachers tended to give brief, summary responses in the reports, a 

face-to-face interview with each of them was conducted at the end of the 

year to follow up on the responses in the reports and to give them an 

opportunity to supplement and qualify their comments. The interviews did 

not follow a specific format, but an agenda with a list of possible questions 

was given to teachers a week before the interview (see Appendix E). Any 

questions regarding the agenda were addressed during this period either in 

person or via e-mail. Teachers were reminded that the interview agenda 

was only a guide and any additional comments were welcomed. Teachers 

also had the choice to have the interview done in either English or Chinese 

or a mix of both. The interviews were recorded, after which I made notes 

and extracted information from the notes to supplement teachers’ 

questionnaire responses.

The agenda is presented under heading categories below;

EP Teacher Interview

1. Interview introduction: questions given to teachers a week in 

advance

2. Teachers read through the questions and ask for clarification if 

needed

3. Interview takes place a week later

Interview (30-40 minutes)

Greeting: Teacher introduces him/herself (name, course using EP,

student group, ability level)

Main interview

1. Use of the EP in class: reception, methods, difficulties
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2. Effect of the EP on learners: organisation, awareness, learning 

skills, motivation

3. Effect of the EP on you, the teacher: organisation, assessment

4. Suggestions: improvements, implementation, support

4.3.4 Learner data: Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire 

(SRQ-L) (paper form)

Central to the objectives of this study is the question of the EP’s 

effectiveness in supporting the development of learners’ autonomy. To 

determine learners’ level of autonomy, I relied on the Self-Regulation 

Questionnaire devised by Edward Deci and Richard Ryan, which is based 

on their theory of self-determination (SDT) (see Deci & Ryan 1985; Deci & 

Ryan 2000; Ryan & Deci 2000; Ryan & Deci 2002). This theory focuses on 

the degree to which people endorse their actions at the highest level of 

reflection and engage in the actions with a full sense of choice, i.e., 

self-determination. SDT is based on the notion that ‘all individuals have 

natural, innate, and constructive tendencies to develop an even more 

elaborated and unified sense of se lf (Ryan & Deci 2002: 5). However, these 

tendencies do not operate automatically; instead, they require ongoing 

nutriments and supports from the social environment in order to function 

effectively (ibid.: 5). SDT differentiates types of behavioural regulation in 

terms of the degree to which they represent autonomous or self-determined 

versus controlled functioning. Intrinsic motivation is the prototype of 

autonomous activity: when people are intrinsically motivated, they are by 

definition self-determined. Extrinsically motivated activity, in contrast, is 

often more controlled, and therefore less autonomous.

166



The Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-L), a version of the 

various Self-Regulation Questionnaires (Ryan & Connell 1989; Ryan & Deci 

2000), was adapted to measure learners level of motivation so as to identify 

which learners were self-determined (see Appendix F). This questionnaire 

concerns the reasons why people learn in particular settings such as a 

college or medical school course, and is intended for older students. SRQ-L 

asks three questions about why people engage in learning-related 

behaviours. The questionnaire was formed with only two subscales, or two 

‘super’ categories: Controlled Regulation and Autonomous Regulation. Thus, 

the responses that are provided are either controlled (i.e., external or 

introjected regulation) or autonomous (identified regulation or intrinsic 

motivation). Because the scale was designed to have just the two ‘super’ 

categories of regulation, no attempt was made to have the same number of 

items from each regulatory style (e.g., identified and intrinsic), and no 

psychometnc work was done on the individual regulatory styles. The 

validation was done only at the level of the two ‘super’ categories. (For more 

on SRQ-L, see Williams & Deci 1996; Black & Deci 2000.)

Although the original scale in vSRQ-L was used to assess motivation in a 

medical interviewing course, it has been successfully adapted for other 

types of courses (Black & Deci 2000) and been found consistent in vanous 

settings. In past studies, the alpha reliabilities for these two subscales have 

been approximately 0.75 for controlled regulation and 0.80 for autonomous 

regulation. Another advantage is that analyses can be done with the two 

separate subscales, or a Relative Autonomy Index can be formed by 

subtracting the controlled subscale score from the autonomous subscale 

score. Because of the flexibility, reliability, and ease of analysis that this 

instrument offers, I deemed it preferable and appropriate for the purpose of 

this study.
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The adapted Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (shortened to 

‘Learning Questionnaire’) was divided into two parts: the first part asked why 

learners studied English in this particular EP course] the second part asked 

why they studied English in language courses in general. The first part of the 

questionnaire measured all forms of motivation through 13 items (e.g., 

‘because it's interesting to learn more about English’) on a Likert scale with 

seven points ((1) ‘not true at all’ to (7) ‘very true’. The second part of the 

questionnaire followed the same format but only contained 12 items (see 

Appendix F).

In part one, the 13 items were sectioned under three headings:

A. I will participate actively in the English class I am in now...

B. I am likely to follow my instructor's suggestions for learning...

C. The reason that I will continue to broaden my English skills is...

Part two adopted three similar headings:

A. I will participate actively in English classes...

B. I am likely to follow the instructor’s suggestions for studying...

C. The reason that I will work to expand my knowledge of English 

is...

The wording was changed in the second part of the questionnaire to ensure 

that learners would in fact read the questions before responding.

On the first occasion that the Learning Questionnaire was administered, a 

student profile was attached to the end. This section contained demographic 

information about learners: their name (in Chinese and English), student
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number, major, year, age, gender, the exam they took for admission into 

college, the English test results in their admission exam, and any additional 

English exams and results (e.g., TOEFL, GEPT) they might have.

4.3.5 Learner data: English Language Portfolio

At the core of this study is the use of the English Language Portfolio (see 

Appendix B). I outlined and discussed the design, structure, and purpose of 

the EP in Chapter 3 (see 3.4.4). In terms of the data available for collection 

in this instrument, learners’ own assessment of their English proficiency 

could be determined via the self-assessment grid in the English Language 

Passport and the self-assessment checklists appended at the end of the EP. 

The English Language Biography would detail the learning targets learners 

set for themselves over the period of a year, their approach to achieving 

these targets, their measurement of success, and their reflection on the 

learning process and outcome. This section would also provide a summary 

description of learners’ interaction with the culture of English and the context 

in which they used English. The Dossier would contain learners’ language 

samples that would ideally support their claims of proficiency and learning 

targets.

4.3.6 Learner data: English Language Portfolio Questionnaire 

(paper form)

In order to gain some understanding of their experience with the EP, 

learners were asked to complete an English Language Portfolio 

questionnaire (EP questionnaire) (see Appendix G). This questionnaire is
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based on an instrument originally used in the ‘Learner Autonomy Project’, 

which focused on 13-14-year-old learners, as a profiling questionnaire (Little 

at al. 2002; Ushioda and Ridley 2002). Although my learner subjects were 

older (18-19-year-olds), given the Taiwanese educational culture, I still 

found the questions relevant to first-year college students, i.e., my learner 

subjects. Having said that, I did think that the first section in the original 

questionnaire, which aimed to elicit information on classroom activities and 

home activities, to be less relevant, and therefore I omitted it in this study. 

Nevertheless, borrowing this instrument originally designed for use with a 

much younger age group presented limitations. The profile presented using 

this questionnaire may not fully capture my learner subjects’ attitudes, 

motivation, and beliefs or conceptions about language learning.

This adapted EP Questionnaire consists of three sections -  the first two 

sections were adapted from Little et al (2002: 156-9), and the last section 

from Ushioda and Ridley (2002):

A. Section 1: Statements about learning English (10 items)

This section employed a 5-point Likert scale; 'I strongly agree’, ‘I 

agree’, Tm not sure’, ‘I don’t agree’, ‘I strongly disagree’.

B. Section 2: Perceived effort in learning (10 items)

This section employed a 3-point Likert scale: ‘usually’, 

‘sometimes’, ‘never’.

C. Section 3: Assessment of experience with the EP and reasons 

This section adopted an open format for learners to assess 

whether they

♦ like working with the EP in their English class or not and why;

♦ find the EP effective or useful in helping them learn English 

and how;
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♦ have a favourite section of the EP and why;

♦ have a least section of the EP and why;

♦ have enjoyed setting their own targets for learning or not and 

why;

♦ use the same kind of target-setting skills in their other college 

subjects.

I took care to use neutral language to formulate non-leading questions and 

statements. I also gave examples in section 3 to ensure that learners were 

clear on what I was asking.

4.3.7 Learner data: semi-structured end-of-year interviews 

(sub-samples)

In anticipation of the limits of the questionnaires in eliciting more 

comprehensive responses, I conducted face-to-face interviews with a select 

group of learners at the end of the year so they would have the opportunity 

to supplement and qualify their comments. In relation to the selection of 

learners to be interviewed, I first divided learners in each class into three 

groups based on their English proficiency upon admission to college (data 

taken from the student profile in the first Learning Questionnaire). Then 30% 

of the learners in each group were randomly selected for interview. The 

decision to pick 30% of learners for interview was based on time 

constraints -  I only had two weeks to collect all relevant data at the end of 

the year when students were busy with their final exams. But it was always 

felt that this amount of data would suffice for the purpose of supplementing 

learners’ written responses.
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Like the teacher interviews, learner interviews did not follow a structured 

format, but a semi-scripted agenda with a list of possible questions was 

given to learners a week before the interview (see Appendix H). Any 

questions regarding the agenda were addressed during this period either in 

person or via e-mail. Learners were also reminded that the agenda was only 

a guide and any additional comments were welcome. The agenda is 

presented under heading categones below:

EP Learner Interview

1. Interview introduction: questions given to learners a week in 

advance

2. Learners read through the questions and ask for clarification if 

needed

3. Interview takes place a week later

Interview (15-20 minutes)

Greeting: Learners introduce themselves (name, major, year, course

using EP)

Main interview:

1. Use of the EP in class: reception, methods

2. Effect of the EP: organisation, awareness, linguistic proficiency, 

learning skills

3. Suggestions: improvements, implementation, support

Care was taken to formulate the learner interview questions as closely as 

possible to the teacher interview questions so the two sets of responses 

could be compared. For this purpose, the manner in which the interviews 

were conducted was also identical. Learners also had the choice to have the 

interview done in either English or Chinese or a mix of both. These
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interviews were recorded, after which I made notes and extracted 

information from the notes to supplement their questionnaire responses.

4.4 Data collection

4.4.1 Data collection methods and procedure

Table 4-3 provides an overview of the data elicitation instruments used for 

teachers and learners and their respective time of administration and 

collection.

I started setting up the study in February 2005. Documents summarising the 

Common European Framework, the European Language Portfolio, and the 

project objectives and requirements were e-mailed to interested teachers. 

The various data elicitation instruments, including the illustrative scales 

used in the self-assessment checklists, were forwarded to interested 

teachers once they were devised and tested so that teachers could start 

planning their EP courses. The teacher participants were finalised in July 

2005 and a copy of the EP with annotations explaining in more detail the 

purpose and function of the various sections was e-mailed to these teachers. 

Two weeks before teaching started, I met with each of the teacher 

participants to confirm what needed to be done, including how to introduce 

the EP, what needed to be filled out in the EP and in what order, what 

possible ways to incorporate the EP into the courses, the times to 

administer which questionnaire, the times to return the completed 

questionnaires to me, etc. Any issues teachers had with the EP itself or its 

implementation and the other data instruments were addressed at that
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meeting and followed up in subsequent e-mail correspondence. It was then 

decided that each teacher would introduce to learners the idea of the use of 

the EP in the first class and I would formally introduce the EP and the other 

data instruments in person in the second or third class.

I spent a total o ften months (September 2005 and June 2006) collecting 

data. In my first visit to each EP class (which lasted between an hour and 90 

minutes), learners were informed of the project in general terms. In my 

introduction (done in a mixture of English and Chinese), learners were told 

that:

•  five classes in the university were participating in this project this 

year;

•  the purpose of this study was to see if the EP helped them to learn 

English or made the process enjoyable;

•  they would not be marked on their EP (i.e., passing or failing the 

course did not depend on the EP) or any of the questionnaires;

•  they could address any questions they had about the EP to me or 

their teacher at any time;

•  their personal details and data responses would not be disclosed 

to anyone other than myself and their teacher, unless they gave 

me specific permission to show something to other people;

•  the success of this project relied on their participation, so they 

were encouraged to be as involved as possible.
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Teacher data Adm inistra tion Collection

Monthly teacher evaluation report (October) Oct 05 Nov 05

Monthly teacher evaluation report (November) Nov 05 Dec 05

Monthly teacher evaluation report (December & 

January)
Jan 06 Jan 06

Monthly teacher evaluation report (February & March) Mar 06 Apr 06

Monthly teacher evaluation report (April) Apr 06 May 06

Monthly teacher evaluation report (May & June) June 06 Jun 06

End-of-year reflections Jul06 Sept 06

Teacher interview Jun 06 Jun 06

Consent form Sept 05 Jun 06

Learner data Adm inistra tion Collection

Learning questionnaire + student profile (1) Sept 05 Sept 05 -  Mar 06

Learning questionnaire (2) Jan 06 Mar 06

Learning questionnaire (3) Jun 06 Jun 06

English Language Portfolio Sept 0 5 - Jun 06 Jun 06

EP questionnaire (1) Jan 06 Jan 06- Mar 06

EP questionnaire (2) Jun 06 Jun 06

Learner interview Jun 06 Jun 06

Consent form Sept 05 Jun 06

Table 4-3. Teacher and learner data administration and collection time

After the introduction, I guided learners through the questions in the 

Learning Questionnaire and made sure they understood what each question 

was and how they should use the scale to respond. Then I looked at the 

three sections of the EP with learners and explained what each of these 

sections entailed and how they were intended to assist learners in the 

development of their proficiency, their learning skills, and their 

self-awareness. I made sure to spend sufficient time on the self-assessment
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grid and the checklists, explaining how to use the checklists to determine 

their level of proficiency on the grid. I also answered any questions learners 

had about the EP, the Learning Questionnaire, and the project in general. 

After this first meeting, I had teachers administer the first Learning 

Questionnaire (I was not present when this was done). I collected the first 

completed Learning Questionnaire in late September and early October 

2005, just a few days before I was due to return to Dublin. Late 

questionnaires were either returned to me by post or kept by teachers till my 

second visit to the EP classes.

Between October 05 and June 06, I relied on teachers to take charge of the 

EP project. I was kept informed of the process via teachers’ monthly reports 

and e-mail correspondence. In these e-mails, I addressed major 

issues/problems teachers encountered each month as described in the 

reports, particularly in relation to classroom activities that would incorporate 

the EP so as to facilitate their use of the EP in class in the following months. 

At the end of the first semester (January 06), teachers administered the 

second Learning Questionnaire and the first EP Questionnaire, which were 

returned to me by post. The second semester began in February 06. For a 

week between 24 March 06 and 2 April 06, I returned to Taiwan for my 

second visit to each of the EP class. I first met with teachers to gain a better 

idea of what had been going on in the classrooms over the last few months 

and their thoughts about the project so far. Then I visited each of the class to 

address any issues learners had with their use of the EP. This time, I spent 

more time explaining the English Language Biography, particularly how 

learners should and could set realistic learning targets for each language 

learning cycle by using the descriptors in the self-assessment grid and 

checklists. My third visit to the EP classes was in June, three weeks before 

the semester/year ended and before learners finalised their EP. Before
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teachers administered the third Learning Questionnaire and the second EP 

Questionnaire and collected learners’ EPs, I visited each class for the last 

time to address any concerns and issues they might have about the EP, the 

project, and learning English in general. I also informed those chosen 

learners about the interview and confirmed their availability. Together with 

the chosen learners, I worked out an interview schedule. Due to time 

constraints, I had to interview learners in either pairs or groups of three or 

four with the exception of the two Qral Training classes. One of these 

classes had only four learners so I was able to interview them all separately. 

The decision to interview ail of them was taken because none of the 

learners in the other class were available. After this last visit, teachers 

administered the two questionnaires and collected the EP. After my 

interviews with learners, I collected the questionnaires and the EPs from 

teachers and conducted the teacher interviews. Between June 06 and 

October 06, late questionnaires and EPs were returned to me via post and 

teachers’ end-of-year reflections were e-mailed to me.

4.4.2 Data analysis

The research instruments elicited both quantitative and qualitative data. For 

the quantitative data, I adopted mainly a descriptive approach to the 

analysis, including measures of central tendency (averages -  mean, median 

and mode), and measure of variability about the average (range and 

standard deviation) (see Rose & Sullivan 1996; Cobby and Gilchrist 2003) 

where approphate. This approach produced a ‘picture’ of the data collected 

and used in this project. Quantitative data responses were coded and 

entered into a SPSS database (version 14.0) for analysis. My use of SPSS 

was based on Julie Pallant’s SPSS Survival Manuel (2^ edition) (Pallant



2004). Comparisons between two data sets (between two particular groups) 

sometimes relied on an independent samples T-test used in inferential 

analysis to determine if any actual difference existed.

The teacher data consisted almost exclusively of text and narrative as did 

learners’ responses to the open-ended questions and their interviews. 

Following the practice in Miles and Huberman (1994) and Silverman (2001), 

to analysis this type of textual data, I first categorised the questions and then 

entered each participant’s response in its related category. Then I identified 

patterns in the responses in each category and summahsed these patterns. 

By examining the patterns of response, I generated tentative explanations 

which I attempted to work into a theoretical framework. The findings 

indicated whether the theoretical model was confirmed or needed 

modification. I also triangulated the data by using various sources which 

offered different perspectives on the same situation.

4.5 Conclusion

This chapter has described the design, objectives, and procedures of the 

empirical study. A survey-based approach was chosen to conduct this study 

because it was established as a useful method for finding out the 

perceptions and experiences of teachers and learners as they relate to 

learning with the EP. This approach was supplemented by face-to-face 

interviews to confirm responses in the surveys and arrive at a deeper 

understanding of participants’ reactions. The data collected from teachers 

and learners was summarised. This data included: monthly reports written 

by teachers at six intervals over the year; one end-of-year reflection 

administered at the end of the period of study; recordings from face-to-face
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interviews witii teachers and learners; learners’ EPs, a questionnaire 

administered at three intervals over the year; and another questionnaire 

administered at the end of each semester. Chapters 5-7 analyse the data 

described in this chapter to reconstruct the year of study and seek to explore 

the impact of the use of the EP in third-level English language classrooms.
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Chapter 5. Teacher data: use, evaluation, and 
impact of the EP

This empirical project is teacher-led and therefore discussion of data and 

findings will start with the teacher sets. As only four teachers were involved 

in this project, I shall adopt a highly-individualised approach to the analysis 

and discussions of data in this chapter.

5.1 Participants

5.1.1 Teachers

Table 5-1 provides a profile of the teachers and courses participating in this 

project. Four college teachers teaching five separate classes participated in 

this year-long project: Cheryl’s Freshman English; James’s Freshman 

English; Margaret’s two Oral Training I; and Eric’s Composition II. The goals 

and function of these classes in the overall college curriculum are 

summarised in Chapter 4 (see 4.2.3). Two of the teachers came from a 

language teaching background, while the other two a liberal arts 

background. All four have had extensive EFL teaching experience, mainly in 

universities in Taiwan, and two have the added experience of ESL in the 

U.S. and Europe. Although experienced, none of the teachers had heard of 

or had any experience with the ELP prior to the orientation of this project, 

nor were they familiar with the CEFR. Margaret had some experience with 

portfolio-based teaching but it was not in the same line as the ELP.
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In general, all four teachers have moved away from the grammar-translation 

approach stereotyplcally associated with Asian language classrooms. 

Classroom practice reflected each teacher’s personal beliefs in language 

learning and teaching; Cheryl provided various reading materials and 

spoken texts, and James emphasised the value of reading while Margaret 

often led class projects, and Eric introduced the cultural context of language 

through essays. All of their classes were either task/activity-based or 

content-oriented.

5.1.2. EP classes

Of all the five classes involved in the project, other than Cheryl’s class, 

which was specifically for students in the colleges of social science and 

management, and one of Margaret’s Oral Training classes that was for 

those in the education programme, all the rest were exclusively for English 

majors.

The two ‘Freshman English’ were general English courses, but both 

teachers emphasised reading. The two ‘Oral Training I’ courses aimed to 

develop learners’ communicative competences, whereas ‘Composition IT 

developed their writing skills. According to these teachers’ assessment of 

their class, the proficiency level of the learners in these classes ranged from 

A1 to C1 with the majority falling in B1.

5.2 Teachers’ use of the EP

181



Generally speaking, all four teachers used the EP as an ‘add-on’ to their 

predetermined syllabi. The decision to supplement the course with the EP 

rather than to base the course on it was largely due to the teachers’ lack of 

familiarity with the EP itself but also inexperience with implementing EP or 

indeed portfolio-based learning/teaching. Table 5-2 summarises how each 

teacher used the EP in class and at home.

In what follows is an account of each teacher’s classroom practice in 

relation to the EP. Note that the discussions will be limited to the teachers’ 

explicit instructions on or reference to the EP in class or homework 

assignments given, and not what learners did on their own initiative.

5.2.1 Cheryl

Of all the four teachers, Cheryl gave the most frequent instructions to 

learners on the EP. Her ‘Freshman English’ class completed three language 

learning cycles in total, with the Passport and Biography sections and the 

self-assessment checklists filled out three times. She regularly asked her 

learners to bring the EP to class, mostly to set language learning targets or 

to review language learning cycles. On days when learners did not work 

with the EP, Cheryl would still inculcate the spirit of the EP into the class by 

opening with a mini-lecture that focused on an EP concept. Other times, the 

whole class would discuss a certain section of the EP and its underlying 

purposes. For example, before completing the ‘Learning How to Learn’ 

checklist, the class discussed the process of foreign language learning; and 

before filling out the ‘Strategies’ self-assessment checklists, the class 

discussed the use of strategies and compensational skills in communication. 

While the language learning cycles were largely carried out independently of
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the teacher, Cheryl monitored the class closely and would intervene when 

she deemed it necessary. An instance of this was when she noticed 

learners turning in updated EPs with empty Dossiers. This led to her giving a 

quick review of the purposes and importance of keeping a Dossier, which in 

turn led to a class discussion of what to include in it and how to select 

appropriate works.

Cheryl also drew inspiration from the EP to deal with the reality of an 

exam-oriented learning culture in Taiwan. All first year students were 

required to take the GEPT at the end of the year; as such, learners were 

particularly keen to work on the linguistic/communicative competence 

components of the EP, often at the expense of other equally important 

aspects of language learning. This attitude was reflected in learners’ 

indifference to the ‘intercultural experiences' section in the Biography.

Cheryl attempted to draw learners’ attention to the cultural aspect of 

language learning by having the class discuss the cultural implications 

embedded in the GEPT and other language proficiency tests.

For assignments, in addition to having learners update sections of the EP 

and work on their individual learning targets, Cheryl also asked learners to 

read practical texts (of the kind listed in the self-assessment checklists) and 

to write explanatory essays, such as ‘Learning English My Way’. The writing 

assignments in particular were awareness-raising exercises, as they 

prompted learners to reflect on and evaluate their language learning 

process.

On the whole, Cheryl’s use of the EP made this Freshman English class a 

well-balanced teacher-led but learner-focused course.
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Teacher Cheryl Jam es M argaret E ric
oS a> 
_  c Gender F M F M

Nationality Taiwanese English American American

2  .2 Education English Literature (PhD) Linguistics (MA) Education (MA) Eastern Philosophy (PhD)
—

o 5
CD O

Others - RSA Diploma in TEFL Teaching certificate for Junior & Senior High 
School English Courses -

0)
o EFL (years) 12 27 13 26
o
*c
0)
a

EFL courses college general English & writing courses language schools 
college language courses college language & ESP courses college general English, writing & speaking 

courses

HI ESL (years) 1 4
c
!c
o

ESL courses language schools courses high school language courses 
college speaking, writing & ESP courses

"

0>
t- Others college literature courses English teaching theory courses English teaching theory courses college literature & philosophy courses

00

R o

Beliefs learner needs, informative materials, 
communication

rich input, task-based practice, occasional 
reflection, learning by doing, learning 

through language

learner empowerment, fostering positive 
learning habits, action research

stimulation, language context, cultural 
context of language, getting into the three 

dimensions of language

S|  
2  <  
CL

Teaching
approach

content-based; covers basic grammar as 
pattern task-based: doesn't cover grammar

activity-based, situational/functional-notional: 
grammar as feedback for oral and writing 

activities
task-based: treats grammar in error analysis

Course title Freshman English Freshman English Oral Training 1 Composition II

O Student major Social Science / Management English Teaching Education English English
c Level A2-B1 B1-C1 B2 A1-B1 A2-B2
(D
V)i_ Class/week 3 X 50 mins = 150 mins 4 X 50 mins = 200 mins 3 x 50 min = 150 mins 3 X 50 mins = 150 mins

o Total hours 80 106.6 80 80

Q.
LU Course goals re-examine and develop learning strategies: 

emphasis on listening and reading emphasis on reading and lexicon building develop oral communicative competences develop essay writing skills in various 
rhetorical modes

Class size 50 44 5 15 15 ^  20
Table 5-1. Profile of teachers and courses participating In the EP Project



5.2.2 James

James used the EP in a compulsory Freshman English course for English 

majors. He had already designed a lot of activities for the class so the role of 

the EP was more of an ‘add-on’ than a core element. After the introductory 

activities in which he spent a considerable amount of time introducing the 

EP, its sections and purposes, he studied the self-assessment criteria with 

the learners, and then had learners fill out the appropriate sections. 

Otherwise he did little with the EP and did not refer to it much for the 

remainder of the semester. Instead, he modelled the course on Krashen’s 

theory of extensive reading (see Krashen 1982, 1985, 1988) and free 

voluntary reading (see Krashen 2004); hence the focus was on the 

development of reading skills. This in turn influenced his and his learners’ 

choice of tasks, which were largely reading-related. One example of this 

was the ‘vocabulary notebooks’, a course requirement, which allowed 

learners to keep a record of and organise a list of lexical items they 

encountered in textbooks, readers, etc. In the second semester, James 

made greater efforts to integrate the EP into the existing framework. The 

class looked exclusively at the Reading skills of the self-assessment 

checklists and used the descriptors in levels B1, B2, C l , and C2 to set 

language learning targets. James devoted more time in class to certain 

sections of the EP, such as the descriptors for Strategies, the Dossier, and 

target setting. He explicitly addressed issues raised in the EP in class 

discussions, such as the importance of setting clear objectives, the 

functions of the Dossier, and what could be included in this part of the 

portfolio. He also introduced pair work as part of the review process for a 

language learning cycle. This was potentially beneficial for teaching learners 

self-assessment skills.
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The class also incorporated the concept of ‘learning through language’ and 

the reflective element central to the EP into their vocabulary notebooks: 

other than making a list of the lexical items they came across, learners also 

had to identify what they knew about the words, especially how they related 

to other words and how to use them. In writing things down, learners 

inevitably recycled the language and monitored what they had learnt.

During the year as far as the EP went, James’s class set two language 

learning targets but most learners only completed one language learning 

cycle, with the Passport and Biography sections and the self-assessment 

checklists filled out twice over the year, once at the beginning and then 

again at the end.

5.2.3 Margaret

Margaret taught two separate ‘Oral Training I’ classes. But she adopted a 

similar syllabus in both classes and followed identical procedures for 

classroom practice, presenting similar classroom materials, which were 

adapted to the proficiency level appropriate to the learner. For this reason, I 

shall treat these two classes as one in my discussions here unless stated 

otherwise.

Margaret was the only teacher who had had some experience with 

portfolio-based learning/teaching and who had set learner empowerment as 

part of her teaching objectives prior to her participation in this project. She 

was enthusiastic about the project from the very start as she saw the EP’s 

great potential to empower learners and to help them foster positive learning 

habits. Her enthusiasm carried over to her learners. They spent a large
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amount of time at the beginning of the year going over the Passport, 

Biography, and the self-assessment descriptors, and discussing the 

underlying concepts of each section. After that, learners set their individual 

language learning targets.

Like James, Margaret did several activities in class; the major difference 

was that her activities were thematic and situation-based or function/notion 

related. These activities were also often a part of a group or class project. 

Because learners were involved in a series of projects, Margaret decided 

that after the first language learning cycle, the whole class would set the 

second language learning target together. As this was an oral training class, 

it was natural for learners to focus on Spoken Interaction, Spoken 

Production, and to some extent Listening, and to use the descriptors for 

these skills in the self-assessment checklists as objectives and criteria.

As to the use of the EP in class, Margaret did not explicitly give instructions 

on the EP other than to update certain sections or to look at the 

self-assessment checklists in depth. She did, however, spend a lot of time 

discussing the self-assessment criteria and target setting with the class. The 

higher-level class worked on the EP more on their own, often at home, 

whereas the lower-level class struggled with the course itself let alone the 

EP.

However, Margaret did model an entire class project on the EP’s language 

learning cycle; in the higher level class, learners were divided into two 

groups to work on a 'Christmas Storytelling Project’. After selecting a story 

from a book by Mannheim Steamroller, which contained mostly 

non-religious stories related to Christmas, learners in each group worked on 

interpreting and finding a way to present their stories. In the course of
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preparation, both groups recorded readings of their stories on several 

occasions and played them back to analyse their pronunciation, intonation, 

phrasing, and vocal dynamics. Learners in the lower level class followed the 

same procedures for their ‘Mythology Project’. At the end of the project cycle, 

the two classes met and each group presented their stories. After the 

presentations, each class reviewed their performance, reflected on the 

project and the process, and made suggestions to improve it.

During the year as far as the EP went, Margaret’s two classes got to 

complete two language learning cycles with the Passport and Biography 

sections and the self-assessment checklists filled out at least twice.

5.2.4 Eric

Eric’s ‘Composition M’ class completed two language learning cycles, with 

learners completing the Passport and Biography sections and the 

self-assessment checklists once in class and once at home. After 

introducing the EP, its sections and purposes, and having learners fill out 

the appropriate sections, Eric let learners use the EP as they saw fit as he 

saw the EP as learners’ responsibility. He believed that being in their 

second year of college, learners would have been trained to manage their 

own learning, and if they had not, then it was time to train them. That being 

said, he closely monitored each learner’s progress (both in relation to the 

EP and to the course in general) via their English journal, which was a 

course requirement. He also made frequent reference to the EP in class, 

which often served as a timely reminder for learners to keep their focus on 

their language learning targets.
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In relation to the language learning cycles, even though this was a writing 

course, Eric did not limit learners’ choice of targets to writing, which resulted 

in a broad array of objectives. Because the class was small enough and also 

because his teaching style was rather flexible, Eric was able to deal with 

individual needs more easily. The class frequently discussed how to Identify 

skills and areas they needed to work on and how to evaluate their learning 

progress. It was through these discussions that Eric could identify learners' 

weaknesses and problems and help address them.

In addition to discussions of targets, the class also talked about activities 

they adopted or tasks they undertook in the language learning cycles as well 

as strategies they used for learning and communication. Such discussions 

added an oral-interaction dimension to the course and gave the 

individually-driven EP a role in this class. Another recurring topic was 

learning materials that supported the EP, which ones were suitable and 

where to find them.

Although Eric did not require learners to bring the EP to each class, he 

m ade great efforts to incorporate into his class the key concepts in the EP. 

One example was the English journal, which had always been a course 

requirement. But in addition to serving as a writing exercise in this class, he 

asked learners to write an entry reporting and reflecting on their EP efforts. 

Besides writing in their journals and updating the Biography, learners also 

gave regular oral reports in class regarding their learning targets and 

progress.
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Cheryl James Margaret Eric

* Ls fill out Learning Questionnaire (3) * Ls fill out Learning Questionnaire (1) * Ls fill out Learning Questionnaire (1) * Ls fill out Learning Questionnaire (1)
* T introduces EP (1) • T introduces EP and its purposes (1) * T goes through the background information for the * T introduces the EP (1)
* Ls complete Passport and Biography sections (1) " Class looks through sections of the EP to see what EP (Biography etc) (1) '  T orients new students (1)
* Ls updated Passport and Biography sections (1) they do (1) * Ls set Language Learning Target (1) * Ls complete Passport, Biography &
* Ls complete Self-assessment Checklists (2) * Ls complete details of Passport (1) * T  models a class project on the EP language Self-assessm ent Checklists (1)
* Ls set Language Learning Target (3) * Class studies the Self-assessment learning cycle concept: after the com pletion of the * Ls identify skills they want to work on (2)
'  Ls review Language Learning Cycle (2) criteria /checklists (1) project, the class spends time analysing the project * Ls set Language Learning Target (2)
* Class discusses the use of strategies and '  Ls complete the Self-assessment Checklists (1) and making recommendations on how to improve it * Ls report on their Language Learning Cycle (2)
compensational skills in communication (1) '  Ls update the Self-assessment Checklists (1) (1) * Ls review their Language Learning Cycle (1)
* Class discusses how people learn and process * Class looks at the Self-assessment Checklists (no reports for 0206-0606) * C lass discusses language target areas and
foreign languages (1) Levels B and C for Reading in detail (1) progress (3)
* Class discusses the cultural implications * Class discusses Language Learning Targets, '  C lass discusses Strategies and materials (1)

(/] embedded in language proficiency tests (1) stressing importance of setting clear objectives (2) * C lass discusses how Ls are focusing on the ir EP
« * Class discusses using the EP in general (1) * Ls set Language Learning Target (2) projects (1)
u
c * Class discusses what to put in the Dossier (1) * Ls discuss Language Learning Cycle (in pairs) (1) * C lass discusses activities Ls have adopted or can

* Class discusses feedback of the EP (1)
* Class discusses the Dossier and what has been or 
can be put in it (1)
* Class discusses the Strategies section (1)
* Class discusses what they can do, what they feet 
they don't need to do, and what they want to learn to 
do (1 )
(no report fo r 0506-0606)

adopt to achieve their goals (1)
* Class discusses w hat tasks Ls undertook in the 
Language Learning Cycle (1)
* T  follows up on the discussions at the end of the 
month (1)
’  T provides com m ents and suggests supplemental 
materials and methods (1)

* Ls complete Biography sections, 'Learning how to * Ls update Passport (1) '  Ls fill out Learning Questionnaire (1) * Ls write a progress report o f their EP efforts in their
learn' checklist, and Self-assessment Checklists (1) * Ls update Self-assessment Checklists (1) * Ls fill out EP Questionnaire (1) English journals (1)
'  Ls update Passport (1) * Ls fill out Learning Questionnaire (1) (no reports for 0206-0606) * Ls work on the ir targets (1)
* Ls update Biography (1) * Ls fill out EP Questionnaire (1) * Ls update Passport (1)

(U * Ls update 'Learning How to Learn' checklist (1) (no report for 0506-0606) ” Ls update Biography (1)
Eo * Ls update Self-assessment Checklists (3) * Ls update Self-assessm ent Checklists (1)
SI * Ls set Language Learning Target (1) * Ls fill out Learning Questionnaire (2)
< * Ls review Language Learning Cycle (1)

* Ls fill out EP Questionnaire (2)
* Ls fill out EP Questionnaire (2)

Table 5-2. Teachers’ explicit instructions for the use of the EP in class and at home: activities (frequency)



5.3 Learners and the EP

This section turns the focus onto learners in the EP classes with emphasis 

on the E P ’s impact on them and problems they encountered. Note that the 

discussions here are based on the teachers’ perspectives, their observation 

of learners’ progress and their interpretation of learners’ problems and 

feedback. Table 5-3 summarises teachers’ perceived benefits of the EP for 

the learners; Table 5-4 reviews teachers’ perceived problems of the EP for 

the learners; and Table 5-5 outlines teachers’ perceived impact of the EP on 

the learners. The following discussion offer a more detailed deschption and 

interpretation of the findings.

5.3.1 Benefits of the EP

According to the teachers, overall, learners found the EP useful especially 

when it cam e to planning and organising their learning (see Table 5-3). In 

this regard, the EP empowered learners by encouraging them to take 

charge and claim ownership of their learning as well as by helping them  

internalise the concept of autonomy and refocusing their efforts. The 

Biography played a pivotal role in this: as Cheryl pointed out, learners found 

having to set targets explicitly for each language learning cycle particularly 

helpful as they believed that learning becam e more effective and efficient 

when they had specific objectives in mind. The ‘my next language learning 

target’ section also helped learners realise and subsequently adopt a more 

realistic approach to learning. It also highlighted their problems in managing 

their own learning, with time m anagement being a general and critical 

weakness. The Dossier, on the other hand, was a great motivator, as
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learners were reminded of the need to make a special effort with particular 

pieces of work. Learners’ sense of empowerment and motivation were 

further supported by the self-assessment checklists, which helped them 

identify their strengths and weaknesses, and often gave them a clearer 

sense of purpose when completing a task. Lastly, and in the spirit of learner 

autonomy, learners were inspired by the EP to seek target language 

practice outside of class and take their language learning beyond course 

requirements.

In relation to monitoring and evaluating learning, the self-assessment 

checklists played an important role and were by far the most popular 

component of the EP amongst learners. Teachers attributed the popularity 

of the self-assessment checklists to the different skills the checklists cater 

for, and within these skills, the descriptors for each sub-skill and language 

task. Such detail helped learners set more realistic targets and allowed them 

to monitor their progress and evaluate.their learning outcomes in depth. The 

EP’s emphasis on assessment based on descriptors also reminded learners 

to think in terms of thresholds and concrete critena, while the process itself 

raised their self-awareness, having to be self-conscious and self-critical.

As far as the target language is concerned, again, the self-assessment 

checklists contributed greatly to raising learners’ awareness of the English 

language itself. Margaret noted that the EP ‘compartmentalised the 

language a little for [the learners], dividing it into much smaller segments 

than they’d ever considered before.’ Also because of these smaller 

segments of within one level of proficiency, the EP made salient to learners 

their uneven linguistic profile (as illustrated in the Passport) or uneven 

progress in relation to the five skills in language learning (as illustrated in the 

self-assessment checklists). For James’s learners, after analysing the
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descriptors for Reading and comparing the tasks outlined with what they 

had encountered themselves in and outside class, they began to realise the 

variety of (reading) materials/texts they might be exposed to. Learners also 

became more aware that language learning involved more than simply 

mastering linguistic skills; as the Passport and Biography sections 

repeatedly reminded them, engagement with the culture of the language is 

equally important in developing language proficiency. And in the same vein, 

some learners grew more convinced of the notion that successful language 

learning came from treating language as a communication medium rather 

than a course/test subject.

Finally, in terms of thinking about learning problems, all four teachers noted 

the value of ‘reflection’ encouraged by the EP and that learners’ problems in 

language learning, whether they came from a linguistic (skill-related) or a 

non-linguistic source (e.g., time management), were made easier to pinpoint 

not only because of the descriptors/checklists but also because learners 

had to go through the assessment process for themselves. Both Cheryl and 

James mentioned the sections on ‘Strategies’, noting their value in getting 

learners to think and re-examine their learning habits and situation. One fine 

example came from Cheryl’s learners: after the class discussion of those 

sections of the EP, learners wrote an essay assignment 'Learning English 

My Way', in which they analysed their learning strategies and identified 

which areas they needed to work on. Shortly afterwards, learners started 

posting discussions on the class web forum, exchanging ideas for keeping 

on learning English after this course ended with no more compulsory 

English courses to follow in college. This was a sign of learners exercising 

the initiative and taking control of their own learning.
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5.3.2 Problems with the EP

Although the EP helped the learners in numerous ways, its implementation 

was not without problems. This section looks at what teachers observed as 

learners’ problems in relation to the general use of the EP and its various 

components (see Table 5-4).

In general, the most common learner complaint about the use of the EP was 

time: the amount of time required to fill out the necessary sections 

(particularly the self-assessment checklists) and the amount learners 

needed to dedicate to working on their language learning targets. The 

perceived lack of time may have been largely due to the plug-in fashion in 

which the EP was used in class, particularly James’s. Even motivated 

learners reported being overwhelmed with coursework (in the EP class and 

other college classes) already, let alone having to deal, often separately and 

in their own time, with the EP.

Learners’ own attitudes may have contributed to the time issue. For 

example, a few learners in Cheryl’s class lacked interest in this general 

English course and made very little effort when it came to attendance and 

coursework. Not surprisingly, to these learners the EP was nothing more 

than an extra burden. Some of Eric’s higher-level learners, on the other 

hand, seemed to think they did not need to attend class in order to learn or 

succeed. These learners adopted the attitude that they already had enough 

English for their immediate purpose and needs and so they didn't care to 

work harder. As for learners at a lower proficiency level, according to the 

teachers, either they were uninterested or not properly trained, few of them 

showed much initiative. And then of course, there was the usual loss of 

focus and waning interest towards the end of the semester/year.
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'  gets Ls to think about taking charge of their 
learning (1)
* Ls like setting goals as it is more effective to learn 
with specific targets in mind
* helps Ls to take a more realistic approach to what 
kinds of learning plans are feasible
* helps Ls to refocus on their efforts in learning

* makes Ls set targets explicitly
* the Self-assessment Checklists for Reading help 
Ls to have more purpose in their reading and in this 
class
* Dossier reminds Ls of the need to put something 
out so Ls are motivated to make special efforts on 
particular pieces of work
'  helps Ls to organise their vocabulary (vocab 
notebooks as part of the Dossier/coursework)
* by identifying what they know about the lexical 
items and how they relate to other words and how to 
use them
* Ls started a programme of autonomous reading 
where they chose their own book and read it outside 
class

'  gets Ls to think a little, to empower them a bit
* helps them to internalise of the concept of taking 
control
* helps them realise learning has a curve, wherein 
they acknowledge that the first time they try to do 
something, it usually doesn't work out perfectly
* helps them gain more perspective on their own 
lives

* helps Ls focus on specific weaknesses that they 
can tackle step by step
* encourages Ls to acknowledge their weaknesses 
and to think about step by step remedial therapies
* helps Ls target their language practice and 
learning beyond classroom requirements
* highlights Ls' general problem of time 
management
* reminds Ls of their responsibility to commit 
personal time and effort to improve their chosen skill

OJ
’  helps Ls' self-assessment be more in-depth and 
realistic

* having to set a target encourages Ls to do this
* discussion of their previous targets and how far 
they have been achieved
'  Self-assessment Checklists allow Ls to see where 
their current situation is
* Dossier

* gives Ls something relatively concrete
* the broken down skills help Ls pay more attention 
to what they can do in the language

'  requires Ls to think in terms of criteria and 
thresholds
* forces Ls to be more self-conscious and to be a 
little self-critical about their efforts
* lets Ls know how much effort they put into each 
week
* reminds Ls to stay focused on their EP work
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* the Self-assessment Grid breaks down each 
language skill
* Ls become aware that language learning involves 
both skills and culture
* Ls see themselves making uneven progress and 
realises that learning English involves multiple 
focuses and efforts
* Ls are constantly reminded of the target language

” Ls have to analyse English skills, meaning they 
have to think of their ability in the language
* think about the lexical items
* work done on vocab encourages this, expanding 
their knowledge but also their awareness of what 
they know, don't know, and need to know
” Ls begin to realise the variety of reading materials 
they may be exposed to

* the different competencies are very interesting to 
them
* the EP compartmentalises the language, dividing it 
into much smaller segments than Ls have ever 
considered before

’  makes Ls take more responsibility for mastering 
the various skills associated with the target 
language
* has Ls look at English performance more 
analytically
* has Ls think of English as a communicative 
medium for life rather than a test subject
* reminds them that they have to work inside the 
target language
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* essay assignment 'Learning English My Way' 
shows Ls have re-examined their learning 
strategies and identified which areas they need to 
work on
* remind Ls to take an active part in learning
* Ls become more aware of what they don't know
* with no more compulsory English classes in the 
future, Ls are beginning to think how they can keep 
on learning

* Ls have to set targets, monitor and evaluate their 
learning, so they have to reflect
* Ls realise what they don't know
* Discussion of the Strategies section encourages 
thought about this
* Ls see more clearly what they need to improve

* helps them to focus on their problems/weaknesses
* problems emerged come from non-linguistic 
sources, specifically time management

* main point of the programme: identify key specific 
problems and begin to tackle them one by one
* think about what aspects of their English 
performance they are most concerned about 
’  in carrying out the remedial tasks, they can 
register their problems in learning
* the levels help to make Ls more self-conscious 
about their strengths and weaknesses
* reminds them of the value of drilling and practicing

Table 5-3. Teachers' perceived benefits of the EP for the learners
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Maturity was another affective problem as observed by Margaret. Her 

lower-level learners in general were highly teacher/textbook dependent and 

lacked the maturity to be emotionally independent as well as the focus to 

pursue learning that emphasised and relied on self-awareness and 

self-management. Because she was not able to cater to each learner’s 

individual needs in class, learners’ use of the EP was impaired.

With regard to the various components in the EP, learners had trouble 

mainly with the language learning cycles and highly relevant 

self-assessment checklists. Learners in James’s class found some of the 

descriptors confusing at times; some were too vague while others were too 

complex. But most learners found that it was the actual effort needed to 

carry out each language learning cycle that the problem lay. Within each 

cycle, learners found it a challenge to set realistic targets; what often 

transpired was an overly zealous goal that had to be achieved in a relatively 

short period of time. As Margaret pointed out, some learners were overly 

rigorous in their expectations.

Another problem arouse after learners set their targets: they simply did not 

know how to take action. Finding resources for self-study was one major 

difficulty, but even with resources at hand, most learners did not know how 

to evaluate the suitability of the material. This was also the case when it 

came to working on oral skills: learners lacked, or rather did not know how to 

create opportunities for themselves to engage in English communication. 

Another problem ties back to the issue of time management: learners 

tended to forget their targets until review date was around the corner. This 

signified a lack of focus on their part.
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The biggest challenge, however, occurred at the end of each cycle: 

reviewing and evaluating. While the self-assessment checklists provided 

descriptors which learners translated into learning targets, the checklists did 

not provide further criteria for the evaluation of task performances. Learners 

often struggled with the concept of ‘achieving a target’, forgetting that they 

could use 'qualifiers’ similar to the ones used in the checklists as an 

additional criterion, i.e. ‘with a lot of help’, ‘ with a little help’, ‘on my own’, in 

their evaluation of learning outcomes.

Other problems learners encountered were rather successfully dealt with in 

class discussions, such as the role of contexts in language use (Cheryl’s 

class); the use of the Dossier (Cheryl’s and Jam es’s classes); the use of 

strategies and the ‘Strategies’ sections of the EP (Cheryl’s and Jam es’s 

classes); prioritising language learning targets (M argaret’s class); and 

finding suitable materials to aid self-study (M argaret’s and Eric’s classes).

5.3.3 Impact o f the EP

Teachers observed the impact that the EP had on learners (see Table 5-5). 

In terms of motivation, interest, and attitudes, learners who used the EP to 

set targets, review their learning cycles, and assess their proficiency 

becam e more motivated. This was particularly the case with Cheryl’s and 

M argaret’s classes; Cheryl’s learners found setting their own targets 

appealing and were willing to put in more effort because the objectives were 

their own; learners in Margaret’s classes saw the EP as an interesting 

framework to work within and, especially learners with a higher level of 

proficiency, recognised its empowering potential. This sense of taking 

charge renewed learners’ interest in such language courses and, at the
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same time, made it possible for them to pursue certain aspects of language 

learning for their own needs or interests, making it truly learner-centred. 

However, Margaret noted her learners’ conflicting feelings; They wanted to 

work on goals they’d made, but lacked the time or preparation or oomph to 

succeed’.

That learners began to become more interested in and take charge of their 

own learning is a sign of the development of learner autonomy. All four 

teachers observed examples of learner initiative (albeit in varying degrees): 

many of Cheryl’s learners did extra work on their own with materials they 

found for themselves, while one of Margaret’s learners decided, to her 

surprise, that he did not want to look at the goals listed in the EP, but instead 

work on ‘telephone skills’, which was what the class had been doing for the 

last couple of weeks. Margaret commented: ‘It was as if he had looked deep 

inside himself and felt that he wanted to learn about telephones. He 

certainly has internalized this concept of being the captain of his own ship in 

learning English.’ James singled out the self-assessment checklists and the 

setting of learning targets in the language learning cycle as two 

factors/components that contributed to the development of learning 

autonomy, stating that they provided ‘concrete ways in which learners could 

develop [self-management] skill.’ However, after a year of using the EP, 

learners’ self-management skills still left room for improvement: after setting 

goals, learners were often disheartened and discouraged by their failure to 

meet their (often unrealistic) goals and as a result, they were not up to 

analysing why their self-management efforts were not entirely successful.
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Cheryl James Margaret Eric
* not sure how to fill out the EP descriptors were at times too vague * weren't sure if they could continue working on * identifying what were the most
* forgot to fill out parts of the EP while other times too complicated the same goal in the next learning cycle and if convenient and useful means and tools
* Self-assessment Checklists took too long to * the size and number of parts in the EP they could even go down a level for tackling specific problems
complete were daunting * identified their problems as command of * some Ls remained too
* not sure what to put in the Dossier * tended to forget about their targets vocabulary and grammar (their definition of self-depreciating while others remained
* not sure if EP was more a 'personal' record or a and Dossier even with frequent mastery) too confident when it came to
record kept for the T reminders * lacked the experience in how to evaluation
* unsure how to evaluate themselves accurately * lack of time monitor/evaluate their learning * time lacking for this individually
* still monitored their progress mostly via * overwhelmed with course work and * no criteria to use to evaluate performances directed and motivated learning activity
standardised tests or teacher's evaluation then the additional burden of the EP * lacked resources to turn to for materials to * lacked opportunities to engage in
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* reviewing targets was discouraging as progress achieve goals English communication
was slow or hard to detect * clueless as to how to find resources * didn't think they needed to come to

v> OJ * failed to see how many different skills and * weren't spending as much time as they thought class to learn or succeed
Ea>

oQ. contexts were included In the usage of language they could * several Ls had a psychological
n (U * discovered some discrepancies between their * not enough time to work on EP attitude that their English was already atow c/)

E self-assessment and GEPT results * some Ls were overly rigorous in their a working level and they didn't care to
u * few mentioned learning strategies expectations work harder
o * because of the GEPT, Ls were seeking quick * lower level Ls were reluctant to prioritise any of
a solutions and often shifted focus to the test

* knew their problems but couldn't seem to take 
action
* lost focus and waning interest
* lack of enthusiasm towards the end

the goals over any other goal
* didn't know how to use the EP on their own
* didn't show much initiative
* were teacher/textbook dependent
* lacked the maturity to be emotionally 
independent
* lacked the focus to pursue this new type of 
learning on their own

Table 5-4. Teachers’ perceived problems of the EP for the learners
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Finally, in terms of the EP’s impact on the development of learners' 

language proficiency, teachers were reluctant to claim immediate effects. 

They recognised that language learning is a long-term process but they 

acknowledged the EP’s contribution in raising learners’ awareness not only 

of learning skills but also of the language itself. For example, Cheryl pointed 

out that the descriptors for each language skill gave learners tangible steps 

to follow; James echoed that point, stating that learners were made aware 

of what their future focus in language learning should be. For Margaret’s 

learners, it was more about the concept of proficiency: being proficient 

meant so much more than grammar and vocabulary, and entailed the 

development of skills and task performances.

Eric reported that he observed linguistic improvements in his learners. One 

particular learner in his writing class was determined to listen to Voice of 

America on the Internet and repeatedly set this as his language learning 

target. In the course of a year, Eric noted that this learner made significant 

progress in his listening, speaking, and especially writing skills.

To conclude this section on learners in the EP courses, we may say that 

teachers observed that the EP had a positive impact on some learners, 

particularly in terms of their motivation, self-management skills, and views 

of the target language and of L2 learning. As regards self-management 

skills, it was learners ‘taking control of their own learning’ that teachers 

viewed as an affirmative step. This was mostly prompted by learners having 

to set their own language learning targets as well as having to assess their 

proficiency levels and evaluate their learning process and outcomes. Of 

those three requirements, learners saw setting targets as the most 

motivating and beneficial. As for their views of the target language and of L2 

learning, learners began to grasp the concept of sub-skills and sub-tasks
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and saw that they were necessary or facilitative in developing L2 

proficiency.

With regard to problems, the biggest challenge was by far time 

management. This was often a self-management issue, whether it had to 

do with unrealistic targets or a lack of the discipline to follow through, or a 

combination of the two. Another challenge was with self-assessment. 

Teachers remarked that learners seemed either to be confused by the 

descriptors or to lack the ability to set evaluation criteria for themselves, 

their chosen targets, or their task performance.

It also seemed that the extent to which learners experienced certain 

benefits, impacts or problems brought on by the EP depended much on the 

way it was being used in class by the teacher. Even though the EP was 

intended to be learners’ personal document, for it to be effective it was and 

had to be teacher-led, particularly in this first year. Cheryl reported having 

observed more benefits and positive impacts from her class than any other 

teachers. This may well be due to her more explicit instructions and 

frequent reference to the EP in class. She was able to follow up on class 

instructions via homework assignments that were somehow connected to 

key concepts of the EP. In this way, it seemed that her learners had more 

exposure to the EP and hence were using it more. By contrast, James 

noted more problems than benefits amongst his learners. Complaints such 

as the EP sections taking too much time to complete and ‘time spent on the 

EP would [have been] better spent on other activities’ were indicative that 

the EP was used in this class as a plug-in, which led to learners perceiving 

the EP and the type of learning it promoted as an unwelcome burden or 

even an unnecessary exercise.
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Another potential factor in determining the success of EP implementation 

was learners’ proficiency level at the start of the course. It seemed that 

higher-level learners benefited more from the EP approach. Having used 

similar materials and teaching approaches in both of her Oral Training 

classes, Margaret reported receiving more positive feedback from her 

higher level class/learners: they were more eager to participate, more 

willing to make an effort, more emotionally independent of the teacher, and 

showed more initiative than their lower level counterparts. However, one 

should be cautious in making this claim, for higher proficiency may suggest 

a higher level of developed autonomy as well. And if they were more 

autonomous, these learners would have felt more comfortable with the EP 

and the type of learning framework it implied.

In sum, what seems conclusive is that the more explicit the instructions 

teachers give, and the more reference is made to or work is based on the 

EP, the more successful the implementation of the EP becomes. In other 

words, the more integral a part the EP played in class, the more benefits to 

and positive impacts on learners are reported by teachers.
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not the T
* made Ls realise they can focus on 
certain aspects of language learning for 
their own needs or interests
* setting targets motivated Ls

* Ls that liked the EP more benefited while 
the others didn't

* m the beginning, Ls were very interested 
and eager to use the EP as it gave a 
framework to their learning
* Ls saw great potential In the EP; it was an 
empowering tool
* higher level Ls were very willing to 
participate
* conflicted feelings

* Ls who tried this scheme became more 
motivated
* made them rethink their approach to 
learning English in a holistic way that 
stirred their interest, motivation, and 
attitude
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* idea of managing their own learning
* many Ls did extra work on their own 
with materials they found themselves

* encouraged Ls to take control of their own 
learning
* Ls became more aware of their strengths 
and weaknesses, and what they can do to 
make progress in the future
* the Self-assessment Checklists and 
setting targets were concrete ways in which 
learners could develop these skills

* a wake up call for Ls to take charge of their 
own learning
* because of failure/discouragement in 
meeting goals, Ls weren't up to analysing 
why their self-management planning failed

* helped Ls focus on target skills, diagnose 
themselves, determine types of remedial 
work, and have a sense of the efficacy of 
their efforts
* made them rethink their approach to 
learning English in a holistic way
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t * descriptors gave concrete criteria for 
Ls to check their improvement
* descriptors broke down each level, 
giving Ls steps to follow

* a long tenri issue, but Ls should at least 
have been made aware of where they can 
focus their efforts in the future

* helped them broaden their concept of what 
it means to have proficiency

* several Ls made significant progress 
linguistically (example)
* EP stirred them to have more interactions 
with native speakers

Table 5-5, Teachers’ perceived impact of the EP on the learners
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5.4 Teachers and the EP

This section looks at the teachers in charge of the EP courses, with 

particular focus on the EP’s impact on their teaching and problems they 

encountered in implementing it. Findings are summarised and presented 

teacher by teacher in Table 5-6. The following discussions of each teacher 

provide more detailed descriptions and interpretations of the findings.

5.4.1 Cheryl

In general, Cheryl found her implementation of the EP to be a success. 

Having taught the same Freshman English course for several years, she 

was in search of novel ideas, so she welcomed the type of framework the 

EP proposed and was particularly intrigued by its potential to promote 

learner motivation and develop learner autonomy.

Although Cheryl did not base her course entirely on the EP, she did 

embrace its central concepts and used the EP in class whenever possible, 

not simply as an addition to her usual coursework. She observed that, as a 

result, learners found the class more enjoyable and were motivated to 

participate in class and complete assignments and projects. As a final 

testament to the success of the EP, Cheryl’s Freshman English course 

received a high approval rating from learners in the year-end college 

evaluation.

Nevertheless, Cheryl noted that learners’ motivational level was hard to 

sustain, with their interest and focus waning towards the end of each
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semester. This was particularly obvious in the second semester, when 

learners came under the pressure of the GEPT, which was compulsory for 

first-year students. Other than the exams, she attributed the fluctuation of 

interest to the materials she presented in class:

[The] fall in attendance [. .. probably] had to do with the last couple of 

readings, which only got lukewarm reception in my own end-of-semester 

survey. One of the readings had to do with psychiatry, which [my other 

Freshman English class] liked better. You just can’t please everybody.

In terms of the impact of the EP on her teaching, Cheryl noted the main 

points:

We did more activities [in class] than before, and I [purposefully] spent more 

time explaining [the objectives of each lesson and activity in terms of 

language learning].

The idea of tasks prompted me to design some homework that addressed 

the students’ lack of experience in English usage in 'realistic’ situations.

The EP also influenced her personal view of the learning process. She 

stated that the EP approach had her even more convinced of the 

importance of awareness in enhancing performance. In terms of goal setting, 

the EP made her realise that it was indeed possible to set concrete and yet 

smaller objectives that were meant to be achieved in a shorter period of time. 

This latter realisation tied in with her newly-adopted view of learners’ 

development of L2 proficiency: that while moving from one level on the 

self-assessment grid to the other would take longer than one year, the 

descriptors in the self-assessment checklists provided teachers and 

learners with skills and tasks they could focus on in the limited class time.
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5.4.2 James

For James, an experienced language teacher w lio had long adopted a 

task-based approaching to teaching and believed in awareness-raising 

exercises, the EP seemed like a sure bet. At the introduction of the EP, he 

was enthusiastic about the EP’s potential in helping learners organise their 

learning and learning by doing. However, while the EP was good on paper, 

James did not experience much success with it in his Freshman English 

class nor was he able to convince his learners of its potential and benefits.

First of all, it took him and the learners a long time to 'break into’ the EP 

mode of learning and he struggled with the EP’s demand on class time. He 

reflected half way through the year:

The main problem is turning out to be time, or the lack o f it. [...] [This] has 

made me realise that for a teacher like me, with quite a lot o f activities and 

procedures already planned for my classes, it Is sometimes difficult to fit in 

anything extra, especially something m ajor like the EP.

He also remarked that the demands in terms of class time were problematic 

as there seemed to be a lot to do at the beginning (explaining the EP, filling 

out the sections) and the end (reviewing targets and updating the EP), but 

not much in between. He did, however, point out that this might have been 

his fault and tried to rectify the situation in the second semester by 

spreading out the tasks and referring to the EP slightly more often and more 

regularly in class. Still, he seemed to remain overwhelmed by the EP’s 

demands and his learners seemed to remain unconvinced.
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Another source of conflict between his teaching agenda and the EP’s was 

the issue of awareness. Reflection was at the core of the EP and nearly 

every section in the EP and every EP-related task had some reflective 

element to it. James thought this might have been overkill. He states;

Actually I think I already do a certain amount of awareness raising on 

learning issues, so I’m not sure how much more 1 want to do. I don’t think 

everyone benefits from introspection, while too much navel gazing can even 

be counterproductive.

However, this statement seems to reflect James’s own misunderstanding of 

what reflection is. The type of introspection proposed in the EP is not one of 

self-absorption or singular focus at the detriment of other important issues.

But not ail was lost. The Dossier fitted into his activity-filled course. And 

because of the Dossier, learners thought more about their assignments and 

projects as well as their efforts. The Biography also made explicit the target 

setting process, whereas before, learners would not have done it with pen 

and paper. This became particularly useful when learners started an 

autonomous reading programme where they chose their own book and read 

it outside class. As a record (a ‘reading portfolio’ as it were), learners kept a 

vocabulary notebook and a reading journal. Learners reported enjoying the 

experience of reading what they had chosen themselves and appreciated 

having the chance to read varied materials.

207



C h ery l Jam es M argare t Eric

B
e

n
e

fit
s

Ho
w 

w
el

l 
did

 
th

in
g

s 
w

or
k 

fo
r 

yo
u 

in 
cl

as
s * novelty of the EP intrigued Ls

* the EP made the class more enjoyable for Ls
* Ls were motivated to  com plete assignm ents 
and projects
* attendance and hom ework assignm ents were 
satisfactory
* Ls gave the class a high approval rating In the 
college's end of term  evaluation

* the Introductory presentation and Q&A session with the 
researcher inspired Ls
* the D ossier was a tim ely rem inder for Ls to th ink about 
the ir assignm ents, projects, and efforts
* teaching went well in general: Ls read some interesting 
and varied m aterials; their reading journals showed that 
they were enjoying the experience of reading what they 
had chosen them selves

* the introduction to using the  EP was smooth
* Ls in the higher level class saw great potential In the 
EP and were therefore very enthusiastic about 
participating and w illing to work hard

• in general, teaching went well
* I'm happy that my class participated in this 
project, for it did really benefit the Ls who 
devoted them selves to it

P
ro

b
le

m
s

W
ha

t 
pr

ob
le

m
s 

did
 

yo
u 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e

* Ls didn't a lways update the EP on time
* Ls’ lax attitude and lack of focus
* because the course was m aterial-based, 
depending on the class m aterial presented, Ls' 
m otivation and attendance varied

* the EP took a while  to introduce
* a lot o f activities and procedures were already planned for 
th is class, so finding tim e to fit in anything extra, especially 
something m ajor like the EP, was difficult
* the EP's dem ands in te rm s of class tim e were 
problematic; a lot to do at the start and also at the end. but 
not a lot in between
* 1 already do a certain am ount o f awareness raising on 
learning issues and am not sure how much m ore 1 want to 
do
* having such a large class made checking up difficult
* Ls often seemed reluctant to bring out the EPs and in 
general gave negative feedback
* Ls thought that tim e spent on the EP would be better 
spent on other activities

* breaking the ice took much longer fo r the lower level 
class, so EP was added pressure
* Ls relied heavily on me to find ways to  achieve their 
learning goal
• there were d iscrepancies between my identification 
o f Ls’ problems and the Ls' own identifications
• each L had a different learning target, which 1 find 
hard to handle as a class
• the class project took too much tim e that we couldn’t 
focus on the EP
* Ls in the lower level class lacked enthusiasm  fo r the 
EP

* 1 did not have specific  materials at hand to  offer 
Ls In order to tackle the ir problems
* d ifficult to  orchestrate activities that went 
beyond the com positions
* spotty attendance and hom ework m ade it hard 
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are and how they need help conceiving what 
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* Ls who got a sense of the EP were influenced 
by it

Table 5-6. Teachers and the EP



In terms of the impact of the EP on him, James remarked that it was mostly 

in relation to his personal view of the learning process;

[This experience with the EP] has encouraged me to think further about the 

value and place of reflection in language learning. I think some aspects of 

language learning benefit more from reflection, while others benefit less, if at 

all.

5.4.3 Margaret

Like James, Margaret was an experienced language teacher who had long 

adopted a task-based approach to teaching and believed in learner 

awareness and empowerment. From the very beginning she was drawn to 

the EP, its central concepts and how it could tie in with her two ‘Oral Training 

r classes. Margaret reported experiencing two very different teaching 

processes with her two classes. With the higher-level class, the introduction 

of the EP went smoothly, as did most of the project cycles. Learners in this 

class were enthusiastic about the EP and were therefore highly motivated to 

make an effort. At the end of the year, most of them displayed an increase in 

self-management skills, indicating a higher level of autonomy. By contrast, 

she struggled with the lower-level class. Breaking the ice and establishing a 

course routine took longer than she had planned, so the EP was seen as an 

added burden on her part as well as the learners’, which made her wonder if 

she would have been better off introducing the EP at a later stage, after 

learners were more ‘settled in’ and ‘the class identity and group dynamics 

[had been] more established’.
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A common problem Margaret experienced with both groups of learners was 

that they relied heavily on her to find ways of achieving their goals. So while 

most of them could easily fill out the self-assessment checklists and identify 

their weaknesses, targeting one or two of them to work on, they did not 

know how to go about it. The lower-level learners had the added problem of 

being reluctant to prioritise one goal over another, which resulted in their 

setting multiple (unrealistic) targets at any one time. With all these individual 

targets in dire need of her attention, Margaret felt constantly overwhelmed 

and conflicted. On the one hand, she wanted the course to be 

learner-centred; on the other hand, she simply had not the time or ability to 

manage each learner at the same time. To add to the chaos, she discovered 

discrepancies between her identifications of learners’ problems and 

weaknesses and the learners’ own. This being a speaking course, her 

concern was with oral competence, and within that, she identified learners’ 

problems as pronunciation, intonation, communication, and confidence. 

Learners’ selection of targets signified that their definition of ‘mastery’ of 

English was their ‘command’ of vocabulary and grammar rather than their 

ability to use it.

Another problem was with time, how much she had to devote to the EP on 

the one hand and how much to group projects on the other. In the end, she 

solved the time dilemma and, to a certain extent, the issue of setting realistic 

targets by combining the two into a class project: the whole class focused on 

one big goal, and within this big goal, each learner could set smaller 

objectives.

The other problem Margaret expehenced was helping learners find suitable 

materials to facilitate their independent learning. Even when they had set 

realistic learning targets, higher-level or highly motivated learners simply did
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not have access to the materials that would help them achieve their goals. In 

the end, Margaret had to improvise and, together with the class, selected 

resources from the college’s audio-visual library and the Internet.

In terms of the impact of the EP on her teaching, Margaret noted two main 

changes: in terms of planning courses and lessons, she has become ‘more 

aware of the sub-skills that constitute the language skill [she is] teaching.' 

As for her view of the learning process or her learners’ L2 proficiency 

development, she stated:

I realise more about how teacher-dependent [learners] are and how they 

need help conceiving what constitutes L2 proficiency and progress in 

general.

This has made her reflect more on the entire concept of English Language 

Skills courses.

5.4.4 Eric

Eric was probably the most relaxed and therefore the most flexible teacher 

of the four. As a result, he did not report having the same problem with class 

time management as the other teachers did. His interest in and enthusiasm 

for the EP stemmed from his own teaching philosophy; as he put it, Tm a 

reflective teacher, and therefore I like anything that promotes reflection’. In 

general, teaching went well for him as did the use of EP in his writing class. 

Although the class originally fell on the ‘quieter’ side, with learners writing 

and revising essays most of the time, because of the EP, an interactive 

dimension was introduced to the class, creating a more dynamic
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learning/teaching environment. An example of this was the monthly 

discussions or teacher survey, in which learners’ foci, levels, materials used, 

and activities adopted were discussed and evaluated. Eric remarked, 

‘Learners seemed happy to have this opportunity to talk in a composition 

class which was relatively teacher-centred.’

Eric also emphasised the EP’s diagnostic value, in particular its 

effectiveness in helping learners to identify their weaknesses and specific 

problem areas in language learning or skills and to begin to tackle them one 

by one. This corresponded to his own course objective: for learners to 

identify key problems in their writing and work on improving them.

The problem Eric cited most often was the lack of materials at hand to offer 

learners. Like Margaret, his learners set varied goals, some electing to work 

on listening or spoken interaction despite the fact that they were using the 

EP in a writing course. Another related problem was that he found it hard to 

orchestrate activities that went beyond the compositions; therefore, there 

seemed to be a divide between his class (writing) activities and the learning 

tasks his students selected.

Another problem had as much to do with learners’ attitudes as his 

classroom management skills: irregular attendance. He remarked:

The main problem is that some students don’t think they need to come to 

class to learn English composition. On one hand, that makes the learning 

group smaller and more intimate; on the other hand, the absent students 

don’t develop or improve their writing skills.
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Because some students were missing each week, Eric noted that it was 

difficult for him to monitor learners’ progress

As to the impact of the EP on his teaching, in relation to his planning of the 

course and individual lessons, Eric reported that the EP had him think more 

of the strategies of teaching and learning, and made him more conscious of 

what was happening in class.

5.5 Teachers’ insights and suggestions

All four teachers were influenced in one way or another by the EP. So what 

insights into teaching and learning did they gain from their EP experience? 

The findings are summansed in Table 5-7.

Cheryl recognised that autonomy was something seriously lacking in 

learners and the educational system in Taiwan. This EP project prompted 

her to exam ine her teaching approach and materials, especially in relation 

to how they facilitated the development of learner autonomy. The 

self-assessment descriptors were particularly helpful to her as they were a 

possible source of course objectives. If she were to use the EP again, she 

would include these descriptors in her course objectives.

Agreeing with Cheryl, Margaret also recognised the value of learner 

empowerment and the EP ’s role in its development. Through her 

experience with the EP, she learnt to pay more attention to thinking of 

concrete ways to help empower learners. She has become so convinced of 

its benefits that if she were to use the EP again, she would overhaul her
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usual syllabus and develop units based on the self-assessment checklists 

to help learners have more success with using the EP.

James’s realisation was in relation to the use of the EP: it involved much 

more than simply filling out the required sections and checklists; the whole 

concept of the EP should be integrated more generally into the course for 

learners and teachers to experience the full benefits. In light of this, next 

time he uses the EP, he would dedicate more class time to it and to 

discussions of targets and the learning process. He would also focus on 

aspects of the EP that were most relevant to the particular class in which it 

was being used and break down the tasks or sections into stages so as to 

monitor them more closely and make sure they were completed effectively.

Along similar lines, Eric also proposed monitoring learners’ progress more 

closely via interviews and journals the next time round. This year’s 

experience changed his idea of language teaching from imparting skills 

according to a set programme to encouraging learners to take charge 

themselves and overcome their specific problems.

As to the type of support actions needed for the EP to be implemented 

successfully, teachers suggested that more teacher and learner training 

were necessary. Cheryl was particularly in favour of teacher training as 

‘most teachers don’t come from a language teaching background and the 

EP is not self-evident in its implementation’; Margaret stressed the need for 

more learner training in setting realistic goals and demonstrating their 

achievement. Continuity would also be helpful, preferably with the EP being 

used all the way through college and across different language courses. 

One final suggestion was to develop diagnostic and remedial materials, or
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at the very least, a training kit or a resource kit which teachers or learners 

can turn to for ideas on how to arrange their own material.

With regard to how the EP can be improved, the consensus was that 

recommended activities for each skill level or a model learning and teaching 

plan be included. This would give more support to teachers and learners 

who are unfamiliar with the EP and using it for the first time. On a more 

empirical level, James proposed that more work should be done to make 

sure the descriptors truly reflect the skill levels as well as learners’ needs. 

Also, the EP should attempt to address directly the relationship between 

reflection and the development of strategies, both of which are useful for 

vocabulary building.

Finally, to summarise these four teachers’ advice to novice EP teachers: it is 

essential that the EP be integrated into the course and that plenty of time is 

allowed for the discussion and completion of the EP.
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5.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, I provided an overview of the teachers who participated in 

this EP project and their classes. I examined how each teacher used the EP 

in class and what they required their learners to do with the EP at home. It 

emerged from this examination that teachers used the EP mostly as a 

supplement to the courses. Even so, teachers were able to identify its 

contributions in relation to planning and organising of teaching and learning, 

and in terms of assessing learning progress and outcomes. Working with 

the EP, teachers noted learners’ general lack of ability to manage their own 

learning. This prompted them to become became more critically aware of 

their teaching approach, particularly if and how it facilitated learners’ 

development of autonomy. Although the reception and feedback of the EP 

from the teachers were generally positive, that the EP was not at the core of 

the courses gave rise to one main issue: time. All teachers remarked the 

extra demand on time the EP created. This was particularly problematic for 

teachers who had designed a lot of activities for the class and were not able 

to incorporate elements of the EP into these activities. Teachers also 

observed that while setting their own learning targets motivated the learners, 

the level of motivation was not sustained throughout the year, mostly 

because the EP was used in the periphery. In sum, teachers’ experience 

with the EP seems to suggest that for it to be truly effective, the EP has to be 

fully integrated into the course, or better yet, the base of the course. In the 

next chapter, I turn to examine learners’ experience with the EP and 

determine if their findings confirm or contradict the teachers’.
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Chapter 6. Learner Data: Attitudes, Motivation 
and Proficiency

This chapter presents and discusses learner data. As the empirical project 

was teacher-led, discussions of learner data will mainly be done class by 

class. Discussions of learner data as a whole will be incorporated where 

appropriate.

6.1 Participants: learner profile

As I mentioned in Chapter 4 (4.2.4), initially a total of 132 learners from five 

different classes participated in this year-long project. Learners in these five 

classes formed an experimental group (EP group/classes). But as the year 

progressed, some students dropped out of the EP classes and therefore 

withdrew from the study, while some new students enrolled in the EP 

classes in the second semester. These newcomers did not have enough 

data samples to qualify for analysis. Only those who remained in the same 

class for the whole year and contributed in a sufficient way to the data 

collection were selected for analysis in this chapter and the next one. In the 

end, the number of learner participants in each EP class was: 40 in Cheryl’s 

‘Freshman English’; 38 in James’s ‘Freshman English’; a total of 15 in 

Margaret’s two ‘Oral Training I’; and 14 in Eric’s ‘Composition 11’. Chapters 4 

and 5 profiled each of these classes, discussing their respective goals and 

objectives, methods, and overall function in the whole college curriculum. 

For comparison purposes, the project also included a control group of 52 

learners in a ‘Freshman English’ course, which was taught by Cheryl. She 

implemented two identical syllabuses in these two ’Freshman 

English‘ classes, but the control group did not use the EP.
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C lass (by 
teach er)

N um ber A verage
age

M ajority  
lea rn ers ’ year 

{%)

G ender M ajority  
lea rn ers ’ fie ld  of 

study (% )
F M

(%) (% )

C heryl
(FE) 40 18.18 1"' (100)

29 11 Social Science 
(60)(72.5) (27.5)

Jam es
(FE)

38 18.18 1"'(97.4)
28 10

English (100)
(73.7) (26.3)

M arg are t
(0 T 1 -E d u )

4 24.00 postgraduate (75)
3 1

—
(75) (25)

M arg are t
(O T1)

11 18.30 1"' (100)
9 2

English (100)
(81.8) (18.2)

Eric
(C o m p 2)

14 19.30 2 " “  (92.9)
12 2

English (100)
(85.7) (14.3)

All EP  
classes

107 18.49 1"'(82 .2)
81 26

English (59.8)
(75.7) (24.3)

C ontro l
group 52 18.82 1"' (88.5)

21 31 Science (44.2) 
Medicine (44.2)(40.4) (59.6)

All c lasses
159 18,60 1" (84.3)

102 57
English (40.3)

(64.2) (35.8)

*FE  = Freshman English; 0T 1  = Oral Training 1; Edu = Education programme; Comp2 = Composition II 
Table 6-1. Profile of learners participating In the project

Table 6-1 provides a basic profile of the learners under discussion. A total of 

107 learners participated in this project. The average age of these learners 

at the start of the project was 18.5, and the majority were first year 

undergraduate students. The two exceptions were Margaret’s ‘Oral Training 

I for the education programme’ (OTI-Edu) and Eric’s ‘Composition M’. The 

four learners from ‘O TI-Edu’ were older and already pursuing postgraduate 

studies; ‘Composition 11’ consisted mostly of second-year students. As for 

the gender ratio, there were more female students in every class, with an 

average of 3.7 females to 1 male. In terms of learners’ field of studies in 

college, all the learners in James’s, Eric’s, and Margaret’s ‘Oral Training I’ 

classes were English majors. The four learners in Margaret’s ‘O TI-Edu’ 

were scattered across different faculties. Cheryl’s learners, on the other 

hand, came mostly from the College of Social Science and none were from 

the English Department. This means that this EP course was most likely to 

be the only English language course they had that year and would have
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throughout their college education (for a description of the structure of 

English language education in Taiwanese colleges, see Chapter 3), In total, 

64 English majors and 43 non-English majors participated in this project.

The control group consisted of 52 learners with an average age of 18.8. This 

group had a more balanced female-male ratio with more male students, and 

learners in this group were mostly in their first year of college. The majority 

of learners were either studying medicine or science. An independent 

samples t-test revealed no differences between the EP group as a whole 

and the control group on age {t = -1.445, p > 0.05); however, it revealed a 

difference between Cheryl’s ‘Freshman English’ EP group and her control 

group on age (f = 2.881, p < 0.05) -  the control group was older. In terms of 

gender ratio, there were differences between the EP group as whole and the 

control group {t = -4.613, p < 0.05) as well as between Cheryl’s EP group 

and the control group (f = -3.200, p < 0.05) -  whereas each of the EP groups 

comprised more females than males, the converse was true for the control 

group. These results therefore, partially provide support for the 

randomisation of participants in the EP group and the control group.

6.2 Learners’ levels of Relative Autonomy

6.2.1 Levels of motivation in the EP course

As 1 said in Chapter 4, a Learning Questionnaire, which was adapted from 

the Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-L), a version of the 

various Self-Regulation Questionnaires (Ryan & Connell 1989; Ryan & Deci 

2000), was administered to measure learners’ level of motivation in their EP 

course and general English language courses so as to identify which
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learners were self-determined. The questionnaire was divided into two parts: 

the first part asked why learners studied English in this particular EP course; 

the second part asked why they studied English in language courses in 

general. The first part of the questionnaire measured all forms of motivation 

through 13 items (e.g., ‘because it's interesting to learn more about English’) 

on seven-point scales ranging from (1) ‘not true at all’ to (7) ‘very true’ (see 

Appendix F).

In accordance with Ryan and Connell’s (1989) recommendations, a Relative 

Autonomy Index (RAI) is calculated to represent the extent to which 

learners’ motivation is autonomous versus controlled. In SRQ-L, RAI is 

calculated by following this procedure: average score of Autonomous 

Regulation (AR) -  average score of Controlled Regulation (CR). A high RAI 

represents higher levels of autonomous forms of motivation and lower levels 

of controlled forms of motivation. In contrast, a low RAI indicates lower 

levels of autonomous forms of motivation and higher levels of controlled 

forms of motivation.

Table 6-2 tabulates learners’ levels of Autonomous Regulation (AR) and 

Controlled Regulation (CR) in the EP course over the year at three different 

points in time: Time 1 - beginning of the year; Time 2 - end of the first 

semester; Time 3 - end of the year. Table 6-3 summarises the differences in 

AR and CR levels between (1) Time 1 and Time 2 (2-1); (2) Time 2 and 

Time 3 (3-2); (3) Time 1 and Time 3 (3-1). A positive value in the differences 

in AR levels is desirable as it would indicate that learners had become more 

regulated by autonomous forms of motivation; conversely, a negative value 

in the differences in CR levels is preferable as it would indicate that learners 

had become less regulated by controlled forms of motivation. The similarity 

between mean and median values implies that the responses were
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relatively symmetrically distributed. Generally speaking, EP learners 

displayed relatively high levels of Autonomous Regulation at these three 

points in time over the year (overall Mean = 5.58, on a scale of 7). 

Collectively, the learners' AR levels dropped at the end of the year, and 

indeed, this is observed in every class (see Table 6-3), Looking at the 

individual classes, Cheryl’s 'Freshman English’, James’s ‘Freshman 

English’ and Margaret’s 'Oral Training I’ experienced a drop in AR levels at 

the second time of assessment, and then again at the third. On the other 

hand, learners in both Margaret’s ‘0T1-Edu’ and Eric’s 'Composition M’ had 

a higher level of autonomous forms of motivation at the end of the first 

semester compared to the start of the year. But this rise too dropped at the 

end of the year with Eric’s group showing the greatest difference in value 

(see Table 6-3). Also, it is noted that the changes in Margaret’s OT1-Edu 

group were minimal, suggesting that these learners maintained a similar 

level of autonomous forms of motivation throughout the year. Overall, 

learners in James’s class showed the greatest decrease in autonomous 

forms of motivation (see Table 6-3).

Class (by teacher)
Autonomous Regulation (AR) Controlled Regulation (CR)

1 2 3 1 2 3

Cheryl
(FE)

Mean 5.70 5,41 5 24 4,16 4.33 4,30

Std. Deviation 0,82 0,71 0 82 0,82 0.88 0,73

Median 5.67 5,50 5,25 4,21 4,43 4,36

James
(FE)

Mean 5,99 5,67 5,34 4,11 4,41 4,27

Std. Deviation 0,68 0,74 0,70 0,89 0,82 0,91

Median 6,00 5 50 5,33 4,14 4,57 4,29

Margaret
(OT1-Edu)

Mean 6,04 6,13 5,88 3,39 3,79 3,75

Std. Deviation 0,60 0,28 0,76 0,71 0,79 0,98

Median 5,92 6,08 5,58 3,14 3,86 4 21

Margaret
(OT1)

Mean 5,74 5,39 5,33 4,51 4,52 4,56

Std. Deviation 0,94 0,75 0,67 1,11 0,80 0,86

Median 5,83 5,67 5,50 4 14 4,57 4,71
Eric

(Comp2)
Mean 5,59 5,83 5,38 4,11 4,33 4,22

Std, Deviation 0,71 0,92 1,07 0,70 0,93 0 98
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Median 6.00 6.00 5.33 4.14 4.14 4.14

Mean 5.81 5 59 5.33 4.15 4 36 4.28
All EP 

classes Std. Deviation 0.77 0.76 0.79 0.87 0.85 0.85

Median 6.00 5 58 5.33 4.14 4.43 4.29

Mean 5.36 5.21 4.95 4.20 4.37 4.32
Control
group Std. Deviation 0.89 0.85 0.83 0.99 0.73 0.94

Median 5.58 5.33 4 92 4.29 4.21 4.14

Table 6.2. Learners’ Autonomous Regulation & Controlled Regulation in the EP course at
three points in time over the year

Class (by teacher)
Differences in AR Differences in CR

2-1 3-2 3-1 2-1 3-2 3-1

Cheryl (FE) -0.29 -0.17 -0.46 0.17 -0 03 0 14

James (FE) -0.32 -0.33 -0.64 0.30 -0.15 0.15

Margaret (OT1 -Edu) 0 08 -0.25 -0.17 0.39 -0.04 0.36

Margaret (0T1) -0.35 -0 06 -0 41 0.02 0.03 0 05

Eric (Comp2) 0.24 -0 4 5 -0.21 0.22 -0,11 0.11

All EP classes -0.23 -0.26 -0.49 0.21 -0.07 0.14

Control group -0.15 -0.26 -0.41 0.17 -0 05 0.12

Table 6-3. Mean differences in Autonomous Regulation and Controlled Regulation in the EP 
course between two points in time over the year

As EP learners’ levels of Autonomous Regulation were relatively high, so 

were their levels of Controlled Regulation (overall Mean = 4.26, on a scale 

of 7). Looking at the whole year, EP learners’ CR levels increased at the end 

of the year. However, unlike the changes in their AR levels, their CR levels 

showed an increase at the end of the first semester and then a decrease at 

the end of the year. This was observed in every class save one: Margaret’s 

‘Oral Training 1’. Learners in this class displayed an increase in levels of 

controlled forms of motivation at the end of the first semester, and then 

again at the end of the second. However, the variations are negligible. At the 

end of the year, learners in this class showed very little change in their CR 

levels. Overall, learners in Margaret’s 0T1-Edu had the largest increase in 

their levels of CR at the end of the year (see Table 6-3).
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Controlled Regulation 

Cheryl's EP Group Cheryl's Control Group
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1 2  3 1 2  3

Figure 6-1. Comparison between Cheryl’s EP group and Control group in the EP course

Similarly, the control group also experienced a drop in AR levels over the 

year; the changes in value of their CR levels mirrored most of those in the 

EP group as well, becoming higher at the end of the first semester and then 

lower at the end of the year. Comparing the control group with Cheryl’s EP 

group, the control group began the year with lower levels of AR (a mean 

value of 5.36). Their AR levels lowered at the end of the first semester and 

then dropped even more at the end of the year, whereas the AR levels in the 

EP group lov»/ered more at the end of the first semester and then less at the 

end of the year (see Table 6-3). This being observed, even though their 

respective mean scores differed in absolute value, an independent samples 

T-test revealed no differences between these two groups on levels of AR {t1 

= 1.84, f2 = 1.12, = 1.54, p > 0.05). In relation to levels of CR, the two

groups mirrored each other in their patterns of change: levels of CR were 

higher at the end of the first semester, which then lowered at the end of the 

year (see Figure 6-1). And indeed, an independent samples T-test revealed
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no differences between these two groups on levels of CR either {t1 = -0.20, 

f2 = -0.22, f3 =-0.11, p >  0.05).

To determine the level of Relative Autonomy, the mean score of Controlled 

Regulation was subtracted from that of Autonomous Regulation. The result 

is a Relative Autonomy Index (RAI). Table 6-4 summarises learners’ RAI 

throughout the year at three points in time: Time 1 - beginning of the year; 

Time 2 - end of the first semester; Time 3 - end of the year. Table 6-5 

tabulates the differences in RAI between (1) Time 2 and Time 1 (2-1); (2) 

Time 3 and Time 2 (3-2); (3) Time 3 and Time 1 (3-1). A positive value in the 

differences in RAI is desirable as it would indicate that learners had become 

more regulated by autonomous rather than controlled forms of motivation. 

The mean and median values are generally similar, implying that the 

responses were relatively symmetrically distributed. As the RAI are all 

positive, the first supposition is that learners were motivated more on an 

autonomous level than a controlled level. However, because the indexes 

are quite low (between 0.6 and 2.7), they also suggest that autonomous and 

controlled regulations motivated learners to a similar degree. Indeed, I 

pointed out how learners scored fairly high on both scales. This indicates 

that they were motivated to learn by both external factors (e.g., good grades 

guilt) and for intrinsic reasons (e.g., important to self, find it interesting). Of 

ail the groups of learners, Margaret’s OTI-Edu class consistently held the 

highest degree of Relative Autonomy. This could be attributed to the small 

number of learners in the class (a total of 4) and older age (average of 24) 

(see 6.1 of this chapter).

Overall, learners’ levels of Relative Autonomy waned over the year. As 

Table 6-5 illustrates, RAI lowered between Time (2) and Time (1) and then 

again between Time (3) and Time (2). This coincides with Cheryl’s
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observation of her learners: she commented that their interest and focus 

waned towards the end of each semester (see Chapter 5). The degree of 

difference between the two RAIs was also greater at the end of the first 

semester than at the end of the year. The only group to go against this trend 

was Eric’s, whose learners showed a higher level of Relative Autonomy at 

the end of the first semester. However, this higher level, too, dropped at the 

end of the year. Also, of all classes, learners in this class had the smallest 

variation in RAI after a year, which indicates that in the end, they had a 

similar level of Relative Autonomy as when they first started the project, 

James’s learners, on the other hand, showed the strongest signs of 

becoming more motivated by extrinsic values.

Class (by teacher) Relative Autonomy Index

1 2 3

Cheryl
(FE)

Mean 1.54 1 08 0.94
Std. Deviation 0 81 0 94 0 65

Median 1.50 1.08 1.04

James
(FE)

Mean 1.87 1.24 1.08
Std. Deviation 1.02 0.85 0.77

Median 1.81 1.18 1.07

Margaret
(0T1-Edu)

Mean 2.65 2.34 2.13
Std. Deviation 1.13 0.73 1.74

Median 2.69 2.33 1 37

Margaret
(0T1)

Mean 1.24 0.87 0.77
Std. Deviation 0.54 0.63 0.60

Median 1.19 0.83 0.64

Eric
(Comp2)

Mean 1.48 1 51 1.16
Std. Deviation 0.66 0 91 0.66

Median 1.60 1.69 1.26

All EP 
classes

Mean 1.67 1.23 1.04
Std. Deviation 0.90

1.57
0.90
1.17

0,77
1.07Median

Control
group

Mean 1.15 0.84 0,63
Std. Deviation 0.87 0.76 0,88

Median 1.14 0.86 0,71
Table 6-4. Relative Autonomy Index for EP course at three points in time over the year
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Class (by teacher)
Difference in Relative Autonomy Index

2-1 3-2 3-1

Cheryl (FE) -0.46 -0.14 -0.60

James (FE) -0.63 -0.17 -0.80

Margaret (0T1-Edu) -0.31 -0.21 -0.52

Margaret (0T1) -0.37 -0.09 -0.46

Eric (Comp2) 0.03 -0.34 -0.32

All EP classes -0.44 -0.18 -0.62

Control group -0.31 -0.21 -0.52

Table 6-5. Differences in Relative Autonomy Index In EP course between two points In time
over the year

AR CR RAI
Major

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Mean 5 88 5.67 5.38 4.17 4.41 4 28 1.71 1.25 1.10
Engl

Std. Deviation 0.73 0.78 0 80 0.91 0 83 0.94 0.93 0.84 0.85
ish

Median 6.00 5.67 5.33 4.14 4.43 4.36 1.58 1.18 1.10

non- Mean 5.72 5.47 5,26 4.11 4 28 4.30 1.61 1.19 0.96

Engl std. Deviation 0.81 0.72 0.80 0.83 0.89 0.70 0.87 1.00 0.63

ish Median 5.67 5.50 5.33 4.14 4.43 4.29 1.52 1.12 1.07

All Mean 5.81 5.59 5.33 4.15 4 36 4.28 1.67 1.23 1.04

grou std. Deviation 0.77 0.76 0.79 0.87 0.85 0 85 0.90 0.90 0 77

ps Median 6 00 5.58 5.33 4.14 4.43 4.29 1.57 1.17 1.07

Table 6-6. Comparison between English and non-English majors within the EP group

Within the EP group, learners could be roughly divided into English majors 

(N = 64, 59.8%) and non-English major (N = 43, 40.2%). Table 6-6 

summarises the levels of AR, CR and RAI of English and non-English 

majors in the EP course over the year at three different points in time. 

Throughout the year, the English majors consistently scored higher than the
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non-English majors on both levels of Autonomous Regulation and 

Controlled Regulation. They also showed a higher level of Relative 

Autonomy than the non-English majors (see Table 6-6). Although the 

numbers suggest that English majors within the EP group were generally 

more motivated and had a higher degree of autonomous motivation than the 

non-English majors, the pattern of changes in motivational levels throughout 

the year between these two groups implies that perhaps factors other than 

the EP were at play.

Generally speaking, the two groups have a similar pattern of change in 

Autonomous Regulation, Controlled Regulation, and their Relative 

Autonomy Indexes (see Figure 6-2). In relation to Autonomous Regulation, 

both groups presented a value that was lower than the previous one, but the 

difference in value was greater with the English majors (see Table 6-7). In 

relation to Controlled Regulation, English majors reported a higher value at 

the end of the first semester, but this value fell at the end of the year. Again, 

the English majors presented a more evident difference in change both 

times. Towards the end of the year, non-English majors appeared to have 

become more motivated by controlled forms of regulation than English 

majors were (see Table 6-7). With regard to their Relative Autonomy, the 

two groups had comparable patterns of change but with the non-English 

majors demonstrating a greater decrease in Relative Autonomy. To illustrate 

this point in numbers, the English majors started out with a RAI of 1.71, 

which dropped to 1.10 at the end of year, a 0.61 difference; the non-English 

majors, on the other hand, started out with a RAI of 1.61 and finished the 

year with a RAI of 0.96, a 0.65 difference (see Tables 6-6 & 6-7). 

Independent samples T-tests revealed no statistical differences between the 

two groups though (t1 = 0.56, t2 = 0.36, t3 = 0.90, p > 0.05). Having said that, 

it is not difficult to explain the perceived differences between these two
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groups of learners. Intuitively one can immediately come to the conclusion 

that English majors would be, or even had to be more self-determined to 

study English than the non-English majors. After all, English was the subject 

and main focus of their college education.

Major
Differences in AR Differences in CR Difference In RAI

1-2 2-3 1-3 1-2 2-3 1-3 1-2 2-3 1-3

English -0 21 - 0.29 - 0.50 0.24 - 0.13 0.11 - 0.46 - 0.15 - 0.61

non-English - 0.25 - 0.21 - 0.46 0.17 0.02 0.19 - 0.42 - 0.23 - 0.65

Table 6-7. Differences between Englisli and non-English majors between two points in time
over the year

Autonom ous Regulation C ontro lled Regulation

English majors ____  ̂ Non-English m#[ors..._____________ English m a jo r s ___ Non-English majors

1 2 3

I
1 2 3

Relative Autonomy Index

2 0 0 '

1 50 '

c
H
•
S

1 00-

0 50 '

0 00-
1 2 3

Non>EnflHsh majors

Figure 6-2. Comparison between English and non-English majors within the EP group

The control group’s RAI at the beginning of the year was 1.15. This value fell 

at each subsequent times of measurement (see Table 6-4), particularly at 

the end of the first semester (see Table 6-5). Comparing the control group 

with Cheryl’s EP group, the control group started the year with a lower RAI 

(mean of 1.15 as opposed to the EP group’s mean of 1.54), and consistently
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scored a lower RAI over the year (see Figure 6-1). And while the EP group 

had a greater drop in RAI at the end of the first semester, the control group 

had a greater drop at the end of the year. However, it was the EP group that 

had a greater difference in RAI between the end of the year and the 

beginning of the year (see Table 6-5). An independent samples T-test 

revealed a difference between these groups on RAI at the first point in time, 

namely the beginning of the year {t1 = 2.15, p < 0.05). This was when 

Cheryl’s EP group had a significantly higher level of RAI than the control 

group. But the independent samples T-test revealed no differences between 

these two groups on RAI at either of the last two points in time {t2 = 1.26, t3 

= 1.75, p > 0.05) (see Table 6-4).

The overall drop in levels of Relative Autonomy in both groups seems to 

suggest that the EP either had no impact or actually made a negative one 

on learners’ motivation. But because of the difference between Cheryl’s EP 

group and the control group, with the EP group having a higher degree of 

Relative Autonomy, we can deduce that the EP made a positive impact with 

this particular EP group. And then, because we do see examples of 

decreased levels of Autonomous Regulation (see Table 6-3), perhaps the 

more appropriate interpretation is that whatever positive impact the EP 

made on learners’ autonomous motivation, it was not enough to 

compensate for the extrinsic forms of motivation that increasingly dominated 

learners’ behaviour over the year.

6.2.2 Levels of motivation in other English language courses

The second part of the Learning Questionnaire tested learners’ level of 

motivation in English language courses in general. This part of the
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questionnaire measured ail forms of motivation through 12 items (e.g., 

‘because it's interesting to learn more about English’) on seven point scales 

ranging from (1) ‘not true at all’ to (7) ‘very true’ (see Appendix F).

Class (by teacher) Autonomous Regulation (AR) Controlled Regulation (CR)

1 2 3 1 2 3

Cheryl
(FE)

Mean 5.63 5.38 5.50 4 62 5.63 5.38

Std. Deviation 0.85 0.84 1.78 0 89 0.85 0.84

Median 5.80 5.40 5.40 4.57 4.57 4 29

James
(FE)

Mean 6.07 5.85 5.46 4,38 6.07 5.85

Std. Deviation 0,59 0.73 0 83 0,66 0.59 0.73

Median 6.20 5.80 5,40 4,43 4.57 4.57

Margaret
(0T1-Ed

u)

Mean 5.90 6.15 5.20 3.61 5.90 6.15

Std. Deviation 0.66 0 34 0.59 1 32 0.66 0.34

Median 6.10 6.10 5,10 3.21 3.71 4.21

Margaret
(OT1)

Mean 5.33 5 47 5.42 4,79 5.33 5.47

Std. Deviation 1.01 0 84 0.73 0,74 1.01 0.84

Median 5.00 5 40 5.60 4,43 4.71 4.57

Eric
(Comp2)

Mean 5.93 5.80 5.65 4,49 5.93 5.80

Std. Deviation 0.81 1.02 1.02 0.71 0.81 1.02

Median 6 00 6.00 5,40 4.29 4.15 4 64

All EP 
classes

Mean 5.80 5.64 5.48 4.50 5.80 5.64

Std. Deviation 0.80 0.83 1.26 0.82 0.80 0.83

Median 5.90 5.80 5 40 4.43 4,57 4,43

Control
group

Mean 5.26 5.16 4.91 4.39 4,54 4.33

Std. Deviation 0.93 0 88 0.88 0 93 0.79 0.82

Median 5.30 5.20 5.00 4.43 4,50 4.36

Table 6-8. Autonomous Regulation vs. Controlled Regulation in other English language
courses

Table 6-8 tabulates learners’ levels of Autonomous Regulation (AR) and 

Controlled Regulation (CR) in other English language courses over the year 

at three different points in time: Time 1 - beginning of the year; Time 2 - end 

of the first semester; Time 3 - end of the year. Table 6-7 summahses the 

differences in AR and CR levels between (1) Time 2 and Time 1 (2-1); (2) 

Time 3 and Time 2 (3-2); (3) Time 3 and Time 1 (3-1). Again, a positive 

value in the differences in AR levels is desirable as it would indicate that
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learners had become more regulated by autonomous forms of motivation; 

conversely, a negative value in the differences in CR levels is preferable as 

it would indicate that learners had become less regulated by controlled 

forms of motivation. The mean and median values are also quite similar, 

implying that the response distribution was relatively symmetrical. One 

exception was Margaret’s 0T1-Edu group: the mean and median differed by 

a value around 2 in two separate occasions. But the differences can be 

ignored as this group had a very small sample size (4 students only).

Generally speaking, EP learners had relatively high levels of Autonomous 

Regulation (overall Mean = 5.64, on a scale of 7) over the year. Overall, 

learners’ AR levels became lower at the end of the year. This was observed 

in every class except one; learners in Margaret’s ‘Oral Training I’ showed a 

higher level of AR at the end of the year compared to the beginning of the 

year. Individually, both James’s and Eric’s learners showed lower levels of 

AR at the last two times of assessment; Cheryl’s learners were more 

self-motivated at the end of the year than at the end of the first semester; 

and Margaret’s 0T1-Edu learners’ autonomous regulation was higher at the 

end of the first semester but it dropped at the end of the year. At the end of 

the year, Margaret’s 0T1-Edu learners showed the greatest decrease in 

levels of autonomous forms of motivation with James’s learners coming in a 

close second (see Table 6-9). However, all the variances were smaller than 

1, which, on a 7-point scale, indicates that the responses stayed within one 

level, rendering the differences negligible.
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Class (by teacher) Difference in AR Difference in CR

2-1 3-2 3-1 2-1 3-2 3-1
Cheryl (FE) -0.25 0.12 -0.13 1.01 -0.25 0.76

James (FE) -0.22 -0.38 -0.61 1.69 -0 22 1.47

Margaret (OT1-Edu) 0.25 -0.95 -0.70 2.29 0.25 2.54

Margaret (0T1) 0.14 -0.05 0.09 0.54 0.14 0.68

Eric (Comp2) -0.13 -0.15 -0.28 1 44 -0 13 1.31

All EP classes -0.15 -0.16 -0.31 1.3 -0.16 1.14

Control group -0.10 -0.25 -0.35 0.15 -0.21 -0.06

Table 6-9. Mean differences in Autonomous Regulation and Controlled Regulation between 
two points in time in other English language courses

Once again, although EP learners’ levels of Autonomous Regulation were 

relatively high, their Controlled Regulation was at a very similar level (overall 

Mean = 5.31, on a scale of 7). But in contrast to their AR levels, the EP 

learners collectively scored higher in CR levels at the end of the first 

semester; at the end of the year, with the exception of Margaret’s two 

classes, the EP learners scored lower CR levels. That said, when compared 

to the beginning of the year, all EP learners’ CR levels were higher (see 

Table 6-9). Of all the groups of learners, Margaret’s ‘O TI-Edu’ group stood 

out: the difference in value between time 2 and time 1 is 2.29, and the 

difference between time 3 and time 1 is 2.54. Both values were greater than 

2, which on a 7-point scale means two levels, a significant difference. This 

indicates that at the end of the year, learners in this class were much more 

extrinsically-motivated than at the start (see Table 6-9).

It is also interesting to note that the differences in CR levels in other English 

language courses is the first and only set of data in this chapter’s analyses 

that shows value differences greater than 1: learners in Cheryl’s EP class, 

James’s, Margaret’s ‘0T1-Edu’, and Eric’s class all measured a CR level 

difference greater than 1 between the first semester and the beginning of 

the year; learners in James’s, Margaret’s ‘OT1-Edu’, and Eric’s classes also 

measured a CR level difference greater than 1 between the end and start of

234



the year (see Table 6-9). Comparing these results with the differences in CR 

levels in the EP course (see Table 6-3) in which all values were between 1 

and -1, one might be tempted to suggest that the use of EP, while not 

completely eliminating the influence of external motivations, has deterred 

the complete dominance of them in the EP course.

The control group’s AR levels started at 5.26 and at each subsequent 

assessment over the year, each value was lower than the previous one. On 

the other hand, their CR levels were higher at the end of the first semester, 

and then lower at the end of the year. When comparing the end (Mean = 

4.33) and the beginning of the year (Mean = 4.39), the control group’s CR 

levels were actually lower in the end (see Tables 6-8 & 6-9). But because 

the variations were all between -1 and 1 on a 7-point scale, the differences 

are insignificant. It is worth noting though that not only did none of the EP 

group ended the year with a lower CR level, the majority of them ended the 

year with a difference of at least a level on the scale in favour of more 

controlled forms of regulation. Comparing Cheryl’s EP group and control 

group, it appears that the pattern of changes in levels of both AR and CR 

between these two groups was rather different (see Figure 6-3), which is 

unlike the pattern of changes between these two groups in the EP course 

(see Figure 6-1). Yet, independent samples T-tests revealed no differences 

between these two groups on levels of AR {t1 = 1.93, f2 = 1.16, f3 = 1.86, p > 

0.05) and CR (ft = 1.18, = -0.55, t3 = -0.23, p > 0.05).
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Figure 6-3. Comparison between Cheryl’s EP group and Control group in other English
language courses

Table 6-10 summarises learners’ RAI throughout the year over three 

periods of time. Table 6-11 tabulates the differences in RAI between (1) 

Time 2 and Time 1 (2-1); (2) Time 3 and Time 2 (3-2); (3) Time 3 and Time 1 

(3-1). Again, a positive value in the differences in RAI is desirable as it 

would indicate that learners had become more regulated by autonomous 

forms of motivation. The mean and median values are generally similar, 

implying that the responses were relatively symmetrically distributed.

As all the RAI are positive, the first supposition is that learners were 

motivated more on an autonomous than a controlled level. However once 

again, because the indexes are all quite low (between 0.5 and 2.3), it would 

also suggest that autonomous and controlled regulations played a nearly 

equal part in motivating learners. Across the board, Margaret’s ‘O TI-Edu’ 

learners scored the highest levels of Relative Autonomy over the year with a 

mean of 2.29, 2.08, and 1.65 at their respective time of measurement. True 

differences occurred twice between this group and Cheryl’s EP group: first 

and second time of measurement {t1= 2.23, t2 = 2.52, p < 0.05); and twice
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between this group and Margaret’s other OT1 group; first and second time 

of measurement {t1 = 3.01, t2 = 2.40, p < 0.05). In these four incidences, the 

'O TI-Edu’ learners scored significantly higher on levels of Relative 

Autonomy. Margaret’s ‘0T 1 ’ learners, on the other hand, consistently had 

the lowest or one of the lowest levels of Relative Autonomy over the year 

with means of 0.54, 1.02, and 0.76 at their respective time of measurement. 

When determining if there were any true differences other than with the 

0T1-Edu group, a T-test revealed that this OT 1 group’s first RAI (M = 0.54) 

was significantly lower than James’s learner (t = -4.232, p < 0.05). In an 

attempt to explain the findings, one might suggest that it’s because there 

were only four people in this group and that the average age was 24, older 

than the other groups of learners (see 6.1 of this chapter).

Class (by teacher)
Relative Autonomy Index

1 2 3

Cheryl
(FE)

Mean 1.01 0.95 1.21

Std. Deviation 1.07 0.87 1.75

Median 0.91 0.91 0.97

James
(FE)

Mean 1.69 1.33 1,04

Std. Deviation 0.78 0.90 0.94

Median 1.66 1.14 0,86

Margaret
(OTI-Edu)

Mean 2.29 2.08 1.65

std. Deviation 1.39 0.68 1,25

Median 2.56 2.19 1 39

Margaret
(0T1)

Mean 0.54 1.02 0,76

Std. Deviation 0,85 0.75 0,61

Median 0.43 0.71 0 89

Eric
(Comp2)

Mean 1.44 1.38 1,19

std. Deviation 1.21 1.30 1,05

Median 1.57 1.50 1,13

All EP 
classes

Mean 1.30 1.20 1,12

Std. Deviation 1.05 0.95 1,29

Median 1.26 1.09 0,99

Control
group

Mean 0.83 0.62 0,59

Std. Deviation 0.82 0.83 0,87

Median 0.83 0.66 0,59

Table 6-10. Relative Autonomy Index in other English language courses a t three points in
time over the year
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As Table 6-11 illustrates, as a whole group, learners’ RAI lowered between 

Time (2) and Time (1), and then again between Time (3) and Time (2), 

indicating that their levels of Relative Autonom y at the end of the year was 

lower than the beginning. This general trend, however, did not apply to 

learners in Cheryl’s ‘Freshman English’ and Margaret’s ‘Oral Training I’. 

Learners in these two classes showed a higher level of in Relative 

Autonom y at the end of the year, suggesting that they had become more 

self-determined.

The control group experienced a fall in their RAI as well over the three 

points in time (see Table 6-10), particularly at the end of the first semester. 

This is consistent with the movement of their RAI levels in Cheryl’s 

‘Freshman English’ class (see Figures 6-1 & 6-3). Comparing the control 

group with Cheryl’s EP group, again, the control group had a lower RAI over 

the year, especially at the end of the year when the EP group measured a 

higher level of Relative Autonomy (see Figure 6-3 & Table 6-11). And 

indeed, a T-test revealed that there was a significant difference between the 

RAI of the two groups at that period {t = 2.02, p < 0.05).

Class (by teacher) Difference in Relative Autonomy Index

2-1 3-2 3-1

Cheryl (FE) -0.06 0.27 0.20

James (FE) -0.36 -0.29 -0.65

Margaret (OTI-Edu) -0.21 -0.43 -0.64

Margaret (0T1) 0.49 -0.27 0.22

Eric (Comp2) -0.06 -0.19 -0.26

All EP classes -0.10 -0.08 -0.18

Control group -0.21 -0.03 -0.24

Table 6-11. Mean differences in Relative Autonomy Index between two periods in other
English language courses
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6.2.3 Learners’ attitudes towards English

To fully understand learners’ levels of motivation, we must look at their 

attitudes towards English and towards learning English. In the first part of 

the EP questionnaire, there were 10 statements about English and learning 

English. Learners were asked to rate each statement according to how 

much they agree with it: strongly disagree, disagree, not sure, agree, 

strongly agree (see Appendix G). This was done twice, once at the end of 

the first semester, and then again at the end of the year.

statem ent about learning English 1" semester % 2"'’ semester %

Learning English is very difficult.
not sure 36.8 disagree 34.3

agree 30.9 not sure 34.3

It is helpful when the teacher speaks in 
English in class as much as possible.

agree 44 agree 52.9

strongly agree 35.3 strongly agree 37.1

It is better not to say anything at all in 
English, rather than make mistakes.

disagree 41.2 disagree 58.6

strongly disagree 32.4 strongly disagree 24.3

The most important part of learning English 
is concentrating hard on grammar.

disagree 50 disagree 54 3

not sure 27.9 not sure 21.4

It is easier to read and write English than to 
speak and understand it.

agree 43.3 agree 41.4

not sure 31.3 not sure 30

It is easier to learn English than other foreign 
languages.

not sure 40.9 agree 47 1

agree 39.4 not sure 32.9

Learning English is more difficult than 
learning other subjects at school or in 

college.

disagree 40.3 disagree 52.9

not sure 25.4 not sure 24 3

You have to be really clever to learn English.
disagree 43.3 disagree 42.9

not sure 28.4 not sure 30

Intelligence is something you are born with 
and you cannot change it.

agree 32.8 agree 37.1

disagree 29.9 not sure 25.7

— disagree 25.7

You need to do some learning outside class 
if you are going to be good at English.

strongly agree 46.3 strongly agree 45.7

agree 32,8 agree 44.3

Table 6-12. EP Learners’ attitude towards English and towards learning English

Table 6-12 summarises learners’ responses as a whole. The most popular 

two responses for each statement are presented in the table. In general.
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they had quite a positive attitude towards learning English. Assessing the 

difficulty of learning English, at the end of the first semester, 36.8% of 

learners were unsure if learning English was difficult while 30.9% agreed 

that it was. However, at the end of the second semester, 34.3% of learners 

agreed that it was not difficult, and certainly no more than other subjects in 

school/college. Moreover, learners did not find it necessary to be very clever 

in order to learn English, even though most of them believed that 

intelligence was predetermined and unchangeable. And finally, when 

compared with other foreign languages, while 40.9% of learners were unsure 

at first, 47.1% agreed that English was easier the second time they were 

asked. The change may have been brought about by learners in the English 

Department starting to take a second foreign language, which is compulsory 

for all English majors in the college.

In terms of learning strategies and beliefs, again, learners displayed quite a 

positive outlook. For example, as many as 73.6% of learners did not agree 

that they should stay silent so as not to risk making a mistake. This number 

rose to 82.9% at the end of the year. Quite uncharacteristically of the ‘typical 

Taiwanese language learner’, learners in this group did not agree that 

grammar was the most important part of English learning. There was also 

an overwhelming consensus that the teacher speaking in English in class 

was beneficial and that to become good at English, one needed to be doing 

some additional learning outside of class.

6.2.4 Learners’ self-perceived efforts in learning English

The EP questionnaire also contained a section to elicit learners’ view on 

their efforts to learn English at the end of each semester. Section two of this
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questionnaire contained 10 statements about learning effort and strategies. 

Learners were asked to rate each statement according to frequency: never, 

sometimes, usually (see Appendix G).

statem ent about my efforts 1st Semester % 2nd Semester %

1 can make an effort to think about what I've learned in 
English class. sometimes 76.1 sometimes 77 1

If the teacher asks the class a question, 1 try to think 
of the right answer. usually 62.7 usually 72.9

if 1 don't understand something we are learning in 
English class, 1 ask for help. sometimes 50.7

sometimes 50.0

usually 50 0

If 1 don't know the English word for something, 1 try to 
find out what it is. usually 74.6 usually 67.1

1 write down new English words in a notebook so that 
1 can remember them. sometimes 58.2 sometimes 58.6

1 put as much effort as possible into doing my English 
homework. sometimes 53.7 sometimes 54.3

When 1 get my English homework back, 1 look 
carefully at my mistakes and the teacher's comments. usually 61.2 usually 65.7

W hen the teacher asks us, 1 make an effort to talk in 
English in class. usually 49.2

sometimes 47.1

usually 47.1

1 try to learn things off by heart that 1 know will be 
useful. usually 64.6 usually 58.8

1 look for chances of speaking, reading, or listening to 
English outside school. sometimes 61.5 sometimes 60.3

Table 6-13. EP learners’ reported efforts in learning English

Table 6-13 summahses learners’ responses as a whole. The most popular 

response for each statement is presented in the table. In general, they 

reported that they did make an effort in their learning. The things that they 

said they consistently did were to answer correctly a question in class, find 

out what a new word meant, check mistakes and teacher feedback on
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assignments, and learn useful things off by heart. Over the year, learners 

reportedly became more active in their learning by asking for help when 

needed and making an effort to speak English in class more often. However 

interestingly, less effort was reported in the second semester to write down 

new English words to remember (98.5% of learners did this in the first 

semester; only 85.7% did this in the second semester); learners also 

reported that they put less effort into doing their homework assignment in 

the second semester. The last point may have implications for the EP: 

teachers often used the EP as homework assignments (e.g., complete 

certain sections of the EP; work on language learning targets; assess own 

linguistic proficiency). If learners started putting less effort into doing their 

homework, the EP may have been used only sporadically as opposed to 

regularly as it should. Another diminished effort reported was the active 

learning outside of class/college.

6.3 Learners’ level of language proficiency

in this final section of the chapter, learners’ language profile will be 

discussed. The data for their language proficiency is gathered via two 

sections in the English Language Passport: the Self-assessment Grid and 

documentation of certificates and diplomas.

6.3.1 Learner self-assessment

Learners were asked to fill out the self-assessment grid at the beginning (1) 

and end of the year (2). As there were only a few months in between the two 

assessments, one cannot realistically expect much progress. Hence, the
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grid contained several partially shaded-in boxes. For the purpose of analysis, 

any partially shaded-in box, whether it was one-thirds, half, or three-quarters, 

was counted as a half. A1 is 1, A2 is 2, B1 is 3, B2 is 4, C1 is 5, C2 is 6; 

partially shaded-in A1 is 0.5, anything between A1 and A2 is 1.5, anything 

between A2 and B1 is 2.5, anything between 81 and 82 is 3.5, etc. After the 

levels were converted into numbers, I calculated the mean score for each 

language skill. This mean score was then converted back to the common 

reference levels: any value between 0 and 1 is A1-; any value between 1 

and 2 is A1-A2; any value between 2 and 3 is A2-81; any value between 3 

and 4 is 81-£32; any value between 4 and 5 is B2-C1; any value between 5 

and 6 is C1-C2. As such, this profile of learners’ linguistic proficiency 

provides only a rough overview.

Table 6-14 gives an overview of the level of linguistic proficiency of learners 

in each EP class as assessed by learners themselves. At the beginning of 

the year (Listening 1, Reading 1, etc.), on average, learners fall between A2 

and 81 in Listening, 81 and 82 in Reading, A2 and 81 in Spoken Interaction 

and Spoken Production, and B1 and 82 in Writing. Overall, learners’ 

self-assessment corresponded to the teachers’ assessment of learners (see 

Chapter 5). At the end of the year (Listening 2, Reading 2, etc.), learners 

assessed themselves to be between 81 and 82 in Listening and Reading,

81 in Spoken Interaction, between A2 and 81 in Spoken Production, and 

between 81 and 82 in Writing. Generally speaking, learners evaluated 

themselves to have made the most improvement in the areas of Listening 

and Spoken Interaction (see Table 6-14).
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EP course Listening 1 Listening 2 Reading 1 Reading 2

Cheryl (FE) A2 - B1 B1 - B2 81 - 82 81 - 82

James (FE) B1 - 82 B1 - 82 B1 - 82 82

Margaret (O TI-Edu) A2 - 81 A2 - B1 82 -

Margaret (0T1) A2 - 81 81 -8 2 B1 81 - 82

Eric (Comp 2) 81 - 82 C l B 2 -C 1 C l

All EP classes A 2-B 1 81 - 82 81 - 82 B1 -B 2

EP course Spoken 
Interaction 1

Spoken 
Interaction 2

Spoken 
Production 1

Spoken 
Production 2

Cheryl (FE) A 2 -B 1 A2 - 81 A2 - 81 A2 - B1

James (FE) 81 - 82 81 -8 2 81 - 82 B1 - B2

Margaret (O TI-Edu) 81 - 82 82 B1 - 82 B1 - 82

Margaret (0T1) A 2 -B 1 81 A2 - 81 81 - 82

Eric (Comp 2) 81 - 82 82 B2-C1 81

All EP classes A2 - B1 81 A2 - 81 A2 - 81

EP course Writing 1 Writing 2

Cheryl (FE) A2 - 81 81 - 82

James (FE) 81 -B 2 81 - 82

Margaret (OT1-Edu) B1 - 82 B2

Margaret (OT1) A2 - B1 81 - 82

Eric (Comp 2) 82 82

All EP classes 81 - 82 81 - 82

Tab le  6 -14 . EP learners’ self-assessm ent of linguistic proficiency at the beginning (1) & end
of year (2)

Looking at the individual groups, Cheryl’s learners reported an overall 

linguistic proficiency level of A2-B1 at the beginning of the year, which 

corresponded with Cheryl’s evaluation of thenn. Learners in this class 

reported Reading as their strongest skill (B1-B2). After a year, they reported 

no perceived changes in their Reading, Spoken Interaction, or Spoken 

Production but that their Listening and Writing improved, both moving up 

one level from A2-B1 to B1-B2. The perceived improvement may be linked 

to the classroom activities (lots of listening tasks) and homework 

assignments (mostly essays) (see Chapter 5.2.1). James’s group assessed 

themselves to be in a rather even linguistic proficiency range of B1-B2,
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which was slightly lower than James’s evaluation of B1-C1. They did not 

report any visible changes in any area except Reading, which moved slightly 

up from B1-B2 to 82. This coincided with the focus on reading in this class -  

James modelled this class on Krashen’s theory of extensive reading and 

free voluntary reading (see Chapter 5.2.2) -  and so learners engaged in and 

completed a lot of reading and reading-related tasks. At the beginning of the 

year, Margaret’s’ 0T1-Edu group reported a relatively even linguistic profile 

of B1-B2 across the five skills with Listening as their weakest skill (A2-B1) 

and Reading as their strongest (B2). This corresponded to Margaret’s 

evaluation of them. At the end of the year, learners in this class did not 

report as having made any improvements in Listening though both their 

Spoken Interaction and Writing skills moved from B1-B2 to B2. Margaret’s 

O T1, on the other hand, was the only group that reported having made 

improvements in all five areas. At the beginning of the year, learners 

assessed their proficiency range as A2-B1, which was slightly higher than 

Margaret’s evaluated range of A1-B1. Learners in this class reported 

Reading as their strongest skill (B1). At the end of the year, they moved up 

half a level in Spoken Interaction, and a full level in all the other areas. The 

improvement in Spoken Interaction and Spoken Production is a positive 

confirmation of the objectives of this course. Eric’s class had three 

interesting findings: 1. they evaluated themselves as having a higher level of 

proficiency across the five skills than the other classes; 2. they reported as 

having made the most improvements after a year; 3. they were the only 

group of learners to report a disimprovement in proficiency. At the beginning 

of the year, this group of learners assessed their linguistic proficiency at 

B1-C1, which was a level higher than Eric’s evaluation of A2-B2. Learners in 

this class claimed that their Listening went from B1-B2 to C1 and that their 

Reading reached C1 as well from B2-C1. They also reported having gone 

down nearly two levels in Spoken Production, from B2-C1 at the beginning
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of the year to B1 at the end of the year, making this skill as their weakest 

point. And even though this was a second-year composition course, 

learners reported no changes in their writing skills.

6.3.2 English language certification

EP course GEPT Elementary 
(CEFR A2)

GEPT Intermediate 
(CEFR B1)

GEPT High-Intermediate 
(CEFR B2) others

Cheryl (FE) 1 12 5 3

James (FE) 0 6 7 2

Margaret
(0T1-Edu) 0 0 2 1

Margaret (0T1) 1 3 1 0

Eric (Comp 2) 1 1 1 1

All EP classes 3 22 16 7

Overall 
percentage (%) 2.80 20.56 14.95 6.54

Table 6-15. Number of learners with certification

Language certification is a relatively new concept in Taiwan. As such, very 

few pre-college language learners would have a language certificate or 

diploma. However, since the introduction of the General English Proficiency 

Test (GEPT) and third-level institutes listing it as a graduation requirement, 

Taiwanese college students are now keener to obtain various language 

certificates (for a more detailed discussion of the GEPT, see Chapter 3). 

Table 6-15 summarises the number of learners in each class that had 

obtained the GEPT certificate at Elementary, Intermediate, and 

High-Intermediate levels and other certification (e.g., TOEFL, lELTS, TOEIC, 

etc.). So as to interpret the findings in the context of the EP, GEPT can be 

correlated to CEFR levels: Elementary Level corresponds to A2; 

Intermediate Level corresponds to B1; and High-Intermediate Level 

corresponds to B2 (for a more detailed discussion, see Chapter 3).
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As most learners in this EP project were first-year college students, the 

number of language certificates obtained was low. Less than half of the 

learners had passed any language proficiency exams. The 20.56% that did 

obtained a GEPT certificate at Intermediate Level; 14.95% had passed the 

GEPT High-Intermediate level; 2.8% had passed the GEPT Elementary 

level; and 6.54% had obtained a language certificate of some other type. 

Because only a small percentage of learners obtained any certification, it is 

not possible to statistically relate the results to learners’ self-assessment 

collectively. However, when we compare individual learner’s certification 

with their self-assessment, there are some interesting findings. Within the 

22 learners that had obtained the GEPT Intermediate certificate (equivalent 

to B1), 15 of them assessed themselves at an average level of 81, while 5 of 

them evaluated an average level of A2 and 2 of them at an average level of 

82. Within the 16 learners that had obtained the GEPT High-Intermediate 

certificate (equivalent to 82), 10 had an average self-assessed level of 82, 

while 4 of them had an average self-assessed level of 81 and 2 of them a 

C l . Due to the small sample size, we cannot claim that there is a correlation 

between self-assessment and formal assessment based on the numbers 

here, but these findings imply that there is a degree of interaction between 

the two types of assessment.

6.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, I began by looking at learner data with a general profile of 

learners’ age, gender, college major, and year in college. Discussion then 

focused on the two forms of motivation -  autonomous and controlled -  and, 

using questionnaires as instrument, I attempted to determine which form of 

motivation drove learners to learn. The initial findings and subsequent
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discussions seemed to suggest that the use of the EP did little to motivate 

learners. But to dismiss the EP at this stage would be to adopt an 

over-simplistic view. To fully appreciate the findings in this chapter, 

particularly why, despite their rather positive attitudes towards and beliefs 

about language learning, learners increasingly became more reliant on 

external values to motivate themselves to engage in learning, we have to 

look at how the EP was used collectively in class and individually at home. 

The next chapter explores learners’ use of the EP and its implications, and 

attempts to draw a better picture of the effectiveness, or lack thereof, of the 

EP.
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Chapter 7. Learner data: use, assessment and 
impact of the EP

Learners used the EP both in class and at home. The first half of this 

chapter describes and discusses how the EP was used, looking at the 

language learning cycles learners undertook over the course of a year, the 

learning targets they set for themselves, and the types of assessment 

methods they used. Discussion also includes learners’ assessment of their 

learning process, progress and outcomes. The second half of the chapter 

focuses on learners’ assessment of the EP and the EP’s impact on their 

learning. Again, discussion will be done class by class, and as a whole 

where appropriate.

7.1 Learners’ use of the EP

7.1.1 Language Learning Cycle

The English Language Biography records learners’ present learning. In this 

section, learners were asked to set their own language learning targets and 

review their learning progress. Setting a target and reviewing the learning 

progress completes one language learning cycle (LLC). Out of the 107 

participants in this project, a total of 81 turned in the English Language 

Biography with at least one LLC completed. Table 7-1 shows the number of 

English Language Biographies gathered for analysis from each class, 

Margaret’s ‘OTI-Edu’ had the highest response rate out of the five groups, 

with all four learners completing at least one LLC. Margaret’s ‘0T1’ class 

had the second highest response rate of 90.9%. Similarly, both Cheryl’s and
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James’s groups had relatively high response rates at 77.5% and 84.2% 

respectively. The only problematic group was Eric’s, with only 4 out of the 14 

participants turning in their EP. On the one hand, the low response rate of 

28.6% means that it is not statistically viable to draw any conclusions for that 

group of learners as a whole regarding their use of the EP, It is, however, 

possible to look at how these four learners used their EP to see if any 

pattern emerges. On the other hand, the low response rate may have 

significant implications as to how the learners used (or rather, did not use) 

their EPs in class and at home and what their feelings towards the EP were. 

This point will be revisited later in this chapter.

Setting a target and reviewing the learning progress completes one 

language learning cycle (LLC). Table 7-1 summarises the average number 

of LLC completed in each class. Within the year, learners on a whole 

completed an average of 2.73 cycles. Cheryl’s class completed the most 

cycles, averaging at 3.68; James’s class completed an average of 2.31 

cycles; Margaret’s ‘O TI-Edu’ group completed an average of 2.50 cycles; 

Margaret’s ‘0 T 1 ’ group completed the least cycles, averaging at 1.5 cycles; 

and Eric’s class completed an average of 2 cycles. If we were to exclude 

Eric’s group due to low response rates, the average number of language 

learning cycles amongst the four other groups was 2.77, which is not much 

different to the 2.73 averaged by all five groups.

Table 7-2 summarises the days learners spent on each language learning 

cycle and Figure 7-1 compares the length of each cycle among the five 

groups. From Figure 7-1, it is clear that learners in Cheryl’s class set a much 

longer period of time (Mean = 171.74) for the completion of the first LLC 

than any other cycles and any other groups. The length of time given to a 

LLC diminished over the year, ending with the fourth cycle being given an
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average of 61 days. However, when comparing the median value for each 

LLC, it emerges that the difference between LLC1 and LLC2 is 20 days 

while LLC2, LLC3, and LLC4 all maintained the same median value of 60 

days. The number of learners, particularly in the first three cycles, that 

completed each LLC was also more consistent amongst this group, with the 

numbers ranging between 20 and 29 (50%-72.5%). This higher completion 

rate may be attributed to the teacher Cheryl: she set aside class time on a 

regular basis to go through the various sections of the EP and to make sure 

that learners knew which part or parts of the EP were due for completion (for 

a more detailed discussion of how Cheryl used the EP in class, see 5.2.1 & 

Table 5-2). Margaret, on the other hand, only monitored the first language 

learning cycle closely and not the ones thereafter, which is reflected in the 

response rates of her two groups, particularly the ‘0T1’ group.

Class (by teacher) Number of 
cases (out of)

Response 
rate (%)

Number of Language Learning Cycles

Mean Std. Deviation Median

Cheryl (FE) 31 (40) 77.5 3 68 0.54 4,00

James (FE) 32 (38) 84.2 2.31 0.78 2.00

Margaret (OTI-Edu) 4(4) 100 2.50 0.58 2.50

Margaret (0T1) 10 (11) 90.9 1.50 0.53 1.50

Eric (Comp2) 4(14) 28.6 2.00 1.41 1.50

Total 81 (107) 75.7 2.73 1.05 3.00

Total ex. Eric* 77 (93) 82.8 2.77 1.02 3.00

’ total excluding Eric's group of learners 
Table 7-1, Average number of Language Learning Cycles recorded in the English Language

Biographies completed within a year

James’s group of learners had a tendency to set long language learning 

cycles. Their first three LLCs all took over 100 days to complete (even the 

median value of each LLC was between 90 and 106 days). Bear in mind that 

the average academic year is from early September to end of June, which 

makes up around 303 days. That James’s learners had three cycles that
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took over 100 days each to complete means that they often began a new 

cycle before finishing the previous one. And indeed, several learners in this 

group set their ‘When do I plan to finish’ date as 'a year later’. There was 

even a case where the learner set the end time for 'before I graduate’ (which 

could mean anytime between now and nearly four years later as this was a 

Freshman course).

C lass (by teacher)
Length o f each Language Learning Cycle (days) All

cycles

C ount
ed

cycles1 2 3 4

Cheryl
(FE)

Mean 171.74 86.00 73.86 61.25 98.21

1-4
N 27 26 29 20 25.50

Std. Deviation 281.43 81.74 41.45 47.71 113 08

Median 80.00 60.00 60.00 60.00 —

Jam es
(FE)

Mean 118.14 145.46 121.00 90.00 128.20

1-3
N 28 24 9 1 20.33

Std, Deviation 106.67 228.50 69.63 134 93

Median 90.00 106.00 100.00 90.00 —

M arg are t 1 
(O T 1-E d u)

Mean 41.25 33.00 30 00

—

34.75

1-3
N 4 4 2 3.33

std. Deviation 14.36 3.46 0.00 5.94

Median 37.50 33.00 30 00 —

M arg are t 2 
(O T1)

Mean 30.00 150.00

—

— 90.00

1-2
N 10 2 — 6 00

Std. Deviation 0.00 127.28 — 63.64

Median 30.00 150.00 — —

Eric
(C o m p 2)

Mean 112.50 112.50 45.00 40.00 112.50

1-2
N 2 2 1 1 2.00

Std. Deviation 95 46 95.46 95.46

Median 112.50 112.50 45.00 40.00 —

Total

Mean 121.62 110.07 81 37 61.59

N 71 58 41 22

std. Deviation 191.02 160.34 52.27 46.04

Median 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00

Mean 121.88 109.98 82.28 62.62

Total ex. N 69 56 40 21

Eric* Std. Deviation 193.46 162.72 52.60 46.92

Median 60.00 60.00 60.00 60.00

Table 7-2. Average days spent on each language learning cycle in the academic year
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Figure 7-1. Comparison of length of each LLC between groups

In contrast, the four learners in Margaret’s ‘OT1-Edu’ class consistently set 

a shorter period of time for their language learning cycles (see Table 7-2 & 

Figure 7-1). The average period was 34.75 days for each of their three LLCs, 

with the first cycle being around 6 days longer. Learners in Margaret’s other 

OT1 class were the only group out of the five to set a collective goal as their 

first language target. They decided as a whole class what to work on 

(telephone skills), and for how long (30 days). After this first cycle, only 2 out 

of the 11 learners continued with a second language learning cycle. One of 

them set a period of 240 days (the remainder of the academic year) while 

the other learner gave herself 60 days to complete the second LLC.
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Class (by teacher)
Projected time spent on each Language 

Learning Cycle (mln/wk)
Projected time 
spent on LLC 

(mln/wk)

Counte
d

cycles1 2 3 4

Cheryl
(FE)

Mean 330.48 310.36 334.80 306,11 320,44

1-4
N 31 28 25 18 25,50

Std. Deviation 192.31 270.23 260.91 242,56 241,51

Median 280 210 240 225 —

James
(FE)

Mean 364.64 454.71 418.33 420,00 412,56

1-3
N 28 17 9 1 18,00

std. Deviation 204.95 464.66 241.69 303,76

Median 315 300 420 420 —

Margaret 1 
(0T1-Edu)

Mean 151.25 75.00 60.00

—

95,42

1-3
N 4 4 2 3,33

Std. Deviation 180.57 17.32 0.00 65,96

Median 75 75 60 —

Margaret 2 
(0T1)

Mean 127.00 100.00

— —

113,50

1-2
N 10 5 7,50

Std. Deviation 22.14 52,44 37,29

Median 120 120 —

Eric
(Comp2)

Mean 180.00 210.00 210.00 210,00 195.00

1-2
N 3 1 1 1 2,00

Std. Deviation 51.96 25,98

Median 210 210 210 210 —

Total

Mean 300.92 316 91 336,89 307.00

—
N 76 55 37 20

Std. Deviation 197.58 340.01 254,43 231 97

Median 210 210 240 225

Total ex. 
Eric*

Mean 305,89 318.89 340,42 312,11

—
N 73 54 36 19

Std. Deviation 199 89 342.88 257,12 237.17

Median 210 210 270 240

*total excluding Eric's group of learners 
Table 7-3. Projected m inutes per w eek spent on each language learning cycle

In addition to setting the length of each cycle, learners also projected how 

much time they had and/or were willing to spend working on the language 

target as summarised in Table 7-3. In general, James’s group was the most 

ambitious, with learners predicting that they’d be able to spend between 365 

minutes and 455 minutes per week on their chosen learning targets. 

Cheryl’s group was also willing to commit to an average of 320 minutes per 

week. But because Cheryl’s learners were non-English majors whereas
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James’s were English majors, the former had to make a more conscious 

effort in setting aside time to work on their targets since the EP would have 

little relevance to their other college subjects. Having to spend time on 

something that bore little relevance to their overall college experience 

became an issue as the year progressed, a point that learners in this class 

reflected upon at the end of the language learning cycle. However, learners 

did not seem to adjust the time available for study accordingly (see Figure 

7-2). I shall revisit this point later and discuss it in more detail. The issue of 

time constraint may be found with Margaret's ‘0T1-Edu’ learners as well. 

Learners in this group were also non-English majors and being 

postgraduate students, they had to allocate more of their study time to their 

own field of study and research. For this reason, after the first LLC, a couple 

of them reflected that they were not able to spend the projected amount of 

time on their language learning targets. As a result, they reduced the time 

spent on the learning targets to a more modest and realistic average of 75 

minutes per week in LLC2 and then again to an average of 60 minutes per 

week in LLC3.
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Figure 7-2. Comparison of each projected LLC time in each group

7.7.2 Language learning targets

For each language learning cycle, learners chose at least one language 

learning target out of the six categories: Listening, Reading, Spoken 

Interaction, Spoken Production, Writing, and Vocabulary. When more than 

one target was chosen, learners were asked to list the targets in descending 

order of importance/urgency (e.g. learning targets listed as ‘1. Listening, 2. 

Reading’ meant ‘Listening’ was more important/urgent than ‘Reading’) and 

to specify how much time per week was allocated to each target. For the 

purpose of analysis, only the first learning target was considered. Table 7-4 

summarises the learning targets each group of learners set for language 

learning cycles 1-4. Figure 7-3 compares the chosen targets among the
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groups in LLCs 1-3 (cycle 4 is excluded as the majority did not have a fourth 

language learning target).

Class Skill area
LLC1 LLC2 LLCS LLC4 Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No.

Cheryl
(FE)

Listening 10 25.00 12 30.00 16 40.00 7 17.50 45

Reading 9 22.50 8 20.00 5 12.50 9 22 50 31

Spoken Interaction 3 7.50 3 7.50 2 5.00 1 2.50 9

Spoken Production 6 15.00 3 7.50 1 2.50 2 5.00 12

Writing 1 2.50 3 7.50 2 5.00 1 2.50 7

Vocabulary 1 2.50 — 2 5.00 2 5.00 5

James
(FE)

Listening 9 23.68 8 21.05 1 2.63 — 18

Reading 13 34.21 6 15.79 7 18 42 — 26

Spoken Interaction 2 5.26 1 2.63 2 5.26 — 5

Spoken Production 3 7.89 6 15.79 3 7.89 1 2 63 13

Writing 3 7.89 4 10.53 — — 7

Vocabulary 2 5.26 2 5.26 — — 4

Margaret
(OT1-Edu

)

Listening — — — — 0

Reading — — — 0

Spoken Interaction 3 75.00 — — 3

Spoken Production 1 25.00 4 100.00 2 50.00 — 7

Writing — — — — 0

Vocabulary — — — — 0

Margaret
(0T1)

Listening — — — — 0

Reading — 2 18.18 — — 2

Spoken Interaction 10 90.91 3 27.27 — — 13

Spoken Production — — — — 0

Writing — — — — 0

Vocabulary — — — — 0

Eric

Listening — — 1 7.14 1 7.14 2

Reading — — — — 0

Spoicen Interaction 2 14.29 1 7.14 — — 3

Spoken Production 1 7.14 — — — 1

Writing 1 7.14 1 7.14 — — 2

Vocabulary — — — — 0

Total

Listening 19 17.76 20 18.69 18 16.82 8 7.48 65

Reading 22 20.56 16 14.95 12 11.21 9 8.41 59

Spoken Interaction 20 18.69 5 4.67 4 3.74 1 0.93 30

Spoken Production 11 10.28 16 14.95 6 5.61 3 2.80 36

Writing 5 4.67 8 7.48 2 1 87 1 0.93 16

Vocabulary 3 2.80 2 1.87 2 1.87 2 1.87 9

Total response 80 74.77 67 62.62 44 41.12 24 22.43 —
Table 7-4. Learning targets set by learners in each class (numbers of learners for each skill)
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Overall, learners’ chosen language learning targets were consistent with the 

type of class in which the EP was used. This was particularly evident in 

Margaret’s ‘OT1-Edu’ class, where the learning targets were exclusively 

related to Speaking, with skills in Spoken Production being the most 

frequently targeted (a total of 7 times over 4 cycles) (see Figure 7-3). Every 

learner bar one in Margaret’s other ‘OT1’ class also focused much more on 

Speaking, with the entire class selecting a learning objective in Spoken 

Interaction (i.e., handling simple telephone calls). Similarly, the two groups 

of learners in ‘Freshman English’ also adhered to the course objectives, 

electing most frequently Listening and Reading as their learning targets, 

with Cheryl’s group focusing on Listening more than Reading, and James’s 

group more on Reading than Listening (see Figure 7-3). However, the 

motivations behind their choices may be different. In James’s class, it may 

have been more straightforward: James designed his class based on 

Krashen’s theory of extensive reading and free voluntary reading (see 5.2.2), 

which influenced his choice of classroom tasks and homework assignments, 

and this, in turn, encouraged learners to select reading-related tasks as their 

learning targets. Cheryl’s learners, on the other hand, were possibly 

motivated to develop their listening and reading skills because not only were 

these two skills most relevant to the course, but one of the course 

requirements was to take the GEPT at the end of the year and pass the first 

stage of the exam, which included tests on listening and reading. The only 

exception to the trend of combining course objectives with personal learning 

targets was Eric’s group. Although in a writing course, learners in this class 

elected to work mostly on speaking. However, because the sample size is 

too small (4 responses out of a possible 14 in LLC1 and 2 responses out of 

a possible 14 in LLC2), it is not possible to draw any conclusions or 

implications.
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in relation to the formulation of language learning targets, it is observed that 

the majority of learners specified their learning targets in rather general 

terms. Even though at the beginning of the year when the EP was 

introduced, I emphasised to the teachers and learners that it was advisable 

to use the self-assessment grid and self-assessment checklists to formulate 

precise learning targets (and indeed, this reminder was also printed in each 

‘My next language learning target’ section in the English Language 

Biography), very few learners actually did so. Margaret’s ‘0T1-Edu’ group 

was the only one to consistently use descriptors to set learning targets. For 

example, as his first learning target, John wrote:

Spoken Interaction B1

I can express belief, opinion, agreem ent, and disagreem ent politely.

Language Learning 
Target 1

Language Learning 
Target 2

3

Language Learning
Target 3

I  Listening 
r~ | Reading 

[m  Spoken Interaction 
H  Spoken Production 
B8 W riting  
i l i l  Vocabu lary

1 Cheryl (FE)
2 James (FE)
3 Margaret (OTI-Edti)
4 Margaret (0T1)
5 Eric (Cotnp2)

Figure 7-3. Comparison of language learning targets 1-3 among each group
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And as his third learning target, he wrote:

Spoken Production B1 No.5

I can relate the plot of a book or film and describe my reactions.

This is a sign that the learners in this group were, to say the very least, 

beginning to grasp the central notion of the EP: to use the same descriptors 

for setting learning targets, designing learning tasks, and assessing learning 

outcomes.

Generally speaking, learners used broader descriptions to specify their 

targets. Several learners in Cheryl’s group specified their learning targets in 

terms of progression on the self-assessment grid. As an example, here is 

how Julie specified her first learning target:

Listening: from B1 to C2 

Reading: from C l to C2 

Spoken Interaction: from B1 to C1 

Spoken production: from B1 to B2 

Wnting: from B2 to C2

And for her third learning target, she put down:

Make progress for half of a level in every ability.

Similarly formulations could be found in the EPs of the other learners in this 

class. While such a way of setting goals is not necessarily a problem, the 

goals become unrealistic when the learning cycle is not over a sustained, 

long period of time. In Julie’s case, she gave herself 4 hours per week, 12
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weeks in total to achieve her goal(s) of moving from one level up the 

self-assessment grid in all five major skills; and then she gave herself 6 

hours per week, 9 weeks in total to move up half a level in all five major skills. 

Given the timeframe, it came as no surprise that at the end of both cycles, 

she realised that she did not achieve her targets.

Even broader formulations were found within Cheryl’s group, such as ‘I want 

to read faster’ and ‘I want to work on my listening’. That this group of 

learners rarely used precise language to specify learning targets implies two 

things: 1. they did not fully appreciate how the Passport section 

(self-assessment grid and the checklists) related to the Biography section 

(language learning cycle); 2. even with the assistance of the 

self-assessment checklists, they were not fully aware of their current 

proficiency levels and therefore could not identify what steps to take to 

progress within a level or up a level.

The learning targets as specified by James’s group were a mixture of 

general objectives and detailed descriptions. A few of the learners set goals 

such as ‘work on vocabulary’, ‘read more articles’ and ‘I hope I can read 

faster and fluently’, while some outlined something similar to the following as 

their learning target (the first two statements were from the self-assessment 

checklists for Reading at C1 while the third statement was something the 

learner put down as an additional descriptor for that level);

I can understand in detail lengthy, complex texts in my own academic or 

professional field, identifying finer points of detail including attitudes and 

implied as well as stated opinions.

I can go beyond the concrete plot of a narrative and grasp Implicit meanings, 

ideas and connections.
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To be critical about what I read.

(taken from learner Kate’s EP)

Again, a more detailed and precise formulation of learning targets indicates 

that learner had higher awareness of her current proficiency level and a 

better appreciation of what it meant to be at one particular level as defined in 

the self-assessment grid.

7.1.3 Evaluation of Language Learning Cycles

Towards the end of each language learning cycle, learners were asked to 

review their learning progress and evaluate their learning outcomes. This 

reviewing component was anticipated at the planning stage when learners 

proposed a method of evaluation. Their choice of methods fell into 6 main 

categories: 1. their own judgement, 2. teacher judgement, 3. peer 

assessment, 4. course exam, 5. self-devised exam, 6. self-assessment 

checklists, and 7. GEPT. Table 7-5 summarises the evaluation methods 

each group of learners employed in each language learning cycle. Figure 

7-4 compares the chosen evaluation methods among the groups in LLCs 

1-3 (again, cycle 4 is excluded as the majority did not have a fourth 

language learning target).

Generally speaking, learners’ choices of evaluation methods reflected the 

types of assessment practiced in the classroom. For example, Margaret’s 

two groups of learners, having decided to focus their efforts on Speaking 

(both Spoken Interaction and Spoken Production), frequently elected to use 

peer feedback as a way to evaluate their learning progress (see Figure 7-4). 

The way Margaret structured the classroom activities and the
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awareness-raising exercises she used made it easier for her learners to 

receive and work off peer feedback on a regular basis: she designed several 

group and pair tasks for learners to work on in and outside of class, and she 

always ended each task cycle with learners completing a peer feedback 

form by rating their own group’s and the other groups’ performances and 

efforts (for an example of this process, see 5.2.3). Learners in James’s class 

appeared to be more self-reliant and self-confident when it came to 

assessment. In LLC1, the majority of learners entrusted their own 

judgement and exams they devised themselves to determine the success or 

otherwise of their learning. But this seif-trust gave way to more need of 

teacher assessment in the form of course exams (quizzes, mid-term and 

final exams) and teacher feedback (‘I can ask my teacher’) in LLC2. Cheryl’s 

learners generally preferred to devise their own tests to determine whether 

their learning targets were met. This was most evident in cycles 1 and 3 

(see Figure 7-4). However, as the year progressed, a number of learners in 

this group favoured using the GEPT as an assessment criterion. One 

possible explanation is that towards the end of the year, as the GEPT exam 

date drew closer, learners adopted a more pragmatic approach to learning 

and let the GEPT dictate their learning targets (Listening & Reading) and 

assessment criteria. Because of this, one might deduce that these learners 

were more extrinsically motivated, a conclusion that is supported by the 

findings in Chapter 6 (i.e., lower Relative Autonomy Index at the end of the 

year signifying that learners were more regulated by controlled forms of 

motivation than autonomous forms of motivation).
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Class Met
hod

LLC1 LLC2 LLC3 LLC4 Total
No.No. Overal

1%
Valid

% No. Overall
%

Valid
®/o No. Overal 

1 %
Valid

% No. Overall
%

Valid
%

Cheryl
(FE)

1 6 15 20.69 7 17.50 22.58 5 12.50 16.67 3 7.50 15 21

2 1 2.50 3.45 2 5 6.45 1 2.50 3.33 1 2.50 5 5

3 3 7.50 10.34 7 17.50 22 58 3 7.50 10 3 7.50 15 16

4 2 5 6.90 1 2.50 3.23 1 2.50 3.33 2 5 10 6

5 10 25 34.48 6 15 19.35 11 27.50 36.67 8 20 40 35

6 — — — — 0

7 7 17.50 24.14 8 20 25.81 9 22.50 30 3 7.50 15 27

James
(FE)

1 7 18.42 25 7 18.42 30.43 6 15.79 54.55 1 2.63 100 21

2 5 13.16 17.86 5 13.16 21.74 — — 10

3 1 2.63 3.57 1 2.63 4.35 2 5.26 18.18 — 4

4 — 5 13.16 21.74 — — 5

5 11 28.95 39.29 4 10.53 17.39 3 7.89 27.27 — 18

6 1 2.63 3.57 — — — 1

7 3 7.89 10.71 1 2.63 4.35 — — 4

Margaret
(0T1-Edu)

1 — — — — 0

2 1 25 33.33 — 1 25 50 — 2

3 2 50 66.67 1 25 33.33 — — 3

4 — 1 25 33.33 — — 1

5 - 1 25 33.33 1 25 50 — 2

6 - — — — 0

7 — — — — 0

Margaret
(0T1)

1 — — — — 0

2 — 1 9.09 25 — — 1

3 7 63.64 27.27 1 9.09 25 — — 8

4 — — — — 0

5 3 27.27 63.64 2 18.18 50 — — 5

6 — — — — 0

7 — — — — 0

Eric 
(Comp 2)

1 1 7.14 50 — — — 1

2 — — — — 0

3 1 7.14 50 1 7.14 50 — — 2

4 — — — — 0

5 — 1 7.14 50 1 7.14 100 1 7.14 100 3

6 — — — — 0 .

7 — — — — 0

Total

1 14 13.08 19.44 14 13.08 22.22 11 10.28 25 4 3.74 18.18 43

2 7 6.54 9.72 8 7.48 12.70 2 1.87 4.55 1 0.93 4.55 18

3 14 13.08 19.44 11 10.28 17.46 5 4.67 11.36 3 2.80 13.64 33

4 2 1.87 2.78 7 6.54 11.11 1 0.93 2 27 2 1.87 9.09 12

5 24 22.43 33.33 14 13.08 22.22 16 14.95 36.36 9 8.41 40.91 63

6 1 0.93 1.39 — — — 1

7 10 9.35 13.89 9 8.41 14.29 9 8.41 20.45 3 2.80 13.64 31

Total response 72 67.29 — 63 58.88 - 44 41.12 — 22 20.56 — —
1 = own judgm ent, 2 = teacher judgm ent, 3 = peer assessment, 4 = course exam, 5 = self-devised exam, 6 = 

Self-assessm ent Checklists, 7 = GEPT 
Table 7-5. Learners’ choice of evaluation methods in each language learning cycle (number

of learners for each method)
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Evaluation m ethod tor 
Language Learning 

C ycle 1

n  own judgem ent 

H  teacher judgem ent
[ M g e p t

0  course exam 
^  self-devised exam  

™  S elf-assessm ent 
C hecklis ts  
peer assessm en t

Evaluation m ethod for 
Language Learning 

Cycle 2

1 Cheryl (FE)
2 James (FE)
3 Margaret (OTI-Edii)
4 Margaret (0T1)
5 Eric (Comp2)

tva lua tio n  method for 
Language Learning 

C ycle 3

Figure 7-4. Comparison of evaluation methods 1-3 among each group

With the evaluation methods specified, how did learners do at the end of 

each cycle? Table 7-6 summarises learners’ assessment of their success at 

the end of each language learning cycle. The response rates for this section 

were one of the lowest out of all the segments in the language learning cycle 

(and indeed of all the components in the English Language Biography). 

Browsing through their responses, I observed that many learners simply left 

this section empty, and the ones that did write something down gave rather 

simple answers, often a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ in answer to ‘Have I achieved 

my target?’. Less than 10% of the learners in either Margaret’s ‘OT1’ or 

Eric’s ‘Comp2’ answered this part, and for this reason, they are excluded 

from the analysis.
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Of the learners who did answer with at least a ‘yes’ or ‘no’, the majority felt 

that they did not achieve their learning targets. Compared to the other 

groups, James’s learners had a bit more success with their learning 

progress. For the first cycle, half of them thought their efforts had been 

fruitful while the other half did not; then in cycle two, more learners claimed 

to have met their learning target than not (see Table 7-6). Most of Cheryl’s 

learners thought that they failed to meet their target for the first three cycles. 

However, the number of learners who thought they succeeded increased in 

each cycle while the number of learners who thought otherwise decreased 

(see Table 7-6). Finally at the fourth cycle, 13 out of 20 learners claimed to 

have met their chosen target. That most learners in this group felt that they 

did not achieve their target comes as no real surprise. Comparing their 

learning target with how much time they were able to spend on it and for 

how long, it becomes quite clear that they were often too ambitious with their 

goals, given the small amount of time they had. This unfavourable outcome 

was anticipated when I discussed the formulation of learners’ learning 

targets (see 7.1.2).

Class
Target

achieve
d

LLC1 LLC2 LLC3 LLC4 Total
respo
nseNo. Overall

%
Valid

% No. Overall
%

Valid
% No. Overall

%
Valid

% No. Overall
%

Valid
%

Cheryl
(FE)

Yes 8 20 28.57 10 25 38.46 10 25 43.48 13 32 50 65 41

No 20 50 71.43 16 40 61 54 13 32,50 56,52 7 17,50 35 56

James
(FE)

Yes 12 31.58 50 12 31.58 63.16 3 7.89 37,50 1 2,63 100 28

No 12 31.58 50 7 18.42 36.84 5 13.16 62,50 — 24

Margaret
(OTI-Edu)

Yes — 1 25 100
— —

1

No 2 50 100 — 2

Margaret
(0T1)

Yes 2 18.18 100 —
— —

2

No — 1 9.09 100 1

Eric
(Comp2)

Yes 1 7.14 50 1 7.14 100 1 7.14 100 — 3

No 1 7.14 50 — — 1 7,14 100 2

Total
Yes 23 21.50 39.66 24 22.43 50 14 13.08 43,75 14 13.08 63,64 75

No 35 32.71 60.34 24 22.43 50 18 16.82 56,25 8 7,48 36,36 85

Table 7-6. Learners’ evaluation of each language learning cycle
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What would be more telling, however, than a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ is how 

learners explained their success and failure and what they learnt from the 

whole experience. In general, learners’ reflection on their learning process 

and progress was perhaps somewhat superficial, with ‘lazy’ being a 

commonly cited reason for failure. Looking deeper into the problem, 

learners also realised that they did not spend enough time on their learning 

targets. This point was made by Tina in James’s class, who said that the 

reason she failed to achieve her target was because ‘the goal was too big, 

and [she] had too little time’.

That having been said, some learners occasionally provided an insight into 

their target, the learning process, and themselves. For example, Sarah in 

James’s class, who wanted to improve her English pronunciation and was 

able to spend four hours per week, 14 weeks in to ta l, reflected that 

‘pronunciation [could not] be improved or corrected in a short time’ and that 

this was something she ‘should keep working on [... ] for many year’. 

Reviewing her progress towards ‘coping with most transactions likely to 

arise whilst travelling or arranging travel or accommodation’, Annie in 

Margaret’s ‘OT1-Edu’ reflected:

There are more situations than I think. But although I may not cope with 

them all, I know there are such situations. And the time’s usage is 

ineffective.

Another common reason for failing to achieve learning targets is related to 

the demands of other course work, a point that is summarised in the 

following reviews:



At the beginning, I tried my best to keep the habit of reading. But as time 

went by, there were more and more homework of other subjects, so it is 

difficult to keep the habit every day [sic],

(learner Kate in James’s class, LLC1)

In the beginning of the semester, I kept a habit of listening to a piece of news 

on NPR20 each day, but it only lasted for two months. Then I became busier 

and often forgot to do it. Though my listening ability has progress, but not 

very much [s/c].

(learner Kate in James’s class, LLC2)

In the  end, rea listic ta rget-se tting  and effective  tim e m anagem ent were the 

tw o decid ing facto rs  underlying lea rners ’ success or lack thereof.

7.1.4 Dossier

O f the 81 EPs turned in, 35 included a D ossier w ith sam ple work. Tab le  7-7 

sum m arises the num ber o f D ossiers tu rned in in each group and the 

average num ber of w ork sam ples included in each Dossier; Tab le  7-8 

sum m arises the types o f sam ple  w ork found in learners ’ Dossiers.

A t 25, Jam es ’s group had the la rgest num ber o f Dossiers am ong the five 

groups. Th is group also had the h ighest average num ber o f w ork sam ples 

w ith in  a D ossier (6). N e ither o f M argare t’s tw o groups included any sam ple 

w ork  in the ir EPs. W hen learners w ere  asked w hy they did not put anyth ing 

in the ir Dossier, the m ost frequen tly  quoted answ er was: ‘I d o n ’t know w hat 

to put in th e re ’ . W hen prom pted further, these learners cited a few  additional

20 National Public Radio http://www.npr.org/
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reasons: 'I feel shy about shanng my work’, '! don’t like any of my essays', 

and ‘I don’t have the habit of keeping my assignments’.

Class Number of 
Dossiers

Number of work samples in the Dossier

Mean Std. Deviation Median

Cheryl (FE) 9 3.33 2.18 4

James (FE) 25 6.48 5.61 5

Eric (Comp2) 1 6.00 6

Total 35 5.66 5.02 4

Table 7-7, Number of Dossier and sample work

James’s group was also the one with the most variety when it came to the 

type of sample work included in the Dossier. Generally speaking, learners 

included classroom and homev>/ork assignments from the EP course.

Essays were by far the most popular choice among learners in these three 

classes (see Table 7-8): the 9 learners in Cheryl’s class included nothing but 

an essay each in their Dossier. Even within the various types of samples 

found in James’s group, there were a total of 17 essays, which outnumbered 

the other types of samples. Vocabulary Books and Reading Journals, both 

of which were course requirements, were also included.

James’s group was also the one with the most variety when it came to the 

type of sample work included in the Dossier. Generally speaking, learners 

included classroom and homework assignments from the EP course.

Essays were by far the most popular choice among learners in these three 

classes (see Table 7-8): the 9 learners in Cheryl’s class included nothing but 

an essay each in their Dossier. Even within the various types of samples 

found in James’s group, there were a total of 17 essays, which outnumbered 

the other types of samples. Vocabulary Books and Reading Journals, both 

of which were course requirements, were also included.
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Class
N um ber of W hat's  In the D ossier

D ossiers Type o f w o rk  sam ples N um ber

C heryl (FE) 9 essays 9

essays 17

Vocabulary Book 6

language exercises 3

reading materials 3

Reading Journal 5

Jam es (FE) 25 diary 4

script 5

transcript 1

audio material 3

exam paper 2

certificate 1

essays 1

Eric (C om p 2) 1 script 1

audio material 1

Table 7-8. Types of sample work in the Dossier

With regard to the relation between learning targets and the Dossier, 

James’s group made a better job of using the Dossier as supporting 

evidence of their learning and proficiency level. For example, learners in this 

group mostly set learning targets in Reading (see Figure 7-3), and in their 

Dossiers, reading materials, Reading Journals, and Vocabulary Books could 

be found. Cheryl’s group, on the other hand, was less thoughtful about what 

they included. Although the majority of them concentrated on developing 

their listening and reading skills, the essays in their Dossier seemed to 

suggest otherwise.

7.2 Learners’ assessment of the EP
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7.2.1 Reception

At the end of the first semester and then again at the end of the academic 

year, learners were asked what they thought of their experience with the EP, 

whether they liked working with it in their classes, via the EP questionnaire. 

Table 7-9 summarises their responses.

Overall, learners did not enjoy working with the EP. At the end of the first 

semester, out of all the 60 responses, nearly half of them were negative and 

15% were neutral. The reception improved at the end of the second 

semester, with 40% of the responses being positive and approximately 15% 

citing a neutral feeling towards it. Looking at individual groups, it is 

interesting to note that Cheryl’s class reported an even divide between 

learners who liked working with the EP and learners who did not (45.83% in 

each group at the end of the first semester, and 43.33% in each group at the 

end of the second semester). What changed was the number of learners 

who felt neutral towards the experience: the number of learners who said 

‘so-so’ doubled at the end of the second semester (see Table 7-9). At both 

times of evaluation, more than half of James’s group reported that they 

disliked working with the EP. But the number and percentage of learners 

who gave a negative response decreased in the second semester, while the 

number and percentage of learners who gave a positive response increased 

by 1 learner and nearly 5%. The number of neutral learners stayed at 7, 

Margaret’s two groups of learners provided very different feedback. The 

‘0T1-Edu’ group was generally negative, but the ‘OT1’ group gave positive 

feedback at both times of evaluation. At the end of the first semester, 62.5% 

of the responses were in favour of the EP. This percentage went up to 

72.73% at the end of the second semester. In fact, this was the only group 

to be consistently in favour of working with the EP.

271



Class

Reception of the EP

1 2

No. Overall % Valid % No. Overall % Valid %

Cheryl
(FE)

Like 11 27.50 45.83 13 32.50 43.33

Dislike 11 27.50 45.83 13 32.50 43.33

Neutral 2 5.00 8.33 4 10.00 13.33

James
(FE)

Like 5 13.16 18.52 6 15.79 23.08

Dislike 15 39.47 55.56 13 34.21 50.00

Neutral 7 18.42 25.93 7 18 42 26.92

Margaret
(OT1-Edu)

Like 1 25.00 100.00 1 25 00 33.33

Dislike — — — 2 50.00 66.67

Neutral — — — — — —

Margaret
(0T1)

Like 5 45.45 62.50 8 72.73 72 73

Dislike 3 27.27 37.50 3 27.27 27.27

Neutral — — — — — —

Eric
(Comp2)

Like — — — 2 14 29 40 00

Dislike — — — 3 21 43 60 00

Neutral — — — — — —

Total

Like 22 20 56 36 67 30 28.04 40.00

Dislike 29 27.10 48 33 34 31.78 45.33

Neutral 9 8.41 15.00 11 10.28 14.67

Number of response 60 56.07 — 75 70.09 —

Table 7-9. Learners’ reception o f the EP at the end of each sem ester

To interpret these results and to understand learners’ responses, I looked at 

the reasons they gave in support of the ir responses, which are summarised 

in Table 7-10. In general, the EP appealed to learners because of the 

direction it provided them within the learning process and the assistance it 

gave in raising their awareness about learning and the target language. In 

relation to the learning process, learners had this to say:

The progress [learners make] in learning English used to be invisible; but 

with the EP, it is possible to specify at what level learners are; it enables the 

learners to assess their performance, helping them set goals. (Chris)
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[The EP] can help me to be true to myself and to set targets so that I can 

improve my skills in an efficient way. (Mark)

It makes me set a definite goal for learning, providing me with learning 

direction. (Mary, translated from Chinese)

[The EP] divides the learning process into little steps, so I can identify which 

step I need to work on more. (Brian, translated from Chinese)

The EP gives me an overview of my learning progress. The self-assessment 

grid and checklists help me to assess myself Without the EP, I wouldn’t 

have known if I made any progress over the year. (Nina, translated from 

Chinese)

In relation to awareness raising, learners reported how they benefited from 

the use of the EP:

Learning a new language includes learning about a new country and culture, 

and the EP provides me with these different sides of language learning. The 

EP reminds me to think about things that I wouldn’t have otherwise thought 

about [. ..]. (Tess, translated from Chinese)

At first I found it quite annoying because filling out EP took some time. I think 

I was just being too lazy to open the portfolio. But it became a lot more 

enjoyable when I started to collect some pieces of my work for the Dossier 

part of the portfolio. It is amazing to realize how much effort I had put 

throughout the school year. (Vicky)

Through the process of setting goals and finally achieving them, I can clearly 

realize how many efforts [sic] I made to join [sic] my English class and there 

might be a room for improvement. (Mark)
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- allows me to set targets & clarify my 
learning goal(s)

- breaks learning down into small steps 
provides learning direction 

- allows me to assess myself 
- provides an overview of learning progress 

- allows me to monitor my progress

- requires me to set learning targets 
- has confusing self-assessment criteria
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- is a helpful learning tool
- is not the way 1 like to learn 

- is not an effective/useful learning tool 
- requires too much effort

A
w
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en

es
s

- provides me with the cultural aspect of 
language learning

- reminds me of things about learning that 1
wouldn’t have considered otherwise

- makes visible my efforts over a period of
time

- makes evident what 1 am good at and what 
1 need to work more on

P
ra

ct
ic

e

- is not used enough in class 
- is an extra burden 

- takes too much time to complete 
- cannot be integrated with the college 

curriculum

T a b le  7-10. L e a rn e rs ’ re a so n s  be h in d  th e ir  rece p tio n  o f th e  EP

In contrast, why some learners did not enjoy working with the EP had more 

to do with their beliefs about what ways of learning would and would not 

work for them as well as their own learning habits. For example, the HP’s 

requirement that the learner should be proactive (e.g., setting learning 

targets) and reflective (e.g., self-assessment) in the various language 

learning cycles clashed with some learners’ preferred way of learning and/or 

their beliefs about how a language can be learnt. This point was made by 

these learners who said:

This kind of learning method isn’t what I am used to. (Zoe, translated from 

Chinese)
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Learning a language is something that happens naturally and it is not my 

feature [s/c] to set up a panicular goal and work toward it. Often I get tired of 

it. (Peggy)

[It’s] meaningless to measure something. Like if you want to improve [your] 

reading, you cannot achieve it by reading '35 books a year’ or things like that. 

The ability has to be accumulated! (Cindy)

[The EP] is boring. No need to trace back all the experiences. Just to 

evaluate myself then that’s enough. (Heather)

Even though the reasons given may be valid for the individual learners who 

gave them, one cannot help but wonder how many of these beliefs and 

preferred ways of learning are based on their past success with language 

learning. For those who claimed that they did not set or did not like setting 

targets and goals, one wonders if these learners’ attempts at learning in 

such a haphazard, mindless fashion have been at all successful. It also 

begs the question, without setting targets and goals, at what, exactly, are 

efforts directed? To that question, one learner answered, ‘I don’t need to set 

targets because I can just follow the teacher’. Such an attitude reflects the 

learner’s extrinsic motivation and her low level of autonomy.

Another aspect of the EP that some learners took issue with was the 

assessment component. Many reported that they had difficulty determining 

their proficiency level, even with the help of the self-assessment checklists. 

In some cases, the checklists themselves were a source of confusion as 

these two learners reflected;

There are too many things to check and the definitions of proficiency level 

are not always clear to me. (Gwen)
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Sometimes I can’t figure out my level in the part of self-evaluation, and thus 

it doesn't help me much. (Sarah)

While the criticisms on the clarity and usefulness of the self-assessment 

descriptors are certainly issues to be addressed, perhaps the most telling of 

all negative feedback is the one on the way the EP was implemented. The 

EP was mostly used as an ‘add-on’ (see Chapter 5) and therefore, 

depending on the extent to which the teacher integrated the EP into the 

class, learners felt that the EP had no relevance to the core of the course in 

which it was used. For example, James referred to the EP only occasionally 

and treated it as a rather separate component of the course, and his 

learners cited this as a demotivating factor most often:

I would like it if we change the way of using it. Use it more often but in less 

minutes or it would be kind of boring. (Rose)

It’s a burden. It became my extra assignment. (Ruby)

I would like it better if it’s not performed as a piece of homework. (Kay)

One of Cheryl’s learners, Tess, also made a similar comment (even though 

she enjoyed working with the EP), The learning targets I set for myself 

cannot be integrated into the college curriculum’ (translated from Chinese). 

When asked to elaborate on this point, she said:

Because I only have limited time to spend on studying English, if my own 

learning targets are different from those specified in 'Freshman English’, 

then I have to sacrifice the EP and focus on ‘Freshman English’ so I can 

pass the course. If there is a way to make what I want to learn and what the
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college wants me to learn the same, then I would be able to spend more time 

on the EP and I would enjoy it even more.

(translated from Chinese)

Her response was particularly interesting, because not only did she identify 

the pitfall of using the EP as a separate connponent of the course, she also 

raised the question of how learner-centred college language curricula are.

7.2.2 Effect

In addition to finding out how the EP was received, I also used the EP 

questionnaire to ask learners if they thought the EP could actually help them 

to learn English. Their responses taken at the end of the first semester and 

then again at the end of the year are summarised in Table 7-11.

Overall, learners believed that the EP could help them learn English. After 

using the EP for one semester, while only 37.5% of Cheryl’s group (i.e., 

valid percentage) agreed that the EP could benefit their learning, 65% of 

learners in this group that responded to the questionnaire agreed that the 

EP could benefit their learning in one way or the other. This number went up 

at the end of the year: the overall approval rate was 52.5% with 72.4% of the 

respondents agreeing to the EP’s effectiveness in assisting learning (see 

Table 7-11). James’s group also recognised the EP’s potential to help them 

with their learning. In the first semester, nearly 58% of learners in this group 

and 81.5% of respondents believed the EP to be effective. This number, 

however, dropped to 39.5% overall and 62.5% cf the valid responses. This 

seems to contradict this group’s reception of the EP; the number and 

percentage of learners who enjoyed working with the EP was greater in the
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second than the first semester while the reverse was true for the number 

and percentage of learners who did not like using the EP (see Table 7-9), 

These contradictory results would suggest that learners’ reception of the EP 

was not determined by how effective they perceived the EP to be as a 

learning tool. Margaret’s ‘0 T 1 ’ group also had a similar response with 

72.7% overall rate and 100% valid response rate agreeing to the EP’s 

effectiveness at the end of the first semester. The 100% valid response rate 

dropped to 90.91 % at the end of the second semester though, but it is worth 

noting that this drop in percentage was due to only one learner who gave a 

negative response (see Table 7-11). This learner did not provide feedback 

the first time. If we only looked at learners who responded both times, then 

the valid rate for ‘yes' would be 100% at each time of evaluation. The only 

learner group that did not think of the EP as a useful tool was M argaret’s 

‘O T I-E d u ’. This result is consistent with this group’s reception of the EP 

(see Table 7-9). And indeed, the two learners who did not enjoy working 

with the EP were also the two who did not think the EP was useful/effective 

(their stated reason for not liking the EP was also that they did not find it to 

be particularly useful). When examining their claim concerning the EP’s 

effectiveness, it emerges that the ir criticism was not of the EP itself but 

rather the way they personally used it:

I don’t think using the EP actually help me to learn English. I always make 

plans, but the plans seldom work. (Shane)

I don’t actually use it very often. Although I set a goal, I didn’t try very hard to 

achieve my goal. I think I need to devote more time on thinking of ways to 

achieve my goal. (Bonnie)
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Implementation problems were also cited by learners in the other groups as 

an explanation for why they did not think using the EP helped them to learn 

English, for example;

No, it doesn’t help Though it was well-designed, we didn’t mention it 

frequently; therefore it was usually forgotten. In addition, using the EP in a 

group of 3-5 people may be more efficient than in a group of 30 and up. 

(Chris)

Assessment of the EP

Class 1 2

No. Overall % Valid % No. Overall % Valid %

Cheryl Yes 15 37.50 65.22 21 52.50 72.41

(FE) No 8 20 34.78 8 20 27.59

James Yes 22 57.89 81 48 15 39.47 62.50
(FE) No 5 13.16 18 52 9 23 68 37.50

Margaret Yes 1 25 100 1 25 33 33
(0T1-Edu) No — 2 50 66.67

Margaret Yes 8 72.73 100 10 90.91 90.91

(0T1) No — 1 9.09 9.09

Eric Yes 3 21.43 75

(Comp2) No 1 7.14 25

Total
Yes 46 42 99 77.97 50 46.73 70.42

No 13 12.15 22.03 21 19.63 29.58

Number of response 59 55.14 — 71 66.36 —

Table 7-11. Learners' assessm ent o f the EP's effectiveness in assisting learning at the end of
each sem ester

As for the learners who said that the EP was useful/effective, two 

components of the EP were most often acknowledged as most effective and 

useful: the learning target-setting component in the language learning 

cycles and the self-assessment checklists. Some emphasised the benefits 

of one of these components over the other while some found the
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com bina tion  o f the two to be w hat m ade the EP work. Relating to learn ing 

targe t-se tting :

The EP helps to make goals for progressing in English, and we students 

have to set a period of time and work hard to achieve the goals [...]. I think 

the EP helps me most in this goal-setting part. (Andrew)

In a way, EP helps me to keep in mind of my goals set up for learning 

English. By keeping track of my own learning I could adjust the goals slightly 

every time to be a bit more practical and precise. (Vicky)

To set my own goals and try my best to achieve them. That really 

encouraged me and let me have much stronger determination [s/c] to keep 

studying English. (Mark)

The EP pushes us to set one goal after another, to focus on and sharpen a 

particular skill in English, and also to reflect on what we had learned during 

the whole process. (Kirsten)

R elating to the se lf-assessm ent checklists:

The EP makes it easier for me to really know my proficiency level because 

the self-assessment grid divides each skill into different levels and the 

self-assessment checklists allow me to find exactly where I am. This way I 

can identify my weakness and work on it. It’s very efficient. (Nina, translated 

from Chinese)

[They] make me think more about my English abilities and help me learn to 

evaluate myself. (Ann)

The EP gives specific account of each level. I know if I want to be in B2 or 

even C level what kind of efforts should I make and in what way [s/c]. (Ruby)
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The positive feedback on the EP suggests that the learners who gave it had 

begun, to say the least, to appreciate the role of the EP in the learning 

process.

7.2.3 Preferred sections

The EP questionnaire also asked learners to state their favourite component 

and least favourite components of the EP at the end of each semester in. 

Their choices sometimes, but not always, overlapped with the sections that 

they found most or least useful/effective. Tables 7-12 and 7-13 provide 

respectively an overview of learners’ favourite and least favourite EP 

component. The components selected for presentation in these two tables 

all had a valid percentage higher than 20%.

In general, the Dossier, with 26.53% of the valid responses, was the most 

liked section in the first semester, with the English Language Passport and 

the English Language Biography coming a close second. The Dossier was 

largely preferred by James’s learners, who noted the satisfaction of seeing 

their accumulated learning efforts after a period of time and were motivated 

by it. Cheryl’s learners, on the other hand, preferred the Biography section, 

especially the target-setting component. In the second semester, the most 

preferred section became the Biography section (30.7% valid percentage) 

and the target-setting component in this section (27.4% valid percentage), 

making up a total of 58% of the valid responses.

Interestingly, the Dossier was also learners’ least favourite part of the EP 

over the year. This was mostly because learners found it difficult to decide
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what to put in and to have enough sample work to choose from to begin with. 

The latter reason was particularly the case with learners in Cheryl’s group. 

As this class was their only language course, learners often did not have 

many language samples produced over a period o ften  months (how long 

the academic year really was). This point is summed up and elaborated in 

learner Nina’s feedback:

Basically there’s nothing about the EP that I don’t like. My only slight 

reservation is with the Dossier. I found this section to be the least effective 

(or rather, I didn’t make enough of an effort to work on it). I kept thinking that 

the language samples I had weren’t good enough, that I shouldn’t show 

them off So in the end, this section didn't help me much, (translated from 

Chinese)

Class

Favourite components of the EP

1 2

Component No. Overall % Valid % Component No. Overall % Valid %

Cheryl
(FE)

EBio 7 17.50 33.33 EBio 11 27.50 40,74

TS 5 12 50 23.81 TS 9 22.50 33.33

James
(FE)

DR 10 26.32 50
DR 8 21.05 40

TS 6 15.79 30

Margaret
(OT1-Edu) EPass 1 25 100

EBio 2 50 66.67

TS 1 25 33.33

Margaret
(OT1) EPass 5 45.45 71.43 SAC 4 36.36

Eric 
(Comp 2) —

EBio 1 7.14 25

ECul 1 7.14 25

DR 1 7.14 25

SAC 1 7.14 25

Total

DR 13 12.15 26.53
EBio 19 17.76 30.65

EPass 11 10.28 22 45

EBio 11 10.28 22.45 TS 17 15.89 27 42

EPass = English Language Passport, EBio = English Language Biography, ECult = Intercultural experience, DR = 
Dossier. TS = Target setting, SAC = Self-assessment checl<lists

Table 7-12. Learners' favourite components of the EP in each semester



Another interesting feedback is the 20% of valid responses from James’s 

group that did not like the self-assessment checklists, which is linked to the 

27% that did not like the English Language Passport. The checklists were 

criticised for being ‘vague’ and ‘cumbersome’, which made filling out the 

Self-assessment Grid in the Passport section difficult and thus unappealing 

for them.

Class

Least favourite components of the EP

1 2

Component No. Overall % Valid % Component No. Overall % Valid %

Cheryl
(FE) DR 5 12.50 41.67

DR 4 10 30.77

EBio 3 7.50 23.08

James
(FE)

EBio 3 7.89 25 EPass 4 10.53 26.67

DR 3 7.89 25
TS 3 7.89 20

SAC 3 7.89 20

Margaret
(OTI-Edu) —

DR 2 50 66.67

ECult 1 25 33.33

Margaret
(OT1)

DR 4 36.36 66.67
DR 5 45.45 71.43

EBio 2 18.18 33 33
Eric 

(Comp 2) — EBio 1 7.14 100

Total
DR 12 11.21 40

DR 13 12.15 33.33
EBio 6 5,61 20

E P ass = English Language Passport, EBio =  English Language Biography, ECult = Intercultural experience, D R  = 
Dossier, T S  = Target setting, SA C  = Self-assessm ent checklists 

Table 7-13. Learners' least favourite components of the EP in each semester

7.3 Impact of the EP on learners

7.3.1 Transfer of skills to other college courses

One of the most important purposes of the EP was for learners to set their 

own learning targets. After each semester, learners were asked via the EP 

questionnaire if they had started setting their own learning targets for other
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college subjects as well. The results are presented in Table 7-14. For 

Cheryl’s learners, who were all in the College of Social Science, this meant 

setting targets for their subjects such as ‘Introduction to Economics’, 

‘International Relations’, ‘Cost & Managerial Accounting’, ‘Tax Regulation’, 

etc. As James’s, Margaret’s ‘0 T 1 ’, and Eric’s learners were all English 

majors, their other college subjects included ‘Oral-Aural Training in English’, 

‘Approaches to Literature’, ‘English Linguistics’ etc. The four in Margaret’s 

‘0T1-Edu’ were postgraduate students, with one of them in the English 

Department, two in the College of Social Science, and one in the College of 

Science.

Class

Transfer of learning skills to other college courses

1 2

No. Overall % Valid % No. Overall % Valid %

Cheryl
(FE)

Yes 13 32.50 56.52 15 37,50 48.39

No 10 25 43,48 16 40 51.61

James
(FE)

Yes 10 26.32 35,71 8 21,05 32

No 18 47.37 64,29 17 44,74 68

Margaret
(0T1-Edu)

Yes 1 25 100 1 25 33.33

No — 2 50 66 67

Margaret
(0T1)

Yes 2 18,18 28,57 7 63.64 63 64

No 5 45,45 71,43 4 36.36 36.36

Eric
(Comp2)

Yes
—

2 14.29 50

No 2 14.29 50

Total
Yes 26 24.30 44,07 33 30 84 44 59

No 33 30.84 55,93 41 38.32 55,41
Number of 
responses 59 55,14 — 74 69 16 —

Table 7-14. Transfer of learning skills to other college courses

Overall, more than half of the respondents reported that they did not adopt 

the same kind of process of setting learning targets in their other college 

subjects in either of the semesters (see Table 7-14). Looking at each group, 

the majority of Cheryl’s learners reported that they did set learning goals in 

their other college courses in the first semester but not the second. By
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contrast, most of those in Margaret’s ‘OT1 ’ group did not do so in the first 

semester but started doing it in the second. Amongst James’s learners, 

nearly 65% of the respondents reported that they did not set learning targets 

for other subjects in the first semester and nearly 68% of the respondents 

reported the same in the second semester.

Looking at the elaborations made by learners who reported ‘yes’ to setting 

targets in other courses, it emerges that they did so because they believed it 

helped them to learn:

[... ] Because this way, I won’t be wasting my time. I can make efficient use of 

my time to study and when I see that I have achieved my goal and improved,

I will feel satisfied. (Hans, translated from Chinese)

[...] setting learning targets helps people concentrate on a particular goal, 

one at a time. By planning for learning, we would need to plan our schedule 

carefully and be cautious [s/'c] of time. (Vicky)

I think no matter what you are studying, it is important and useful to set goals. 

In addition to English, I also set learning targets for my other subjects so I 

can push myself to make improvements. For example, in PE class, I set a 

target for running, that after two months, I would go from 800m/5min to 

800m/4.5min The effects of setting targets are quite evident for me. (Nina, 

translated from Chinese)

I think It’s good to always have a target, for you can certainly know what you 

should focus and pay more efforts on it [sic]. And it does help me to learn 

more and better. (Andrew)

It's good to set goals, because it helps you know where and how you should 

go [sic], and makes your learning more efficient. (William)



As for those who reported no such transfer of this learning skill to their other 

college courses, the reasons given roughly fell into three categories: 1. 

self-discipline, 2. belief in this process, 3. nature of the subject. The reasons 

in the first two categories were similar to the ones learners gave in response 

to why they did not like working with the EP (see 7.2.1), e.g., Tm lazy’, and 

why they did not find the EP particularly useful or effective (see 7.2.2), e.g.,

‘I don’t think setting targets helps anyway’. The third category of reasons 

was unique to this question and reflected how learners differentiated 

between language courses and other college subjects. They believed that 

these other college (non-language) subjects, unlike language courses, had 

no distinct levels and, apart from course exams, no definite assessment 

criteria either. Therefore it was hard for them to set goals in these courses. 

They also felt that these subjects were content-based, and the contents and 

assessment critena were up to the course instructors to specify; they had 

very little control over what was taught, learnt, and assessed. So in the end, 

it was enough and perhaps even more practical to, in their own words, 

‘follow the professor’s instructions and plans’. However, this attitude also 

implies how learners defined target setting and their role in its process. It 

seems that learners (and perhaps even teachers) saw target-setting as a 

private, individual effort, which had no relation to the curriculum. Perhaps 

rather than not having control over what was taught in college, learners had 

not thought of ways to integrate the college curriculum with their own targets. 

This could also explain learner Tess’s comments in section 7.2.1 on 

sacrificing the EP in favour of the course curriculum.

7.3.2 English vs. non-English majors
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The groups of learners that used the EP can be divided into English majors 

(N = 64, 59.8%) and non-English majors (N = 43, 40.2%). The responses 

differ between these two groups in relation to their reception of the EP, their 

assessment of the EP, and transfer of learning skills to other college 

subjects. These differences are illustrated in Figures 7-5, 7-6, and 7-7.

Generally speaking, it appears that non-English majors had a more positive 

experience with the EP than the English majors. In terms of their reception, 

more non-English majors reported that they enjoyed working with the EP 

than the English majors at the end of both semesters. However, the 

percentage of non-English majors who enjoyed working with the EP was 

slightly lower in the second semester compared to the first semester, while 

the percentage of English majors who enjoyed working with the EP went up 

in the second semester (see Figure 7-5). As for their assessment of the EP, 

both groups gave rather positive feedback, with learners acknowledging the 

positive role the EP played in helping them learn. However, the percentage 

of learners who agreed to this was much higher amongst the English majors 

in the first semester. But this percentage dropped by 15% in the second 

semester (see Figure 7-6). The percentage of non-English majors who 

found the EP effective was similar in both semesters, with the second 

semester being higher by a little over 4% (see Figure 7-6). And finally, more 

non-English than English majors reported at the end of both semesters that 

they had to have used the target-setting skill required in their EP class in 

their other college courses. However, the percentage of non-English majors 

who did so dropped by nearly 13% in the second semester while the 

percentage of English majors went up by nearly 10% (see Figure 7-7). This 

finding is particularly curious. The English majors’ other college subjects 

would be mostly language-related, so instinctively, it would make sense for 

them to adopt the same type of learning process in their other classes.
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particularly because they agreed that the EP was effective and useful. So 

why wasn’t this the case? Several English majors reported that they did not 

see the necessity of setting learning targets, because as English majors, 

every class they took/would have to take would contribute to their 

improvement in language proficiency. This attitude suggests that there is a 

degree of complacency amongst English majors, that they can rely mainly 

on the college curriculum and the instructor’s lesson plans to improve their 

English proficiency.

Reception of the 
EP (first

English majors Non-English majors sem ester)
B  Like 
r~ l D islike 
HU Neutral

Reception of the 
EP (second

English majors Non-English majors sem ester)
I  Like 
I I Dislike 
m i Neutral

Figure 7-5. Comparison of reception of the EP between English and non-English majors

The non-English majors, on the other hand, reacted more positively towards 

the EP because they were aware that after ‘Freshman English’ (all of the 

non-English majors were in Cheryl’s ‘Freshman English’ except for the three 

in Margaret’s ‘0T1-Edu’), they would have no other English language 

courses. This, coupled with their desire to improve their English, made them
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more aware that they had to rely on themselves to make progress, which 

was possibly why they were more receptive to any potential learning tool. 

And indeed, many of them recognised that the learning process as 

proposed in the EP would facilitate self-study.

Target-setting in 
otner college

English majors Non-English majors courses (first
~  sem ester)

B  Yes 

D N o

Target-setting in 
otner college

English majors Non-English majors courses
“  (second 

sem ester)
H  Yes 
□  N o

Figure 7-6. Comparison of assessment of the EP between English and non-English majors
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Effectiveness of 
the EP (first

E nglish  m ajors N o n -E n g lis h  m ajors semester)
f l  Effective 
n  Ineffective

Effectiveness of 
the EP (second

E nglish  m ajors N o n -E n g lis h  m ajors sennester)
I  Effective 
r~l Ineffective

Figure 7-7. Comparison of target-setting in other courses between English and non-English
majors

7.4 Conclusion

This chapter has looked at learners’ use of the EP and examined their 

reception and assessment of the EP. Emerging from learners’ responses 

and feedback in their questionnaires and interviews is the implication that 

while they recognised the effects of the EP and the approach to learning the 

EP proposed, learners generally did not become more autonomous after a 

year of using the EP. This is evident in the unrealistic targets some learners 

set for themselves at the beginning of each language learning cycle or the 

absence of target setting altogether; the lack of self-discipline to see through 

their personal study plans; and the lack of self-reflection at the end of the 

learning process. These findings support the ones discussed in Chapter 6,
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namely that learners’ level of relative autonomy declined after a year. 

However, one should not be quick to dismiss the EP entirely. By their own 

admission, the point of the EP was eroded for a lot of the English majors 

because they felt quite comfortable following the learning objectives and 

evaluation criteria and methods set by the various English language course 

instructors, the English Department, and college. In other words, these 

English majors felt very little need to take charge of their learning.

Learners’ negative response to the EP not only says something about the 

learners themselves but also reflects the way the EP was used. Using the 

EP as a separate course component as it happened in this study proves 

problematic. The EP was seen by learners as an unwelcome addition, 

adding an extra burden to their already heavy course load. Had teachers 

made the EP an integral part of the course, adapted its approach to learning 

as the base of the course, any work done with and on the EP would not 

have been perceived as an extra assignment. Also, teachers would have 

been able to spend more time in class addressing any issues learners had 

with the EP, such as understanding the descriptors in the self-assessment 

checklists, setting realistic learning targets, and selecting appropriate 

language samples for the Dossier. In sum, the way the EP is designed 

cannot determine the success or otherwise of learning; the key lies within 

the mediation of this language learning tool.
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Chapter 8. Summary & conclusion

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section is a summary of 

the main arguments of my theoretical framework, methodology and findings. 

The second section is an outline of the main contributions of these findings. 

The third section is an overview of the limitations of this project. And finally, 1 

consider future directions for research.

8.1 Summary of previous chapters

In Chapter 1, after an overview of the history of English language education 

in Taiwan and establishing that communication was now the purpose of 

language learning and teaching, I outlined central issues in second 

language curriculum development. I argued that in the bid to make language 

curricula more learner-centred, needs analysis (Nunan 1988a) should be 

one of the starting points. I then discussed objective and subjective needs 

(Brindley 1989), and how a consideration of these two types of needs could 

help produce and implement a comprehensive, learner-centred curriculum.

It emerged from the discussion of objective and subjective needs that there 

is a gap between what to learn and how to  learn. This gap, I proposed, can 

be bridged by learner autonomy (Holec 1981; Little 2001). Essentially the 

ability to take charge and manage one’s learning, learner autonomy is one 

of the goals of education. To foster the development of learner autonomy, 

three principles need to be supported: learner empowerment, learner 

reflection, and appropriate target language use (Little 1999b, 2001a, 2004a; 

Little et al. 2002). The principle of learner reflection, in turn, led to the 

examination of self-assessment. I mapped out how self-assessment, core to 

learner reflection, is intricately tied to the curhculum and pedagogy and
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congruent with the type of approach needed to foster learning autonomy to 

support life-long learning.

From the discussion of curriculum development issues and theories, in 

Chapter 2 I moved to focus on the Common European Framework of 

Reference (Council of Europe 2001a). I examined the action-oriented 

approach adopted in the CEFR by providing first its historical background 

and then a summary description of its structure and contents. I explained 

how the scales in the CEFR were constructed and considered its 

implications and limitations in relation to language curricula and assessment. 

The CEFR’s companion piece, the European Language Portfolio, was then 

introduced. I discussed its structure and functions, and explored its relation 

to learner autonomy and self-assessment, the two central issues in second 

language curhculum development addressed in Chapter 1.

In Chapter 3, I turned to examine the CEFR in a Taiwanese context. I 

explored the applicability of the CEFR and the design of a version of the 

ELP for use in Taiwanese third-level English language education. I began by 

surveying the current state of affairs in Taiwan’s third-level English language 

education. 1 argued that despite the popular trend of adopting 

communicative approaches to language learning and teaching, Taiwan 

remains largely exam-oriented, especially with the introduction of the 

General English Proficiency Test (GEPT). In considering how to improve 

matters, I proposed using the instruments devised in Europe that had been 

met with a promising degree of success. This brought me to a discussion of 

the approaches to adopting and adapting the CEFR, first in general terms 

and then specifically in relation to a Taiwanese context. The discussion 

provided the rationale for the creation of descriptors and the goal-setting 

and self-assessment checklists included in a version of the European
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Language Portfolio (ELP) -  the English Language Portfolio (EP) -  I devised 

for use in third-level English language courses in Taiwan. The chapter 

concluded with a description of the EP.

Chapter 4 described the methodological design of my empirical study. I 

outlined my research objectives and discussed the rationale for employing a 

survey-based method (Campbell & Katona 1953). I also discussed survey 

research’s weakness as regards validity and its other limitations, and then 

outlined my attempts to overcome them. I then described the participants in 

the study and presented the various research instruments used to gather 

data. The chapter concluded with an account of how the data was gathered 

and analysed.

Teacher data was presented in Chapter 5. An account of how each teacher 

used the English Language Portfolio in class was provided as was 

discussion of the similarities and differences amongst them. Also discussed 

in this chapter was the teachers’ feedback on the EP as regards how they 

believed it benefited their learners, problems they observed with learners’ 

use of the EP, and the impact the EP had on learners. A summary of 

teachers’ reflections on their experience with the EP and their suggestions 

for improvement, drawing out the implications of their feedback, concluded 

the chapter.

I turned to learner data in Chapter 6, focusing on data concerning learners’ 

attitudes, motivation, and proficiency in English. I began by profiling the 

learners and exploring their motivation for studying English in the EP course 

and in other English classes. Using an adapted version of the Learning 

Self-Regulation Questionnaire (Ryan & Connell 1989; Ryan & Deci 2000), I 

calculated each learner group’s level of relative autonomy to identify how
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self-determined these learners were. I also explored learners’ attitudes 

towards English and their self-perceived efforts in learning. As regards their 

English proficiency, I relied on the self-assessment grid learners completed 

in the English Language Passport in the EP. I also provide a brief overview 

of learners’ English language certification.

Chapter 7 focused on learners’ use and assessment of the EP and explored 

the impact the EP made on them. In relation to their use of the EP, I 

examined how learners used the English Language Biography section to 

plan, monitor, and assess their learning process and outcomes. I then 

explored their thoughts on the EP, discussing whether they enjoyed working 

with it or not, and whether they found such an approach to learning effective.

I also examined whether learners transferred the learning skills implied in 

the EP to other college courses. I concluded the chapter by attempting to 

explain why, despite recognising its potential value in facilitating their 

learning, the majority of learners did not enjoy working with the EP.

I will now summarise the main findings of my study in relation to the four 

chief objectives outlined in Chapter 4.

8.2 Summary of findings

In light of the forgoing discussions in Chapters 1-3, I set out to discover how 

the English Language Portfolio would be used in third-level English 

language classes In Taiwan that had no prior experience with this type of 

approach to learning, and to investigate the impact of this approach on the 

participants. I knew from the beginning the limitations of this study, that the 

EP would most likely be used as a supplement rather than a base of the
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course. Nevertheless. I was able to identify how the EP was received and 

used, what impact the EP made, and how effective it was in assisting 

learning and teaching.

8.2.1 Use oftheEP

As the teachers had no training or prior experience with the EP, even though 

I made it clear that it would have been preferably, it would not have been 

realistic for me to expect that they would fully integrate the EP into their 

courses and use it centrally. And indeed, all four teachers used the EP as a 

supplementary material, though some explicitly referred to it more than the 

others. Two of the teachers made more attempts to incorporate elements of 

the EP into their classes, whether it was to use the Biography section to 

draw learners’ attention to the cultural aspect of language learning when 

having a class discussion of the cultural implications embedded in language 

proficiency exams, or to use the language learning cycle model to complete 

a class project. But largely speaking, the EP was treated as learners’ private 

project which the teachers occasionally monitored and evaluated. From the 

learners’ perspective, the EP was 'homework'.

Learners’ use of the EP varied in terms of the time they spent on completing 

each section and the time they spent on working on the language learning 

targets. When using the Biography section to organise their learning, 

learners often set broad or vague targets, and planned to devote a large 

amount of time working on them, only to abandon the plan halfway through. 

Many of them attributed their failure to achieve their targets to a lack of 

self-discipline and poor time-management. While those reasons are valid, a 

closer examination of their pattern of target setting suggested that learners
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were often overly ambitious and set unrealistic targets to be achieved within 

too short a period of time. They also appeared to be unable to break down 

one language skill into several sub-skills, which resulted in them describing 

their targets in broad or general terms.

Learners also displayed a tendency to use the three components of the EP 

separately. For example, many of them remarked that the Passport section 

seemed irrelevant in the learning process since they only had to fill out this 

section once at the beginning of the year and then again at the end of the 

year. And while they assessed their proficiency using the self-assessment 

grid and checklists at regular intervals, very few of them used the 

descriptors in the checklists to formulate language learning targets in the 

Biography section. The self-assessment checklists were supposed to assist 

learners to pinpoint their strengths and weaknesses in specific terms, but 

learners seemed to have overlooked this despite reminders in the EP and 

repeated emphasis by teachers. Not using the checklists could perhaps also 

explain why learners were not able to specify their targets in more specific 

terms and set realist targets. This implies that learners have yet to grasp the 

intricate relationship between assessment and learning. As discussed in 

Chapter 1 (1.4.4), learners can only engage actively with the curriculum and 

the teaching-learning process if they participate in the dynamic cycle of 

reflective thinking and self-assessment. Though the ELP seeks to make 

concrete the reciprocal relation between pedagogy and assessment (see 

Chapter 2), learners in the study appear to see assessment only as the end 

of a process rather than the beginning of a new process.

8.2.2 Response to the approach implied in the EP
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Not surprisingly, teachers’ response to the EP was more positive than 

learners’. Even though they noted and sometimes disliked the extra class 

time the EP demanded, teachers were able to identify its value and 

contributions in relation to planning and organising of teaching and learning, 

and in terms of assessing learning progress and outcomes. Teachers 

agreed that the EP was a useful tool for involving learners in the learning 

process and encouraging them to take charge and claim ownership of their 

learning objectives and process. As a result, learners felt more empowered, 

a condition pertinent to the development of learner autonomy (Little 2004c: 

4). Teachers also noted that the EP’s emphasis on assessment using 

can-do descriptors was useful in reminding them and their learners to think 

in terms of thresholds and concrete criteria.

On the other hand, teachers identified drawbacks of the EP as well. They 

reported that the biggest challenge was the assessment of learning 

outcomes. While the self-assessment checklists provided descriptors, they 

did not provide further criteria for the evaluation of task performances. 

Teachers noted that learners often struggled with the concept of ‘achieving 

a target’, forgetting that they could use ‘qualifiers’ similar to the ones used in 

the checklists as an additional criterion, i.e., ‘with a lot of help’, ‘with a little 

help’, ‘on my own’, in their evaluation of learning outcomes. Another issue 

was the lack of resources for classroom activities and self-study that 

corresponded to the descriptors in the self-assessment checklists.

Learners’ response to the EP was less enthusiastic than the teachers’.

Many were unconvinced by this approach to learning, citing the belief that 

language learning could simply ‘happen’ without one being aware of it. As 

these learners did not find the need to be aware of their learning process, it 

was only natural that they could not reflect critically on their actions. And
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without any critical reflection, it came as no surprise that learners did not 

display the level of autonomy required to manage themselves in the learning 

context. On a more positive side, a number of learners found this proactive 

approach to learning rather refreshing, particularly how the EP made the 

learning process more transparent and tangible. These learners enjoyed 

working with the EP because the EP provided them with a space in which 

their learning could be documented, evaluated, and reported.

While learning beliefs influenced learners’ reception of the EP, the most 

common complaint was that the EP took too much time to complete, be it 

filling out the relevant sections or actually working on a language learning 

cycle. Because the EP was mostly used at home and not as an integral part 

of the course, learners understandably saw it as a burden, which deterred 

them from making any real efforts.

8.2.3 Impact of the EP

The EP impacted teachers in several ways, most notably in relation to 

awareness and learner autonomy. Most teachers became more convinced 

of the importance of awareness and reflection in enhancing learning and 

task/linguistic performance. This prompted them to examine their teaching 

approach, particularly how it could facilitate learners’ development of 

autonomy. The way the self-assessment checklists break down each 

language skills into different sub-skills and describe these sub-skills in 

concrete can-do terms have also inspired teachers to rethink the entire 

concept of language skills courses and proficiency levels.

As for the learners, again, because the EP was not central to the course, its 

impact largely depended on how much effort the learners put into it. For
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those who did make an effort, they remarked that whereas before learning 

was ‘invisible’, the EP made the process more concrete. In relation to 

planning and monitoring their learning, they reported that the EP motivated 

them to take control and helped them to stay focused. In relation to 

assessment, the descriptors in the self-assessment checklists helped 

learners gain a better understanding of what it meant to be at a certain 

proficiency level. The self-assessment grid and checklists also made any 

improvement made over a period of time easier to identify.

Another impact of the EP that was not explicitly identified by either the 

teachers or learners was the role of the teacher. The empirical project was 

teacher-led, so teachers could exert as much control over the use of the EP 

as they desired. In practice, most of the time, teachers adopted a more 

hands-off approach to the EP, allowing learners to decide what to do, how to 

do it, and when to do it. Teachers expressed that this approach was mainly 

to promote the development of autonomy in learners. However, as I argued 

in Chapter 1, learner autonomy does not remove the need of the teacher. 

Teachers are still needed, perhaps even more so, to support the 

development of autonomy in learners. They should continuously engage 

learners in awareness-raising activities, create opportunities for learner 

reflection, and ensure that learners are 'on the right track’ (see 1.4.7). While 

the teachers in the study did try to facilitate learners’ development of 

autonomy, it was done only sporadically and often implicitly, This could be a 

contributing factor to the disimprovement in learners’ levels of Relative 

Autonomy.

8.2.4 Was the EP effective?
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Overall, learners believed that the EP could help them learn English, as it 

incorporated key elements of language learning, such as goal-setting, 

assessment, cultural exchange, etc. Two components of the EP were most 

often acknowledged as the most effective and useful: the learning 

target-setting component in the language learning cycles and the 

self-assessment checklists. However, in my earlier discussion, I argued that 

to assess the ELP’s effectiveness is essentially to judge its implementation 

(2.6.5. of this thesis). And indeed, this study confirms that in evaluating the 

effectiveness of the EP over the year, the implementation, and not the EP 

itself, was identified as key. As several learners, particularly those who did 

not enjoy working with the EP, remarked, even though the EP was 

well-designed, not using it often enough or not being able to link it with the 

course curriculum was demotivating, which in turn diminished the it’s 

effectiveness.

Within these findings, one key issue that keeps occurring concerns the EP’s 

implementation, that it was used as a supplement to the course and hence 

played a secondary role. Most negative feedback, such as the demand on 

time, the lack of direction, and confusion over the checklists could have 

been addressed had the EP been the central base on which the class 

proceeded. Another point related to implementation is that learners 

identified that all components in the EP were interlinked and should be used 

together for maximum effect. This corroborates the functions of the three 

components as laid out in the ELP Principles and Guidelines (Council of 

Europe 2000).

8.3 Limitations of this project
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This project has a number of limitations. The first limitation has to do with 

the project set-up. Because I had to rely on teachers to lead the project and 

because of the physical distance between myself and the participants, I had 

very little control over how the EP was to be used. Also, because the 

participating teachers had no prior experience with the EP, I could not 

expect them to implement it the way it ideally should have been -  as the 

base of their courses. The second limitation is with the methodology. Survey 

research relies on responses, but over the year of study, I had no access to 

learners and therefore could not ensure that all questions were answered 

fully. Also, attrition rates, attendance records, and other upheavals meant 

that data collection was sometimes patchy. This resulted in some 

questionnaires or sections of a questionnaire having a lower response rate. 

Additionally, because of the standardisation of questions required in survey 

research, the range of questions that I could ask was limited and I could not 

take into consideration the differences in context amongst the learner 

groups. Yet, the data presented in this thesis and the relevant discussions 

remain an impartial account that has been transformed by the data 

collection procedures and the choices made in emphasising some incidents 

rather than others.

8.4 Reflections and future directions

Due to the limitations of this empirical project, particularly the way the 

ELP/EP was implemented, the findings were not always in favour of the 

ELP/EP. At first glance, I was rather disheartened. However, after closer 

examination, I was able to identify the problems and challenges with the 

EP’s implementation and participants’ attitude, which seemed to explain the 

unfavourable findings. Also, the positive responses from teachers and a
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good number of learners provided a level of assurance, and hence, I remain 

convinced that the EP/ELP could contribute to the teaching/learning of 

English language education in Taiwan. But more importantly, these findings 

led to a consideration of the implications for defining the pedagogical 

context for using the ELP and developing learner autonomy. It appears even 

clearer now that a comprehensive language curriculum, one that is 

learner-centred and process-oriented, is needed to shift the focus of 

language learning from exams to language use, and to support learners in 

their endeavours in the classroom as well as in private. The use of the ELP 

calls for a more dynamic learning process: there should also be on-going 

negotiation between learners and teachers, and regular revisions of learning 

objectives, approaches, and means of assessment.

As this experiment was an exploratory study, there is plenty of room for 

improvement. First of all, if the ELP is to be implemented on a larger scale, it 

has to be, first and foremost, the central base on which learning and 

teaching takes place. Teachers and learners both need to be trained to use 

the ELP. To this end, enough time needs to be set aside so that users can 

familiahse themselves with the type of action-oriented approach the EP 

adopts and the type of reflective learning it promotes. This can only be done 

when the curriculum allows time for it.

T0 facilitate the use of the ELP, it would help that, somewhere down the line, 

a bank of learning/teaching tasks that corresponds to the descriptors in the 

self-assessment checklists is developed. This would make it easier for 

teachers, particular ones with less language teaching experience, to pull 

together resources to meet the needs of their learners.
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It would also be interesting to track the long-term effect of the ELP on 

learners in relation to their level of motivation and autonomy as well as their 

linguistic proficiency. The ELP’s approach to assessment also urges us to 

develop a new assessment culture, one which embeds assessment, 

particularly self-assessment, in the pedagogical process., bringing it closer 

to learning and teaching.

Regarding third-level education in Taiwan, some colleagues lament that a 

common problem with students is the lack of motivation and direction once 

they enter college. Before college, their goal is plain and simple -  to get into 

college -  and following their teachers would generally guarantee that they 

achieve this goal. However, upon entering college, they realise that it is an 

entirely different ball game, where they have to start thinking for themselves. 

This requires a lot of psychological adjustment. In my conversations with 

colleagues and learners about the ELP, the word ‘ideal’ is used a lot. On the 

one hand, I recognise that the learning and teaching context in which the 

majority of us find ourselves is more often than not less than ideal, and 

perhaps it is true that only in an ideal world can the ELP realise its full 

potential. However, as educators and researchers, surely it is incumbent 

upon us to seek this ideal and dare to dream.
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Appendix A: Assessment of Taiwanese College Students’ English Proficiency Level

Below is an assessment grid with five skills: listening, reading, spoken interaction, spoken production, and writing, and six levels: A1, A2, B1, 82, C1, and 
C2 as set by the Common European Framework’s common reference levels. Please first specify the course and year in which the students being assessed 
are and if they are English or non-English majors. Then using the assessment grid, evaluate the students' average level in the five skills where applicable. 
Please assess students in as many courses as possible. In the end, please specify the minimum level in each skill students should be upon graduating 
from college. Please mail your assessment to line@tcd,ie. Thank you.

A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 02

Listening can understand familiar 
words and very basic 
ptirases concerning self, 
family and immediate 
concrete surroundings 
when people speak slowly 
and clearly.

can understand phrases 
and the highest frequency 
vocabulary related to 
areas of most immediate 
personal relevance (e g. 
very basic personal and 
family information, 
shopping, local area, 
employment).

can catch the main point 
in short, clear, simple 
messages and 
announcements.

can understand the main 
points of clear standard 
speech on familiar 
matters regularly 
encountered in work, 
school, leisure, etc.

can understand the main 
point of many radio or TV 
programmes on current 
affairs or topics of 
personal or professional 
interest when the delivery 
is relatively slow and 
clear.

can understand extended 
speech and lectures and 
follow even complex lines 
of argument provided the 
topic is reasonably 
familiar.

can understand most TV 
news and current affairs 
programmes

can understand the 
majority of films in 
standard dialect.

can understand extended 
speech even when it is 
not clearly structured and 
when relationships are 
only implied and not 
signalled explicitly.

can understand television 
programmes and films 
without too much effort.

have no difficulty in 
understanding any kind of 
spoken language, 
whether live or broadcast, 
even when delivered at 
fast native speed, 
provided there is some 
time to get familiar with 
the accent

Reading can understand familiar 
names, words and very 
simple sentences, for 
example on notices and 
posters or in catalogues.

can read very short, 
simple texts.

can find specific, 
predictable information in 
simple everyday material 
such as advertisements, 
prospectuses, menus and 
timetables and can 
understand short simple 
personal letters.

can understand texts that 
consist mainly of high 
frequency everyday or 
job-related language.

can understand the 
description of events, 
feelings and wishes in 
personal letters.

can read articles and 
reports concerned with 
contemporary problems in 
which the writers adopt 
particular attitudes or 
viewpoints.

can understand 
contemporary literary 
prose.

can understand long and 
complex factual and 
literary texts, appreciating 
distinctions of style.

can understand 
specialised articles and 
longer technical 
instructions, even when 
they are not related fields.

can read with ease 
virtually all forms of the 
written language, 
including abstract, 
structurally or linguistically 
complex texts such as 
manuals, specialised 
articles and literary works.



Spoken
Interaction

can interact in a simple 
way provided the other 
person is prepared to 
repeat or rephrase things 
at a slower rate of speech 
and help me formulate 
what I'm trying to say.

can ask and answer 
simple questions in areas 
of immediate need or on 
very familiar topics.

can communicate in 
simple and routine tasks 
requiring a simple and 
direct exchange of 
information on familiar 
topics and activities.

can handle very short 
social exchanges, even 
though can't usually 
understand enough to 
keep the conversation 
going by self.

can deal with most 
situations likely to arise 
whilst travelling in an area 
where the language is 
spoken.

can enter unprepared into 
conversation on topics 
that are familiar, of 
personal interest or 
pertinent to everyday life 
(e.g. family, hobbies, 
work, travel and current 
events).

can interact with a degree 
of fluency and spontaneity 
that makes regular 
interaction with native 
speakers quite possible.

can take an active part in 
discussion in familiar 
contexts, accounting for 
and sustaining own views.

can express self fluently 
and spontaneously 
without much obvious 
searching for expressions.

can use language flexibly 
and effectively for social 
and professional 
purposes.

can formulate ideas and 
opinions with precision 
and relate own 
contribution skilfully to 
those of other speakers

can take part effortlessly 
in any conversation or 
discussion and have a 
good familiarity with 
idiomatic expressions and 
colloquialisms.

can express self fluently 
and convey finer shades 
of meaning precisely.

can backtrack and 
restructure around 
difficulty so smoothly that 
other people are hardly 
aware of it.

Spoken
Production

can use simple phrases 
and sentences to describe 
people known.

can use a series of 
phrases and sentences to 
describe in simple terms 
family and other people, 
living conditions, 
educational background 
and present or most 
recent job.

can connect phrases in a 
simple way in order to 
describe experiences and 
events, dreams, hopes 
and ambitions.

can briefly give reasons 
and explanations for 
opinions and plans.

can narrate a story or 
relate the plot of a book or 
film and describe 
reactions.

can present clear, 
detailed descriptions on a 
wide range of subjects 
related to field of interest.

can explain a viewpoint 
on a topical issue giving 
the advantages and 
disadvantages of various 
options.

can present clear, 
detailed descriptions of 
complex subjects 
integrating sub-themes, 
developing particular 
points and rounding off 
with an appropriate 
conclusion.

can present a clear, 
smoothly-flowing 
description or argument in 
a style appropriate to the 
context and with an 
effective logical structure 
which helps the recipient 
to notice and remember 
significant points.

W riting can write a short, simple 
postcard, for example 
sending holiday greetings.

can fill in forms with 
personal details, for 
example entering my 
name, nationality and 
address on a hotel 
registration form.

can write short, simple 
notes and messages.

can write a very simple 
personal letter, for 
example thanking 
someone for something.

can write simple 
connected text on topics 
which are familiar or of 
personal interest.

can write personal letters 
describing experiences 
and impressions.

can write clear, detailed 
text on a wide range of 
subjects related to my 
interests.

can write an essay or 
report, passing on 
information or giving 
reasons in support of or 
against a particular point 
of view.

can write letters 
highlighting the personal 
significance of events and 
experiences.

can express myself in 
clear, well-structured text, 
expressing points of view 
at some length.

can write about complex 
subjects in a letter, an 
essay or a report, 
underlining what is 
considered to be the 
salient issues.

can select a style 
appropriate to the reader 
in mind.

can write clear, smoothly- 
flowing text in an 
appropriate style.

can write complex letters, 
reports or articles which 
present a case with an 
effective logical structure 
which helps the recipient 
to notice and remember 
significant points.

can write summaries and 
reviews of professional or 
literary works.



1. Course:___________________________________________________ Year of Students:___________________ (English / non-English majors)
Average Level in Listening:___________ Reading:____________ Spoken Interaction:____________ Spoken Production:
Writing:____________ .
2. Course:___________________________________________________ Year of Students:___________________ (English / non-English majors)
Average Level in Listening:___________ Reading:____________ Spoken Interaction:____________ Spoken Production:
Writing:____________ .
3. Course:___________________________________________________ Year of Students:___________________ (English / non-English majors)
Average Level in Listening:___________ Reading:____________ Spoken Interaction:____________ Spoken Production:
Writing:____________ .

Upon graduation, students should be at least what level of English proficiency in Listening? Reading?  Spoken Interaction?
Spoken Production? Writing? .



Appendix B: English Language Portfolio

English
Language
Portfolio

Name:

Student No.

Course



The English Language Portfolio

W hat is the ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
PORTFOLIO?

The ENGLISH LANGUAGE PORTFOLIO is 
adapted from the European Language 
Portfolio^ Unlike the European Language 
Portfolio, which accommodates all 
languages, the ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
PORTFOLIO focuses solely on English. The 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE PORTFOLIO consists of 
three parts:

• an ENGLISH LANGUAGE PASSPORT
that summarises the owner's proficiency 
in English at a given point in time, 
language learning experiences, and 
language qualifications

• an ENGLISH LANGUAGE BIOGRAPHY 
that facilitates the owner to set learning 
goals, record learning and cultural 
experiences, and assess his/her learning 
progress

• a DOSSIER in which the owner keeps 
samples of his/her work that document 
and illustrate achievements or experiences

W hy use the ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
PORTFOLIO?

The English Portfolio is intended to help 
language learners to

• organise the ir language learning
• record language learning achievements 

and experiences
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' For further information on the European Language 
Portfolio see h ttp ://cu lture2.coe.in t/portfo lio



English Language 
Passport

In the ENGISH LANGUAGE PASSPORT 
you record your proficiency in English, 
what qualifications and certificates 
you have obtained in it, and 
significant events in your experience 
of learning and using it.

You should update your ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE PASSPORT regularly (e.g., 
at the end of each semester or 
academic year) as your language 
skills develop and your experience of 
using English grows.

The ENGLISH LANGUAGE PASSPORT 
allows you to assess how well you 
know and can use English in terms of 
five skills: LISTENING, READING,
SPOKEN INTERACTION, SPOKEN 
PRODUCTION, WRITING. Language 
proficiency is defined at six levels (A1 
to C2). These are brought together in 
the self-assessment grid.

Read carefully through the descriptors 
of the proficiency levels for each skill 
in the self-assessment grid. Think 
what level you have achieved in each 
of the five skills. I f  you feel you have 
fully reached a particular level, shade 
in the relevant box(es) and write over 
the shading the date of your self- 
assessment. You may also shade in 
part of a box if you think you have 
only partially achieved the level in 
question. The next time you update 
your passport, use a different colour 
for the shading so you can more 
easily show the successive stages of 
your learning.

In the last part of the ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE PASSPORT, summarise 
your English learning and intercultural 
experiences and record any 
certificates in English you have been 
awarded.
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Profile of English Skills

Mother-
tongue(s)
■ 'J-uu

o th e r languages
ttftliriFirJ

Read carefully through the descriptors o f the proficiency levels for each skill in 
the self-assessm ent grid and the checklists a t the end o f the ENGLISH 
PORTFOLIO. Think what level you have achieved in each o f the five skills. I f  you 
feel you have fully reached a particular level, shade in the relevant box(es) and 
write over the shading the date o f your self-assessment. You may also shade in 
part o f a box i f  you think you have only partia lly  achieved the level in question. 
The next time you update your passport, use a different colour fo r the shading so 
you can more easily show the successive stages o f your learning.
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Self-assessment Grid

A l A2 Bl B2 Cl C2
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Listening

I can understand familiar words 
and very basic phrases 
concerning myself, m y family 
and immediate concrete 
surroundings when people speak 
slowly and clearly,

I can understand phrases and 
the highest frequency vocabulary 
related to areas of most 
immediate personal relevance 
(e.g., very basic personal and 
family information, shopping, 
local area, employment). I can 
catch the main point in short, 
clear, simple messages and 
announcements.

I can understand the main points 
of clear standard speech on 
fam iliar matters regularly 
encountered in work, school, 
leisure, etc. I can understand the 
main point o f many radio or TV 
programmes on current affairs 
or topics of personal or 
professional interest when the 
delivery is relatively slow and 
clear.

I can understand extended 
speech and lectures and follow 
even complex tines of argument 
provided the topic is reasonably 
familiar. I can understand most 
TV news and current affairs 
programmes. I can understand 
the m ajority of films in standard 
dialect.

I can understand extended 
speech even when it is not 
clearly structured and when 
relationships are only implied and 
not signalled explicitly. I can 
understand television 
programmes and film s w ithout 
too much effort.

I have no difficulty in 
understanding any kind of 
spoken language, whether live 
or broadcast, even when 
delivered at fast native speed, 
provided I have some time to 
get fam iliar with the accent.

Reading

0 -

I  can understand fam iliar names, 
words and very simple 
sentences, for example on 
notices and posters or in 
catalogues.

I can read very short, simple 
texts. I can find specific, 
predictable information in simple 
everyday material such as 
advertisements, prospectuses, 
menus and timetables and I can 
understand short simple personal 
letters.

I can understand texts that 
consist mainly of high frequency 
everyday or job-related 
language. I can understand the 
description of events, feelings 
and wishes in personal letters.

1 can read articles and reports 
concerned with contemporary 
problems in which the writers 
adopt particular attitudes or 
viewpoints. I can understand 
contemporar/ literary prose.

I can understand long and 
complex factual and literary 
texts, appreciating distinctions of 
style. I  can understand 
specialised articles and longer 
technical instructions, even when 
they do not relate to  my field.

I can read with ease virtually all 
forms of the written language, 
including abstract, structurally 
or linguistically complex texts 
such as manuals, specialised 
articles and literary works.

S
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Spoken
Interaction

0-Q

I can interact In a simple way 
provided the other person is 
prepared to repeat or rephrase 
things a t a slower rate of speech 
and help me formulate what I'm  
trying to  say. I can ask and 
answer simple questions in areas 
of immediate need or on very 
fam liiar topics.

I can communicate in simple and 
routine tasks requiring a simple 
and direct exchange of 
information on familiar topics and 
activities. I can handle very short 
social exchanges, even though I 
can’t  usually understand enough 
to keep the conversation going 
myself.

I can deal with most situations 
likely to arise whilst travelling in 
an area where the language is 
spoken, I can enter unprepared 
into conversation on topics that 
are familiar, of personal interest 
or pertinent to everyday life 
(e.g., family, hobbies, work, 
travel and current events).

I  can interact with a degree of 
fluency and spontaneity that 
makes regular interaction with 
native speakers quite possible. I 
can take an active part in 
discussion in fam iliar contexts, 
accounting for and sustaining my 
views.

I can express myself fluently and 
spontaneously w ithout much 
obvious searching for 
expressions. I can use language 
flexibly and effectively for social 
and professional purposes. I can 
formulate ideas and opinions 
with precision and relate my 
contribution skilfully to those of 
other speakers.

I can take part effortlessly in 
any conversation or discussion 
and have a good familiarity with 
idiomatic expressions and 
colloquialisms. I can express 
myself fluently and convey finer 
shades of meaning precisely. If 
I do have a problem I can 
backtrack and restructure 
around the difficulty so 
smoothly that other people are 
hardly aware of it.

Spol<en
Production

0 -

I can use simple phrases and 
sentences to describe where I 
live and people I know.

I can use a series of phrases and 
sentences to describe in simple 
terms my family and other 
people, living conditions, my 
educational background and my 
present or most recent job.

I can connect phrases In a simple 
way in order to describe 
experiences and events, my 
dreams, hopes and ambitions. I 
can briefly give reasons and 
explanations for opinions and 
plans. I can narrate a story or 
relate the plot of a book or film 
and describe my reactions.

I can present clear, detailed 
descriptions on a wide range of 
subjects related to my field of 
interest. I can explain a 
viewpoint on a topical issue 
giving the advantages and 
disadvantages of various options.

I can present clear, detailed 
descriptions of complex subjects 
integrating sub-themes, 
developing particular points and 
rounding off with an appropriate 
conclusion.

I can present a clear, smoothly- 
flowing description or argument 
in a style appropriate to the 
context and with an effective 
logical structure which helps the 
recipient to notice and 
remember significant points.

W
R
I
T
I
N
G

W riting I can write a short, simple 
postcard, for example sending 
holiday greetings. I can fill In 
forms with personal details, for 
example entering my name, 
nationality and address on a 
hotel registration form.

- 15,

I can write short, simple notes 
and messages. I can write a very 
simple personal letter, for 
example thanking someone for 
something.

I can write simple connected text 
on topics which are fam iliar or of 
personal interest. I can write 
personal letters describing 
experiences and impressions.

I can write clear, detailed text on 
a wide range of subjects related 
to my interests. I can write an 
essay or report, passing on 
information or giving reasons in 
support of or against a particular 
point of view. I can write letters 
highlighting the personal 
significance of events and 
experiences.

I can express myself in clear, 
well-structured text, expressing 
points of view at some length. I 
can write about complex subjects 
in a letter, an essay or a report, 
underiining what I consider to be 
the salient issues. I can select a 
style appropriate to the reader in 
mind.

I can write clear, smoothly- 
flowing text in an appropriate 
style, I can write complex 
letters, reports or articles which 
present a case with an effective 
logical structure which helps the 
recipient to notice and 
remember significant points. I 
can write summaries and 
reviews of professional or 
literary works.

®  Council of Europe



Language learning and intercultural experiences

I have been learning English for 

I have been learning English

up to 6 
years

o at school 
o at home
o  _________

7-9 years 10-12
years

over 12 
years

1 year 2 years 3 years

I learnt English in primary school 
for
I learnt English in jun io r high 
school for
I learnt English in senior high 
school for

I have attended an English 
language course (outside of school 
curriculum, e.g., for

I have stayed in a country where 
English is spoken for 
I stayed in the country

up to 1 
year

up to 1 
month

o for study 
o for visit

up to 3 
years

up to 3 
months

up to 5 
years

up to 9 
months

over 
3 years

over 5 
years

over 9 
months

o

I also have the following intercultural experiences relating to English:

Certificates and diplomas

Title of certifica te /exam in atio n  Level/score /band Year



English Language 
Biography

In the ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
BIOGRAPHY you record your ongoing 
experience of learning and using 
English. The ENGLISH BIOGRAPHY is 
designed to accompany your language 
learning from day to day.

The first part of the ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE BIOGRAPHY is where you 
set your own language learning 
targets, review your learning progress 
on a regular basis, and focus on the 
development of your language 
learning skills. When setting learning 
targets, you can use the self- 
assessment grid in the ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE PASSPORT; you can also 
use the goal-setting and self- 
assessment checklists at the end of 
the ENGLISH LANGUAGE PORTFOLIO 
to formulate your learning targets 
more precisely.

m m '  ̂ j w

mm ,

The second part of the ENGLISH 
LANGUAGE BIOGRAPHY records your 
experiences of English cultures. Such 
experiences help to build your 
awareness of the cultural background 
to English, and in this way can help 
your language learning. Intercuitural 
experiences may include visiting a 
country where English is spoken, 
exchanging letters with a pen-pal 
from this country, doing a project on 
this country in your history or 
geography class, etc.
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My next language learning target

Date

Learning target
(Use the self-assessment grid in the language passport and the checklists at the end to formulate 
your next learning target as precisely as possible.)

How much tim e can I  devote each d a y /w e e k  to achieving my target?

W hen shall I  begin? When do I  plan to finish?

How do I  intend to achieve my target?
For example, can I work alone or do I need to work with other people?

W hat [earning m aterials do I  need?

How shall I  know w hether or not I  have achieved my target?
(For example, can I take a test or set and correct a test for myself? Or shall I need to ask my 
teacher, another learner or a native speaker to assess me? Or can I depend entirely on my own 
judgem ent?)

Review of learning progress on or near my target date:
Have I achieved my target? In working towards my target have I learnt anything new about (i) the 
ta rge t language, (ii) language learning, or (ill) myself?



My next language learning target

Date

Learning target
(Use the self-assessment grid in the language passport and the checklists at the end to formulate
your next learning target as precisely as possible.)

How much tim e can I  devote each d a y /w e e k  to achieving my target?

W hen shall I  begin? When do I  plan to finish?

How do I  intend to achieve my target?
For example, can I work alone or do I need to work with other people?

W hat learning m aterials do I  need?

How shall I  know w hether or not I  have achieved my target?
(For example, can I take a test or set and correct a test for myself? Or shall I need to ask my 
teacher, another learner or a native speaker to assess me? Or can I depend entirely on my own 
judgement?)

Review of learning progress on or near my ta rg et date:
Have I achieved my target? In working towards my target have I learnt anything new about (i) the 
target language, (ii) language learning, or (iii) myself?



My next language learning target

Date  

Learning target
(Use the self-assessment grid in the language passport and the checklists at the end to formulate 
your next learning target as precisely as possible.)

How much tim e can I  devote each d a y /w e e k  to achieving my target?

W hen shall I  begin? When do 1 plan to finish?

How do I  intend to achieve my target?
For example, can I work alone or do I need to work with other people?

W hat learning m ateria ls do I  need?

How shall I  know w hether or not I  have achieved my target?
(For example, can I take a test or set and correct a test fo r myself? Or shall I need to ask my 
teacher, another learner or a native speaker to assess me? Or can I depend entirely on my own 
judgem ent?)

Review of learning progress on or near my target date:
Have I achieved my target? In working towards my target have I learnt anything new about (i) the 
ta rge t language, (ii) language learning, or (iii) myself?



My next language learning target

Date

Learning target
(Use the self-assessment grid in the language passport and the checklists at the end to formulate 
your next learning target as precisely as possible.)

How much tim e can I  devote each d a y /w e e k  to achieving my target?

When shall I  begin? When do I  plan to finish?

How do I  intend to achieve my target?
For example, can I work alone or do I need to work with other people?

W hat learning m aterials do I  need?

How shall I  know w hether or not I  have achieved my target?
(For example, can I take a test or set and correct a test for myself? Or shall I need to ask my 
teacher, another learner or a native speaker to assess me? Or can I depend entirely on my own 
judgement?)

Review of learning progress on or near my target date:
Have I achieved my target? In working towards my target have I learnt anything new about (I) the 
target language, (ii) language learning, or (iii) myself?



Intercultural experiences

I have experienced the culture of English in the following ways: 
(e.g., v is it to the country, nnaking friends, writing to pen pals...)

I have been able to use English in the following situations: 
(e.g., talking to native speakers, watching satellite television...)

I have learnt about the culture of English in the following ways: 
(e.g., project work, history, books, television programmes, films...)



Learning how to learn

The following checklist focuses on d ifferent aspects o f the language learning process. They 
are designed to help you identify your strengths as a language learner and set personal 
targets fo r developing your learning skills. Go through the checklist firs t and identify the 
aspects o f the language learning process tha t you have never used; you may set them as 
new learning targets. You should review the checklist a t intervals (e.g., every semester). Use 
a combination o f ticks (O and dates to p lo t your progress and when you have achieved a 
target.

Can I ...
Never Sometimes Always New

Target
Target

Achieved
(d a te )

identify my strengths and weaknesses In 
the target language generally?
identify my strengths and weaknesses In 
learning?
set short-term  learning objectives?

Identify suitable media/materials for 
learning?
plan a timescale for my learning objectives?

assess my progress In relation to these 
objectives?
use reference materials effectively 
(dictionary, grammar, etc.)?
use new technology effectively (databases, 
hypertexts, etc.)?
use effective strategies to learn and 
memorise new information?
identify key words and concepts?

take effective notes from texts and 
lectures?
categorise new vocabulary?

make a schematic plan of an oral or written 
presentation?
analyse and edit a firs t written draft?

use corrections to advance my learning?

practise pronunciation and Intonation with 
good results?
make rapid and frequent active use of the 
language learnt?
learn from working with others?

contribute to a working group?

carry out my responsibilities in a working 
group?
help to Identify and assign particular roles 
In a working group?



Dossier

The DOSSIER is where you keep  ̂i^riuf'Pr'ui® i
samples o f your work in English. I t  is ° '  j  'j 6

up to you to  decide w hat you want to ?±1; :
pu t in your DOSSIER, but bear in 
m ind the fo llow ing points:

• S toring your work in your 
DOSSIER w ill help you keep 
track o f your progress in 
language learning

• Make sure you put in d iffe ren t 
types o f work to show the 
range o f language skills you 
have (e .g ., w ritten  work, 
p ro ject work, pictures, 
m ateria l recorded on audio or 
v ideotape); if the m ateria l is in 
audio, video or dig ital form , 
insert a page in the DOSSIER 
brie fly  describing the m ateria l

• Choose samples o f work which 
show best what you can do in 
the language

• As your skills develop, update 
your DOSSIER every so often 
by taking  out o lder pieces of 
w ork and putting in new things 
tha t show w hat you can do 
now

• Use the DOSSIER to store 
personal docum ents relating to 
your language learning or 
in te rcu ltu ra l experiences, such 
as certifica tes o f a tta inm ent 
and official exam ination results.

-  m
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Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist

Skill: LISTENING

This is a checklist o f LISTENING skills. Use this checklist to set your learning goals and record your progress in 
achieving these goals. Evaluate how well you can perform  these tasks with the criterion in the three right-hand  
columns. For example:

I  can do this *w ith a lo t o f help, * *  with a little  help, * * *  on m y own 
Use a combination o f ticks (  <) and dates to record your progress.

You may also enter additional goals which you have achieved or would like to achieve a t a particu lar level.

Level A 1I.C V C I

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________  goal
I can understand when someone speaks very slowly and clearly to me, w ith long
pauses for me to get the meaning.______________________________________________
I can understand simple questions about myself and instructions given to me clearly
and slowly.____________________________________________________________________
I can follow short, simple directions.

I can understand numbers and prices.

I can understand dates and times.

I can understand days of the week and months of the year.

Level A2 My
next
goal

* * ♦ *

I can understand everyday phrases, words, and expressions related to immediate 
needs or areas of immediate personal relevance (e.g. personal and family information, 
student life, local area, employment).
I can understand everyday phrases, words, and expressions related to personal 
interest (e.g. hobbies, social life, holidays, music, TV, films, travel).
I can understand what people say to me in simple everyday conversation If they speak 
slowly and clearly.
I can understand enough to be able to meet everyday concrete needs provided speech 
is clear and slow.
I can understand simple directions relating to how to get from X to Y, by foot or public 
transport.
I can generally understand standard speech on fam iliar matters if I can ask for 
repetition or reformulation.
I can generally identify the topic of discussion around me when people speak slowly 
and clearly.
I can catch the main point in short, clear, simple messages and recorded 
announcements (e.g. on the telephone, at the train station)
I can identify the main point of TV news items reporting events, accidents etc. if there 
is visual support.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

Skill: LISTENING

LEVEL B1 My
n e x t
goal

* * * * * *

I can generally follow the main points of discussions on fam iliar topics encountered in 
school, leisure, etc., provided speech is clearly articulated in standard dialect.
I can follow clearly articulated speech directed at me in everyday conversation, though 
I sonnetimes have to ask for repetition of particular words and phrases,
I can follow a lecture or ta lk within my own academic or professional field, provided 
the subject m atter is fam iliar and the presentation straightforward and clearly 
structured.
I can understand straightforward factual information about everyday, study- or work- 
related topics, identifying both general messages and specific details, provided speech 
is clearly articulated in a generally fam iliar accent.
I can understand simple technical information, such as operating instructions for 
everyday equipment.
I can follow detailed directions, messages, and information (e.g. weather forecasts, 
answering machines, travel arrangements)
I can understand the main points of radio news bulletins and simpler recorded material 
on topics of personal interest delivered relatively slowly and clearly.
I can catch the main points in TV programmes on topics of personal or cultural interest 
when the delivery is relatively slow and clear and in standard dialect.
I can follow many films in which visuals and action carry much of the storylme, and in 
which the story Is straightforward and the language clear.

LEVEL B2 My
n ex t
goal

♦ * * *

I can understand standard spoken language on both fam iliar and unfam iliar topics 
normally encountered in personal, social, academic, or vocational life, even In a noisy 
environment.
I can w ith some effort catch much of what is said around me, but may find it difficult 
to understand a discussion between several native speakers who do not modify their 
language in any way.
I can follow a lecture or ta lk within my own field, provided the presentation is clear.

I can follow the essentials of lectures, talks, reports, and other forms of academic or 
professional presentation in my field.
I can understand most radio programmes and other audio material delivered In 
standard language and can identify the speaker's mood, tone, etc.
I can understand TV documentaries, news programmes, interviews, talk shows, and 
the m alority of films in standard dialect.
I can follow complex lines of argument, provided these are clearly signposted and the 
topic is reasonably familiar.
I can understand the main ideas of complex speech on both concrete and abstract 
topics delivered in a standard dialect, including technical discussions in nny field of 
specialisation.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist

Skill: LISTENING

LEVEL C l My
n e x t
qoa l

* 4: :4: *  *  *

I can fo llow  extended speech even when it is not c learly s truc tu red  and when 
re lationsh ips are on ly  im plied  and not signalled exp lic itly .
I can understand a w ide range o f id iom atic  expressions and colloquia lism s, 
apprecia ting  sh ifts  in s ty le  and register.
I can understand enough to  fo llow  extended speech on abstrac t and com plex topics 
beyond m y own fie ld , though I may need to con firm  occasional details, especially if  the  
accent is un fam ilia r.
I can understand lectures, ta lks , d iscussions, and debates in my professional or 
academ ic fie ld  w ith  re la tive  ease.
I can understand a w ide range o f recorded and broadcast audio m ateria l, including 
some non-standard  usage, and iden tify  fin e r points o f deta il including im p lic it a ttitudes 
and re lationsh ips between speakers.
I can e x tra c t specific in fo rm a tion  from  even poor qua lity , aud ib ly d is to rted  public 
announcem ents, e .q. in a s ta tion , sports stad ium  etc.
I can understand com plex technical in fo rm a tion , such as opera ting  instructions, 
specifica tions fo r fa m ilia r products and services.
I can fo llow  film s  em ploying  a considerable degree o f slang and id iom atic  usage.

LEVEL C2 My
n e x t
aoa l

* * * *

I have no d iff icu lty  in understand ing any kind o f spoken language, w he ther live or 
broadcast, de livered a t fast native  speed.
I can fo llow  specialised lectures and presentations em ploy ing a high degree of 
co lloqu ia lism , regional usaqe o r un fam ilia r te rm ino logy.



Goal-setting and Seff-assessment Checklist 

Skill: READING

This is a c h e M is t  o f READING sl<ills. Use th is c h e M is t to se t you r learn ing  goals and  record y o u r progress in 
ach iev ing these goals. Evaluate how well you can pe rfo rm  these tasks w ith  the crite rion  in the th ree  rig h t-ha nd  
colum ns. For exam ple :

I  can do th is  *w ith  a lo t o f  help, * *  w ith a litt le  help, * * *  on m y  own 
Use a com b ina tion  o f  ticks ( < )  and dates to record  y o u r progress.

You m ay also e n te r add itiona l goals which you have achieved o r would like to achieve a t a p a rticu la r level.

Leve l A1 My
next
goal

♦ * * * * *

I can understand very short, simple texts, picking out fam iliar names, words, and basic 
phrases.
I can understand words and phrases on signs and notices encountered in everyday life 
(e.q. "s tation", "no parking", "no smoking", "danger", days of the week, tim es^
I can follow short simple written directions (e.g. how to go from X to Y).

I can understand short, simple messages on postcards or greeting card (e.g. holiday 
greetings, birthday greetings).
I can understand a questionnaire (entry permit form, hotel registration form ) well 
enough to give the most important information about myself (name, surname, date of 
birth, nationality).
I can understand the most important orders in a computer programme such as 
"PRINT", "SAVE", "COPY", etc.
I can understand simple written comments relating to my studies (e.g. "well done", 
"revise").
1 can get an idea of the content of simpler informational material if there is visual 
support (e.g. brochures, posters, advertisements).

Level A 2 My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can understand short, simple texts containing basic everyday words related to areas 
of personal relevance or interest.
I can understand simple instructions on equipment encountered every day (e.g. 
telephone).
I can understand regulations when expressed in simple language (e.g. safety, 
attendance at lectures).
I can understand a simple personal letter in which the w rite r tells or asks me about 
aspects of everyday life.
I can understand feedback messages or simple help indications in computer 
programmes.
I can understand everyday signs and notices (e.g. on the streets, in restaurants, at 
train stations, in shops).
I can find specific information in simple everyday material (e.g. advertisements, 
brochures, menus, informational leaflet, and timetables).
I can identify im portant information in news summaries or simple newspaper articles in 
which numbers and names play an important role and which are clearly structured and 
illustrated.
I can understand short narratives about everyday things dealing with topics which are 
fam iliar to me if the text is written in simple language.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

Skill: ^  READING

Leve l B1 My
n e x t
goa l

4c *

I can read s tra igh tfo rw ard  factual tex ts  on subjects re lated to  my fie ld  o f in te res t w ith  
a reasonable level o f understand ing.
I can understand the descrip tion o f events, fee lings, and wishes in personal le tte rs  well 
enough to  correspond regu la rly  w ith  a pen friend.
I can recognise s ign ifican t points in s tra igh tfo rw ard  newspaper artic les on fam ilia r 
subjects.
I can iden tify  th e  m ain conclusions in c learly  signalled a rgum en ta tive  texts.

I can recognise the  line o f a rgum ent in a te x t, though no t necessarily in detail.

I can iden tify  the  m ain conclusions in c learly  w ritten  a rgum en ta tive  texts.

I can find and understand  re levan t in fo rm a tion  in everyday m ateria l, such as le tte rs, 
brochures, and sho rt o ffic ia l docum ents,
I can scan longer te x ts  in o rde r to  locate desired In fo rm a tion , and ga the r in fo rm ation  
from  d iffe re n t parts o f a te x t, o r from  d iffe re n t tex ts  in o rde r to  fu lfil a specific task.
I can understand clearly  w ritten  s tra igh tfo rw ard  ins truc tions (e.g . fo r  using a piece of 
equ ipm en t, fo r answ ering questions in an exam ).
I can understand the  p lo t o f a c learly s truc tu red  story.

LEVEL B2 My
n e x t
goa l

♦

I can read correspondence re lating to  m y fie ld o f in te res t and read ily grasp the 
essential m eaning.
I can understand in detail tex ts  w ith in  m y fie ld o f in te res t o r the  area o f my academ ic 
o r professional specia lity.
I can understand specialised artic les outside my own fie ld if  I can occasionally check 
w ith  a d ic tiona ry  o r o the r reference resources.
I can read and understand artic les and reports  on cu rre n t problem s in which the 
w rite rs  adopt pa rticu la r stances o r v iew poin ts.
I can scan qu ick ly  th rough  long and com plex tex ts  related to  m y fie ld to  locate re levant 
details.
I can rap id ly  grasp the con ten t and the significance o f news, artic les and reports on 
top ics connected w ith  m y in te rests or m y jo b , and decide if  a c loser reading is 
w orthw h ile .
I can understand leng thy, com plex instructions in m y fie ld , including details on 
cond itions o r w arn ing , provided I can reread d ifficu lt sections.
I can read review s dealing w ith  the con ten t and critic ism  o f cu ltu ra l topics (film s, 
th e a tre , books, concerts) and sum m arise the  main points.
I can qu ick ly  look th rough  a m anual ( fo r exam ple  fo r a com pute r p rogram ) and find 
and understand th e  re levan t exp lanations and help fo r a specific problem .
I can apprecia te  m ost narra tives and m odern lite ra ry  te x ts  (e.g. novels, sho rt stories, 
poems, p lays).



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

Skill: Q READING

LEVEL C l My
n e x t
goa l

* 4c * * * *

I can understand  in detail leng thy, com plex tex ts  in my own academ ic o r professional 
fie ld , iden tify ing  fin e r points o f deta il including a ttitudes  and im plied as well as stated 
op in ions.
I can e x tra c t in fo rm a tion , ideas and opin ions from  highly specialised tex ts  in my own 
academ ic o r professional fie ld , fo r exam ple research reports  and abstracts.
I can understand  long com plex instructions, fo r exam ple  fo r the use o f a new piece o f 
equ ipm en t, even if these are not related to  my jo b  o r fie ld  o f in te rest, provided I can 
reread d iff icu lt sections.
I can read any correspondence w ith  occasional use o f a d ictionary.

I can read con tem pora ry  lite ra ry  tex ts  w ith  ease.

I can go beyond the concrete p lot o f a na rra tive  and grasp im p lic it m eanings, ideas 
and connections.
I can recognise the social, political or h istorica l background o f a lite ra ry  w ork.

LEVEL C2 My
n ex t
goa l

* * *

I can understand and in te rp re t critica lly  v irtua lly  all fo rm s o f the  w ritten  language 
includ ing abstrac t, s truc tu ra lly  com plex, o r h ighly colloquial lite ra ry  and non-lite ra ry  
w ritings.
I can understand  a w ide range of long and com plex tex ts , apprecia ting subtle  
d is tinc tions  o f s ty le  and im p lic it as well as exp lic it meaning.
I can understand  m anuals, regulations and contracts  even w ith in  un fam ilia r fields.

I can understand  con tem porary  and classical lite ra ry  tex ts  o f d iffe re n t genres (poe try , 
prose, d ram a).
I can recognise d iffe ren t s ty lis tic  means (puns, m etaphors, sym bols, connota tions, 
a m b ig u ity ) and appreciate and evaluate th e ir  function  w ith in  the tex t.



G oal-setting and Self-assessm ent Checklist

Skill: SPOKEN INTERACTION

This is a c h e M is t o f SPOKEN INTERACTION sl<ills. Use this ch e M is t to set your learning goals and record your 
progress in achieving these goals. Evaluate how well you can perform  these tasks with the criterion in the three 
right-hand columns. For example:

I  can do this *w ith a lo t o f help, * *  with a little  help, * * *  on m y own 
Use a combination o f ticks (  O  and dates to record your progress.

You may also enter additional goals which you have achieved or would like to achieve a t a particular level.

Level A1 My
next
goal

♦ * * * * *

I can introduce myself and another person.

1 can use basic greeting and leave-taking phrases and expressions (e.g. how are you, 
thank you, please).
I can ask and answer simple questions on very fam iliar topics.

I can say I don't understand, ask people to repeat what they say or speak more 
slowly, and ask for help.
I can ask people fo r things and give people things.

I can handle numbers, quantities, cost and time.

I can indicate tim e by such phrases as "next week", "last Friday", "in November", 
"three o'clock".
I can make simple purchases where pointing or other gestures can support what I say.

I can ask people questions about where they live, people they know, things they have, 
etc. and answer such questions addressed to me provided they are articulated slowly 
and clearly.
I can reply in an interview to simple direct questions about personal details if these are 
spoken very slowly and clearly in standard dialect.

Level A2 My
next
goal

♦ * *

I can handle very short social exchanges and make myself understood if people help 
me.
I can make and respond to invitations, suggestions, apologies, and requests.

I can say what I like and dislike and agree and disagree with people.

I can discuss w ith other people what to do, where to go and make arrangements to 
meet (e.q. in the evening, at the weekend).
I can make simple purchases by stating what I want and asking the price.

I can make simple transactions in shops, post offices or banks.

I can use public transport: buses, trains, and taxis, ask for basic information and buy 
tickets.
I can get simple practical information (e.g. asking for directions, booking 
accommodation, going to the doctor).
I can order something to eat or drink.

I can ask and answer questions about habits and routines.

I can ask and answer questions about pastimes and past activities.

I can handle simple telephone calls (e.g. say who is calling, ask to speak to someone, 
give my number, take a simple message).
I can express how I feel in simple terms, and express thanks.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist

0«0Skill: ^  u  SPOKEN INTERACTION

Level B1 My
next
goal

* *  *

I can s ta rt, m ain ta in  and close sim ple face-to -face  conversation  on topics th a t are 
fa m ilia r o r o f personal in te rest.
I can express and respond to  fee lings and a ttitudes  (e.g . surprise , happiness, sadness, 
in te res t, unce rta in ty , ind iffe rence).
I can m ain ta in  a conversation o r discussion bu t m ay som etim es be d ifficu lt to  fo llow  
when try in g  to  say exactly  w h a t I would like to.
I can take  part in rou tine  fo rm a l discussion o f fa m ilia r sub jects in my academ ic or 
professional fie ld if  it  is conducted in clearly a rticu la ted  speech in s tandard dialect.
I can g ive  o r seek personal views and opinions in an in fo rm a l discussion w ith  friends 
on top ics  o f in te rest.
I can express my though ts  about abstrac t o r cu ltu ra l top ics such as music or film s.

I can g ive b rie f com m ents on the views o f others.

I can exp la in  w hy som ething is a problem , discuss w ha t to  do next, com pare and 
con tras t a lte rna tives.
I can ask fo r and fo llow  detailed d irections.

I can express belief, op in ion, agreem ent, and d isagreem ent po lite ly.

I can cope w ith  m ost transactions like ly to  arise w h ils t trave lling  o r a rrang ing trave l or 
accom m odation.
I can ob ta in  factual in fo rm ation  and can ask fo r and fo llow  detailed d irections.

I can sum m arise  and give m y opin ion about a sho rt s to ry  o r artic le .

I can use a prepared questionna ire  to  carry out a s truc tu red  in te rv iew , w ith  some 
spontaneous fo llow  up questions.
I can take  some in itia tives in an in te rv iew /consu lta tion  (e .g . to  bring up a new sub ject) 
but am ve ry  dependent on the  in te rv iew er to  provide support.
I can p rov ide concrete in fo rm a tion  required in an in te rv iew /consu lta tion  (e.g. describe 
sym ptom s to  a doctor) but do so w ith  lim ited precision.

Level B2 My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can engage in extended conversation in a c learly  pa rtic ipa to ry  fashion on m ost 
genera l top ics.
I can pa rtic ipa te  in extended discussions and debates on subjects o f personal, 
academ ic, o r professional in te rest, m arking clearly  the  relationsh ip  between ideas.
I can convey degrees o f em otion and h igh ligh t the  personal sign ificance o f events and 
experiences.
I can account fo r and sustain my opinions in discussion by provid ing re levan t 
exp lana tions, argum ents and com m ents.
I can help a discussion along by inv iting  others to  jo in  in, express th e ir op in ions, etc.

I can cope lingu istica lly  w ith  com plex problem s in rou tine  s itua tions (e.g. com plaining 
a bout goods and services).
I can in itia te , m ainta in  and end discourse na tu ra lly  w ith  e ffective  tu rn -ta k in g .

I can exchange considerable quantities o f detailed factual in fo rm a tion  on m atte rs 
w ith in  m y fie lds o f in terest.
I can pass on detailed in fo rm a tion  on my academ ic o r professional fie ld reliably.

I can synthesise and report in fo rm ation  and argum ents from  a num ber o f sources.

I can ca rry  ou t a prepared in te rv iew , checking and con firm ing  in fo rm a tion , fo llow ing up 
in te res ting  replies.
I can take  in itia tives  in an in te rv iew , explain and develop ideas w ith  litt le  help or 
p rodd ing from  an in te rv iew er.



G oal-setting and Self-assessm ent Checklist

.... 0«0Skill: ^  ^  SPOKEN INTERACTION

Level C l My
n e x t
goa l

* 4: *

I can express myself fluently, accurately, and spontaneously on a wide range of 
general, academic, or professional topics.
I can argue a formal position convincingly, responding to questions and comments and 
answering complex lines of counter argument fluently, spontaneously and 
appropriately.
I can use language flexibly and effectively for social purposes, including emotional, 
allusive and joking usage.
I can easily follow and contribute to complex interactions between third parties in 
group discussion even on abstract, complex, or unfam iliar topics.
I can participate fu lly in an interview, as either interviewer or interviewee, fluently 
expanding and developing the point being discussed w ithout any support, and handling 
interjections well.

Level C2 My
n e x t
goa l

♦

I can understand any native speaker interlocutor, given an opportunity to adjust to a 
non-standard accent or dialect.
I can converse comfortably and appropriately, unhampered by any linguistic lim itations 
In conducting a full social and personal life.
I can hold my own in formal discussion of complex or specialist issues in my field, 
putting forward an articulate and persuasive argument, at no disadvantage to native 
speakers.
I can keep up my side of the dialogue as interviewer or interviewee, structuring the 
talk and interacting authoritatively with complete fluency, at no disadvantage to a 
native speaker.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

Skill: SPOKEN PRODUCTION

This is a checklis t o f  SPOKEN PRODUCTION skills. Use th is  checklis t to se t you r learn ing goals and reco rd  you r 
progress in ach ieving these goals. Evaluate how well you can pe rfo rm  these tasks w ith  the c rite rion  in the three  
r ig h t-h a n d  colum ns. For exam ple:

I  can do th is *w ith  a lo t o f  help, * *  w ith a litt le  help, * * *  on m y  own 
Use a com bination  o f  ticks (  < )  and dates to record  y o u r progress.

You m ay also en te r add itiona l goals which you have achieved o r would like  to achieve a t a p a rticu la r level.

L eve l A1 My
next
goal

* ♦ *

I can g ive  basic personal in fo rm a tion  about m yse lf (e.g . address, te lephone num ber, 
na tio na lity , age, fam ily , sub ject of s tudy).
I can describe m yself, w hat I do, and where I live w ith  s im ple  words and phrases.

I can describe people I know, w hat they  do and w here they live w ith  sim ple words and 
phrases.
I can read a very short, rehearsed s ta tem en t (e.g . to  in troduce  a speaker, propose a 
toas t).

Leve l A 2 My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can describe m yself, my fam ily  and o ther people.

I can describe w here I live.

I can describe my educational background and sub ject o f s tudy.

I can describe m y hobbies and in terests in a sim ple way.

I can describe plans and arrangem ents.

I can exp la in  w hat I like and d is like about som ething.

I can g ive  short, basic descrip tions o f events and ob jects and make comparisons.

1 can describe past activ ities  and personal experiences (e.g . the last w eekend, my last 
ho liday).
I can de live r very short, rehearsed announcem ents o f pred ictab le , lea rn t content.

I can g ive  a sho rt, rehearsed presentation on a fa m ilia r sub jec t in my academ ic or 
professional field.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist

Skill: SPOKEN PRODUCTION

Level B1 My
next
goal

* *  * * * *

I can give s tra igh tfo rw ard  descrip tors on fa m ilia r sub jects w ith in  m y fie ld o f in terest.

I can b rie fly  exp la in  and g ive reasons fo r  my opinions, plans, in ten tions, and actions.

I can develop an a rgum en t well enough to  be fo llowed w ith o u t d ifficu lty  m ost o f the 
tim e.
I can na rra te  a sto ry.

I can re late  the  p lo t o f a book o r film  and describe m y reactions.

I can paraphrase sho rt w ritten  passages o ra lly  in a s im ple fashion, using the original 
te x t w ord ing and o rdering.
I can describe personal experiences, dream s, hopes, am bitions, real, im agined or 
unexpected events.
I can g ive deta iled  accounts o f problem s o r incidents (e.g . tra ffic  accident, th e ft).

I can de live r sho rt, rehearsed announcem ents and s ta tem en ts  on top ics w ith in  my 
academ ic o r professional fie ld.
I can g ive a sho rt, prepared s tra igh tfo rw ard  p resenta tion on a fa m ilia r top ic  w ith in  my 
academ ic o r professional fie ld  in a reasonably precise m anner.

Level B2 My
next
goal

*

I can give clear, detailed descrip tions on a w ide range o f subjects re lated to my fie ld of 
in te rest, expanding and supporting ideas w ith  subsid iary points and re levan t examples.
I can give clear, sys tem atica lly  developed presentations on top ics in m y fie ld , w ith  
h igh ligh ting  o f s ign ifican t po ints and re levan t supporting detail.
I can exp la in  a v iew po in t on a topical issue g iv ing the advantages and disadvantages 
o f various options.
I can develop a c lear a rgum en t, expanding and supporting  my points o f view at some 
length w ith  re levan t exam ples.
I can understand and sum m arise  o ra lly sho rt extrac ts  from  news item s, in te rv iew s or 
docum entaries conta in ing opinions, a rgum en t and discussion.
I can understand and sum m arise  o ra lly the  p lo t and sequence o f events in an extrac t 
from  a film  o r play.
I can speculate about causes, consequences, hypo the tica l s ituations.

I can de live r announcem ents on m ost general topics w ith  a degree o f c la rity , fluency, 
and spon tane ity  w hich causes no stra in  o r inconvenience to  the lis tener.
I can depart spontaneously from  a prepared te x t and fo llow  up points raised by 
m em bers o f the  audience.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

Skill: ^  SPOKEN PRODUCTION

Level C l My
next
goal

* * « * ♦ *

I can give clear, detailed descriptions of complex subjects in my academic or 
professional field.
I can elaborate a description or narrative, integrating sub-themes, developing 
particular points and rounding off with an appropriate conclusion.
I can orally summarise long, demanding texts related to my area of study.

I can deliver announcements fluently, almost effortlessly, using stress and intonation 
to convey finer shades of meaning precisely.
I can give a clear, well-structured presentation on a complex subject in my field, 
expanding and supporting points of view with appropriate reasons and relevant 
examples.

Level C2 My
next
goal

* ♦ * * * *

I can produce clear, smoothly flowing well-structured speech with an effective logical 
structure which helps the recipient to notice and remember significant points.
I can give clear, smoothly flowing, elaborate and often memorable descriptions.

1 can summarise and synthesise information from different sources in my field, 
reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation.
I can present a complex topic in my field confidently and articulately and can handle 
d ifficu lt and even hostile questioning.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist

Skill: W RITING

This is a ch e M is t o f WRITING sl<ills. Use this ch e M is t to set your learning goals and record your progress in 
achieving these goals. Evaluate how well you can perform  these tasks with the criterion in the three right-hand  
columns. For example:

I  can do this *w ith a lo t o f help, * *  with a little  help, * * *  on my own 
Use a combination o f ticks ( < )  and dates to record your progress.

You may also enter additional goals which you have achieved or would like to achieve a t a particu lar level.

Level A1 My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can fill In a s im p le  fo rm  o r questionna ire  w ith  m y personal details (e.g . name, age, 
date o f b irth , address, n a tiona lity ).
I can w rite  a g ree ting  card o r s im ple postcard.

I can w rite  a s im p le  note o r message (e.g. to  te ll som ebody w here I am or where we 
are to  m eet).
I can w rite  s im ple  phrases and sentences about m yse lf (e.g . w here I live and w hat I 
do). -------

Level A2 My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can w rite  s im p le  sentences, connecting them  w ith  words such as "and ", "b u t", 
"because".
I can w rite  about aspects o f my everyday life in s im ple phrases and sentences (e.g. 
people, places, college life , fam ily , hobbies, w ork experience).
I can w rite  sho rt, s im ple  im aginary biographies and stories about people.

I can w rite  ve ry  sho rt, basic descrip tions o f events, past ac tiv ities , and personal 
experiences.
I can w rite  ve ry  s im ple personal le tte rs  (e.g . g ree ting , thank ing  someone fo r 
som eth ing , apo loqis ing).
I can w rite  sho rt, s im ple  notes and messages (saying th a t someone te lephoned, 
a rrang ing  to  m eet som eone, expla in ing absence).
I can fill in a questionna ire  o r w rite  a s im ple curricu lum  v itae  g iv ing m y personal 
in fo rm a tion  (e .q . m y educational background, my in te rests and m y specific skills ).
I can b rie fly  in troduce  m yse lf in a le tte r w ith  s im ple phrases and sentences (e.g. 
fa m ily , school, jo b , hobbies).
I can w rite  ve ry  basic fo rm al le tte rs  requesting In fo rm ation  (e.g . about sum m er jobs, 
hotel accom m odation).



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

Skill: W RITING

Leve l B1 My
n e x t
goal

* *  4: 4:

I can w rite  s tra igh tfo rw ard  connected tex ts  on a range o f fa m ilia r sub jects w ith in  my 
fie ld  o f in te res t, by linking a series o f sho rte r d iscrete e lem ents in to  a linear sequence.
I can w rite  a descrip tion  o f an event (e.g. a recent tr ip ) ,  real or im agined.

I can na rra te  a s im ple  s to ry  or describe the p lot o f a film  or book.

I can w rite  very b rie f reports  to  a standard conventiona lised fo rm a t, which pass on 
rou tine  factual in fo rm a tion  and s ta te  reasons fo r actions.
I can sum m arise , report, and give my opinion about accum ulated factual in fo rm ation  
on fa m ilia r m atte rs  in my fie ld w ith  some confidence.
I can w rite  notes conveying sim ple in fo rm a tion  o f im m ed ia te  relevance to  people who 
fea tu re  in m y eve ryday life, ge tting  across com prehensib ly the  points I feel are 
im portan t.
I can w rite  personal le tte rs  to  friends o r acquaintances asking fo r o r g iv ing them  news, 
na rra ting  events, o r expressing opinions o r feelings.
I can w rite  standard le tte rs  giving o r requesting specific in fo rm a tion  (e.g . reply ing to 
an adve rtisem ent, enqu iring  about an academ ic course, apply ing fo r a job ).
I can w rite  m y CV in sum m ary form .

L eve l B2 My
n e x t
goa l

* * * * * *

I can w rite  clear, detailed tex ts  (e.g. com positions, reports, tex ts  o f p resenta tions) on 
various top ics related to  my personal, academ ic, o r professional fie ld o f In terest.
I can w rite  a review  o f a film  or book.

I can w rite  clear, detailed descrip tions o f real or im aginary events and experiences, 
m ark ing  th e  re la tionsh ip  between ideas in c lear connected tex t.
I can w rite  sum m aries of artic les on topics o f general, academ ic, o r professional 
in te re s t and sum m arise  in fo rm ation  from  d iffe re n t sources and media.
I can w rite  an essay o r repo rt which develops an a rgum ent, g iv ing reasons in support 
o f o r aga inst a p a rticu la r po in t o f view, exp la in ing the  advantages and disadvantages 
o f various options.
I can express news and views e ffective ly  in w ritin g , and related to  those o f o thers.

I can w rite  le tte rs  conveying degrees o f em otion and h igh ligh ting  the personal 
sign ificance o f events and experiences and com m enting on the correspondent's news 
and views.
I can w rite  s tandard  form al le tte rs  requesting o r com m unicating re levan t in fo rm ation .



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist

Skill: W RITING

Level C l My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can w rite  clear, w e ll-s truc tu red  tex ts  on com plex sub jects in m y fie ld , underlin ing the 
re leva n t sa lien t issues, expanding and supporting  points o f view a t some length w ith  
subsid ia ry points, reasons and re levant exam ples, and round ing o ff w ith  an appropria te  
conclusion.
I can w rite  clear, deta iled, w e ll-s truc tu red  and developed descrip tions and im aginative  
te x ts  in an assured, personal, na tura l s ty le  app rop ria te  to  the reader in m ind.
I can express m yse lf w ith  c la rity  and precision in personal correspondence, using 
language fle x ib ly  and e ffec tive ly , includ ing em otiona l, a llusive  and jok ing  usage.
I can w rite  on a w ide range o f personal, academ ic, o r professional top ics, varying my 
vocabulary  and s ty le  accord ing to the con text.
I can w rite  com plex form al le tte rs  to  present m y case e ffec tive ly  (e .g . to  com pla in, to  
take  a stand in favour o f o r aga inst som eth ing).

Level C2 My
next
goal

* *  * * * *

I can w rite  clear, sm ooth  flow ing , com plex tex ts  re lating  to  m y academ ic or 
professional fie ld  in an appropria te  and e ffec tive  sty le  and a logical s truc tu re  which 
helps the  reader to  find s ign ifican t points.
I can w rite  clear, sm ooth flow ing , and fu lly  engrossing stories and descrip tions in a 
s ty le  app rop ria te  to  the  genre adopted.
I can produce clear, sm oo th ly  flow ing, com plex reports, a rtic les o r essays which 
p resen t a case, o r g ive critica l apprecia tion o f proposals o r lite ra ry  works.
I can w rite  a critica l review  o f cu ltu ra l events (e.g . film , m usic, th e a tre , lite ra tu re , 
rad io , TV).
I can w rite  sum m aries o f factual tex ts  and lite ra ry  works.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

STRATEGIES

This is a checklist o f STRATEGIES. Use this checklist to set your learning goals and record your progress in 
achieving these goals. Evaluate how well you can employ these strategies with the criterion in the three right- 
hand columns. For example:

I  can do this *w ith a lo t o f help, * *  with a little  help, * * *  on my own 
Use a combination o f ticks ( <) and dates to record your progress.

You may also enter additional strategies which you have learnt or would like to learn a t a level.

Leve l A1 My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can say when I don 't understand.

I can ve ry  s im p ly  ask som ebody to  speak more slow ly.

Leve l A 2 My
next
goal

* * * « « »

I can ask fo r a tten tion  and help.

I can ind ica te  when 1 am fo llow ing.

I can ve ry  s im ply ask som ebody to repeat w hat they  said.

Level B1 My
next
goal

4: *  « * * *

I can repeat back part o f w ha t someone has said to  con firm  th a t we understand each 
o ther.
I can ask someone to  c la rify  o r e laborate w hat they  have ju s t  said.

I can use a s im ple  word m eaning som eth ing s im ila r when I can 't th ink  o f the word I 
w ant and inv ite  "co rrec tion".
I can id e n tify  un fam ilia r words from  the con text on top ics related to  m y fie ld and 
in terests.
I can guess th e  m eaning o f unknow n words from  the  con tex t and deduce sentence 
m eaning when the top ic  is fam ilia r.

Level B2 My
next
goal

* *  « ♦ ♦ ♦

I can use s tock phrases (e.g . "Tha t's  a d ifficu lt question to  answ er") to  gain tim e and 
keep the  tu rn  while  fo rm u la ting  w hat to  say.
I can m ake a note o f " favo u rite  m istakes" and consciously m on ito r speech fo r them .

I can genera lly  correct slips and e rro rs if  I become aw are o f them  o r if they have led to 
m isunderstand ings.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

STRATEGIES

Level C l My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can use fluently a variety of appropriate expressions to preface my remarks in order 
to get the floor, or to gain tim e and keep the floor whilst thinking.
I can relate own contribution skilfu lly to those of other speakers.

I can substitute an equivalent term for a word I can't recall w ithout distracting the 
listener.

Level C2 My
next
goal

* * * * * *

I can backtrack and restructure around a difficulty so smoothly the interlocutor is 
hardly aware of it.
I can substitute smoothly an equivalent term  for a word I can't recall.



G oa/setting  and Self-assessment Checklist 

LANGUAGE QUALITY

This is a c h e M is t o f t-ANGUAGE QUALITY. Use this checl<list to set your learning goals and record your progress 
in achieving these goals. Evaluate how well you can perform  these tasks with the criterion in the three right- 
hand columns and enter dates to record your progress. For example:

I  can do this *w ith  a lo t o f effort, * *  under normal circumstances, * * *  easily in any context 
Use a combination o f ticks ( O  and dates to record your progress.

You may also enter additional goals which you have achieved or would like to achieve a t a particu lar level.

Level A1 My
next
goal

* *

No descrip to rs  availab le

Level A2 My
next
goal

* * * ♦ * )*C

I can use m em orised phrases and single expressions.

I can link  groups o f words w ith  sim ple connectors like "and", "b u t"  and "because".

I can use som e s im ple struc tu res correctly .

I have a su ffic ien t vocabulary fo r coping w ith  s im ple everyday routines.

Level B1 My
next
goal

* *  * * * *

I can keep a conversation going com prehensibly, but have to  pause to plan and correct 
what I am saying -  especia lly when I ta lk  free ly  fo r longer periods.
I can convey s im ple in fo rm a tion  o f im m edia te  relevance, ge tting  across which point I 
feel is m ost im portan t.
I have a su ffic ien t vocabulary to  express m yself w ith  some circum locu tions on m ost 
top ics p e rtin e n t to  my everyday life such as fam ily , hobbies and in terests, w ork, trave l, 
and cu rre n t events.
I can express m yse lf reasonably accurate ly in fam ilia r, p redictable situations.

Level B2 My
next
goal

* ♦ * * * *

I can produce stretches o f language w ith  a fa irly  even tem po; a lthough I can be 
hesitant as I search fo r expressions, there  are few noticeably long pauses.
I can pass on deta iled  in fo rm a tion  reliably.

I have su ffic ien t vocabulary to  express m yse lf on m atte rs  connected to  m y field and on 
m ost genera l topics.
I can com m unica te  w ith  reasonable accuracy and can correct m istakes if they have led 
to m isunderstand ings.



Goal-setting and Self-assessment Checklist 

LANGUAGE QUALITY

Level C l Mv
n e x t
goa l

* * * * * *

I can express m yse lf flu e n tly  and spontaneously, a lm ost e ffo rtless ly . Only a 
conceptua lly  d iff icu lt sub jec t can h inder a na tura l, sm ooth flow  o f language.
I can produce clear, sm oo th ly  flow ing , w e ll-s truc tu red  speech, showing contro l over 
ways o f developing w ha t I w ant to  say in o rde r to  link both m y ideas and my 
expression o f them  in to  coheren t te x t.
I have a good com m and o f a broad vocabulary a llow ing gaps to  be read ily overcom e 
w ith  c ircum locu tions; I rare ly  have to  search obviously fo r expressions o r com prom ise 
on saying exactly  w h a t I w ant to.
I can cons is tently  m ain ta in  a high degree o f gram m atica l accuracy; errors are rare and 
d iff icu lt to  spot.

Level C2 My
n e x t
goa l

* *

I can express m yse lf na tu ra lly  and e ffo rtless ly ; I on ly need to  pause occasionally in 
o rde r to  se lect precise ly the  rig h t words.
I can convey fin e r shades o f m eaning precisely by using, w ith  reasonable accuracy, a 
w ide range o f expressions to  qua lify  s ta tem ents and p inpo in t the e x te n t to  which 
som eth ing is the  case.
I have a good com m and o f id iom atic  expressions and colloquia lism s w ith  an awareness 
o f im plied m eaning and m eaning by association.
I can cons is tently  m ain ta in  gram m atica l con tro l o f com plex language even when my 
a tte n tio n  is o therw ise  engaged.



Chinese version of the 
Self-Assessment Grid 
and Checklists

Please use the English version o f 
the English Portfolio: only re fer to 
the Chinese version when necessary.
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!̂cliÊ >iilllÊ Â l"fM■rl&M,'i)r; ■ m'lu ii«iyir;j‘,'fifiii:'';t-
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The fo llow ing  checklist focuses on d iffe ren t aspects o f  the language learn ing process. They are  
designed to help you iden tify  your s trengths as a language learner and se t personal ta rgets fo r  
developing yo u r learn ing skills. Go through the checklis t f irs t and iden tify  the aspects o f  the  
language learn ing process th a t you have neve r used; you m ay se t them  as new learn ing  targets. 
You shou ld  rev iew  the checklist a t in terva ls (e.g ., every  sem ester). Use a com bination o f  t ic k s  (  
and d a t e s  to p lo t your progress and when you have achieved a target.

Can I ...
Never Sometimes Always New

Target
Target

Achieved
(d a te )

identify my strengths and weaknesses in 
the target language generally?
identify my strengths and weaknesses in 
learning?
set short-term  learning objectives?

identify suitable media/materials for 
learning?
plan a timescale for my learning objectives?

assess my progress in relation to these 
objectives?
use reference materials effectively 
(dictionary, grammar, etc.)?
use new technology effectively (databases, 
hypertexts, etc.)?
use effective strategies to learn and 
memorise new information?
identify key words and concepts?

take effective notes from texts and



lectures?
categorise new vocabulary?

make a schematic plan of an oral or written 
presentation?
analyse and edit a firs t written draft?

use corrections to advance my learning?

practise pronunciation and intonation with 
good results?
make rapid and freguent active use of the 
language learnt?
learn from working with others?

contribute to a working group?

carry out my responsibilities in a working 
group?
help to identify and assign particular roles 
in a working group?
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Appendix C: Teacher monthly reports

W orking with the English Portfolio 2005-06 

Monthly Teacher Evaluation Report (electronic format)

T h a n k  y o u  fo r  a g r e e in g  to  p a r t ic ip a te  in the  e m p i r ic a l  e v a lu a t io n  o f  the  E n g l i sh  P o r t fo l io  (E P )  fo r  
T a iw a n e s e  c o l l e g e  lea rners .  O n e  im p o r ta n t  s t ra n d  o f  th is  e v a lu a t io n  is r e g u la r  o n g o i n g  f e e d b a c k  f rom  
y o u  on  y o u r  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  w o r k in g  w i th  th e  E P  in a  p a r t i c u la r  E n g l i sh  c lass .  T h e  p u r p o s e  o f  th is  rep o r t  
fo rm  is to  p r o v id e  a u n i fo rm  f r a m e w o r k  fo r  d o c u m e n t in g  t e a c h e r  fe e d b a c k  in d i f fe re n t  c la s s ro o m s .  
T h i s  wil l  m a k e  it e a s ie r  fo r  us  to  a n a ly se  a n d  c o m p a r e  th e  e x p e r ie n c e s  o f  t e a c h e r s  in d i f fe ren t  
c la s s ro o m s .

W e  a re  g ra te fu l  to  y o u  fo r  tak in g  th e  t im e  to re f lec t  a n d  re p o r t  on  y o u r  e x p e r i e n c e s  o f  w o r k in g  w ith  the  
E P .  T h is  wil l  m a k e  it e a s ie r  fo r  us to d e v e lo p  an d  im p le m e n t  su p p o r t iv e  a c t io n s  fo r  all th e  t e a c h e r s  tha t  
a re  c u r re n t ly  u s in g  o r  wil l  use  the  E P  in th e i r  c la sses .

W e  sh o u ld  like to a s su re  y o u  tha t  y o u r  f e e d b a c k  wil l  be  t rea te d  in c o n f id e n c e ,  an d  tha t  in d iv id u a l  o r  
in s t i tu t io n a l  id en t i t ie s  will  not by r e v e a le d  in a n y  p u b l ic a t io n s  th a t  a r ise  f rom  th is  e m p ir ica l  e v a lu a t io n .

i’ lease  c o m p le te  th is  re p o r t  fo rm  at th e  en d  o f  e a c h  m o n th  a n d  m ail  it to E liz ab e th  Lin ( l ine@ .tcd .ie ).

(It  is n e c e s sa r y  to c o m p le t e  S e c t io n  A b e lo w  o n ly  on th e  first  o c c a s io n .)

Section A

Name: 

English course  th a t  
u se s  th e  EP:

y e a r
(e .g .  F re sh m a n ) :

abil ity level 
(m ix e d ,  u p p e r ,  lower):

no .  of l e s so n s  p e r  w e ek :

d u ra t io n  of e a c h  les son :

no. of  le a rn e r s :

Timetable;
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Section B Date:
s t a r t  ty p in g  y o u r  a n s w e r s  a f t e r  t h e  a r r o w  ( ^ )  
a t  t h e  r ig h t - h a n d  s ide ;  t h e  r o w s  will e x p a n d  a s  
you  c o n t in u e  typ ing .

P le a s e  g iv e  a  d e ta i l e d  a c c o u n t  o f  w h a t  
you  did w ith  y o u r  c la s s  th i s  m o n th  in 
r e la t io n  to  t h e  EP:

P le a s e  d e s c r ib e  h o w  you  th in k  th is  
h e lp e d  y o u r  l e a r n e r s  to

p lan  a n d  o r g a n i s e  t h e i r  lea rn ing :

m o n i to r  a n d  e v a lu a t e  th e i r  le a rn ing :

th in k  a b o u t  t h e  t a r g e t  la n g u a g e :

th in k  a b o u t  p r o b le m s  in lea rn ing :  ^

H ow w ell  did t h in g s  w o rk  for  you  th is  
m o n th ?  P le a s e  g ive  ex a m p le s .

W h a t  p ro b le m s ,  if any ,  did  you 
e x p e r ie n c e ?

W h a t  p ro b le m s ,  if any ,  did y o u r  
l e a r n e r s  e x p e r ie n c e ?

A ddit iona l c o m m e n t s  o r  re f lec tions :

T r i n i t y  C o l le g e  P ro j e c t :  U s in g  th e  E P  in T a i w a n e s e  U n iv e r s i t i e s
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Appendix D: Teacher end-of-year reflections

W orking  with the English Portfolio 2005-06: Final Teacher Report Form  
E N D -O F -Y E A R  R E L F E C T IO N S  

To be returned by the 31 *̂ of August 2006

Instructor profile and course detail (S ta rt typing your an&wers a fte r the arrow  ( ^ )  
a t th e  right-hand side; th e  rows w ill expand as you continue typ ing .)

Name: ^

T h ird -leve l/un ivers ity  ^  '
education (include all 

qualifications):

Teaching experience (years & 
courses):

Teaching beliefs (in 100 words 
or less):

How do you usually teach ^  
gramm ar?

English course th a t uses the
EP (course title):

year: ^

learners' ability level: 

number of lessons per week: ^

lesson duration (m in.): ^

number of learners:

End-of-year reflections (s ta r t  typing your answers a fte r the arrow  at the  right- 
hand side; the  rows w ill expand as you continue typ ing .)

I .  W hat differences has working w ith the EP made to you as a teacher in 
relation to

planning (courses, lessons) and => 
time management?

classroom management ^
(organising activities, groups, 

etc.)?

your personal view of the ^  
learning process?

your view of how your learners ^  
are progressing in developing 

their L2 proficiency?

I I .  W hat differences has working w ith the EP made to vour learners in 
relation to

interest, motivation, attitudes to 
learning?

development of skills in self- ^  
management (planning, 

monitoring, evaluating

T rin ity  College P ro ject: Using the KP in Taiwanese U niversities
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learn ing)?

deve lopm ent o f L2 proficiency ^
(ove ra ll pro fic iency levels, focus 

on pa rticu la r skills)?

I I I .  Has participating in this project given you any insight to your teaching?  
W hat do you th ink you gained from  your participation in this project?  
W hat has been particularly helpful or less helpful?

IV . W hat w ere vour own feelings in relation to

the  learn ing questionnaire  
surveys?

the EP questionna ire  surveys?

teacher m on th ly  reports? ^

V. W hat w ere vour class's feelings in relation to

the  learn ing questionnaire  
surveys?

the EP questionna ire  surveys? ^

V I. W hat type of support actions do you th ink are needed for the successful 
adoption of the EP in Taiw an's college/universities?

V I I .  W hat particular difficulties did you experience this year? W hat 
challenges did you successfully overcome and how?

ci>

V I I I .  On the basis of your experience w ith  using the EP so far, do you th ink  
the model for learners in Taiwanese college education can be improved  
in any way? I f  so, how?

IX . Would you do anything d ifferen tly  in relation to w hat you did this year, 
w ere  you to use the EP again in a class like the one(s) th a t participated  
in this project?

X. W hat advice would you give to language teachers that have not yet used 
the EP?

Further comments:

Thank you for your time, effort, and valued reflections.
Elizabeth Lin
EP Developer and Project Co-ordinator

T rin ity  College Project: Using the EP in Taiwanese Universities



Appendix E: Teacher interview agenda
EP Teacher In te rv ie w  June 2006

1. Interview introduction: questions given to teachers a week in advance
2. Teachers read through the questions and ask for clarification if needed
3. Interview takes place a week later

In te rv ie w  (3 0 -4 0  m inutes)
Greeting: Teacher introduce hinn/herself (name, course using EP, student group, 

ability level)
Main interview:
1. Did you like using the EP in your course? Did you find it helpful? Why/why 

not?
2. How did you usually use the EP in class? And how often?
3. Were there any difficulties with the implementation of the EP that made you

hesitant about using it in class? How did you get round these difficulties?
4. Do you think the EP has helped your learners learn more English than if you

were not using it in your course? I f  yes, how can you tell? I f  no, why not?
1) Did the EP help your learners organise the ir learning better?
2) Did it help them to understand the ir stronger and weaker points in 

language learning? If  yes, how? I f  no, why not?
3) Do you think they know how to learn languages better now than what 

you did before? Can you prove it? (Please indicate EP pages that contain 
related information.)

4) Do you think the EP helped the learners become more reflective and 
autonomous? Why/why not?

5) Do you think they can apply the organising and reflection skills used in 
the EP in other things in their life? Where?

6) Do you think their motivational levels have been affected by the use of 
the EP? I f  yes, in what way? How can you tell?

7) Are there any particular features of this class that may have affected 
your use of the EP with them in a significant way?

5. How easy is it for you to set course goals? Did the EP help you in any way?
6. How easy is it for you to judge what your learners are good at in English, 

and what they can do and can't do? Did the EP help you in any way?
7. Do you think the EP should be changed in any way to become more effective?
8. Do you think the EP should be used by all college language teachers in 

Taiwan? W hy/why not?
9. Do you think the EP should be used by all language teachers in Taiwan? 

W hy/why not?
10. What supportive actions do you think are needed for the teachers who are 

using the EP?
11. Do you think your outlook towards teaching and learning languages has 

changed since you started using the EP? W hy/why not? How?
12. I f  a colleague who hasn't used the EP before but is thinking about it asks 

you for advice, what would it be?
13. What do you think makes a really good EP?
14. Did you find this interview: very difficult/som ewhat d ifficu lt/not very 

d ifficu lt/not at all difficult?
15. Would you like to add anything? Ask anything?
15. Is it okay with you if parts of this interview are shown to other

teachers/learners who are thinking of using the EP in their classes for the 
first time?

Thank you!
Elizabeth Lin, EP developer and project co-ordinator. Trinity College Dublin
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Appendix F: Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire

N a m e:_____________________________  Student N o .:__________________
C ourse :____________________________  Instructor: ___________________
Date; ___________________________

Learning Questionnaire

Thank you fo r helping us with our research project. We are interested in finding out about 
why you participate in English classes. There is no such thing as a righ t o r wrong answer, 
so you can pu t down what you th ink or feel honestly. Your identity will no t be revealed in 
any publications tha t arise from this empirical evaluation.

The following questions relate to your reasons fo r participating in the English class you 
are in now. Different people have different reasons fo r participating in such a class, and 
we want to know how true each o f these reasons is fo r you. There are three groups o f 
items, and those in each group pertain to the sentence tha t begins tha t group. Please 
indicate how true each reason is fo r you using the following scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not a t a ll true somewhat true very true

A. I  w ill partic ipate actively in the English classes I  am in now:

1. Because I feel like it's a good way to improve my language skills.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Because others would think badly of me if I didn't.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Because learning English well is an im portant part of life.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Because I would feel bad about myself if I didn't learn English.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B. I  am likely to follow  my instructor's suggestions for learning:

5. Because I would get a good grade if I do what he/she suggests.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Because I believe my instructor's suggestions will help me learn 
effectively.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. Because I want others to th ink that I am a good learner.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. Because it's easier to do what I'm  told than to think about it.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. Because it's important to me to do well at this.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Because I would probably feel guilty if I d idn 't comply with my 
Instructor's suggestions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Trin ity  College Project: Using the EP in Taiwanese Universities
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C. The reason th a t I  w ill continue to broaden my English skills is;

11. Because I would feel proud if I did continue to improve my English.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. Because it's a challenge to really be understood when I use English.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. Because it's interesting to use English.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Reasons for Learning Questionnaire

The following questions relate to your reasons fo r participating actively in your English 
language classes in  genera l. D ifferent people have d ifferent reasons fo r the ir participation 
in such classes, and we want to know how true each o f the reasons is fo r you. Please use 
the following scale to indicate how true each reason is fo r you:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not a t a ll true somewhat true very true

A. I  w ill partic ipate actively in English classes:

1. Because I feel like it's a good way to improve my understanding of the 
material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. Because others m ight think badly of me if I didn't.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. Because I would feel proud of myself if I did well in the course.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Because having good English is important to my intellectual growth.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B. I  am likely to follow  my instructor's suggestions for studying:

5. Because I would get a bad grade if I didn't do what he/she suggests.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Because I am worried that I am not going to perform well in the course.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. Because it's easier to follow his/her suggestions than come up with my 
own study strategies.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. Because he/she seems to have insight about how best to learn the 
material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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C. The reason th a t I  w ill w ork to expand my knowledge of English is:

9. Because it's interesting to learn more about English.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. Because it's a challenge to really be understood when I use English.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. Because a good grade in English will look positive on my record.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

12. Because I want others to see that I am intelligent.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Student Profile

Name (Chinese/English):

Student No.;

Major/Yea r/Age:

Gender:

College entrance exam 
(specify what type of exam 

you took):

The English exam  results:

Additional English exams 
and results (e.g. TOEFL 

written 520, lELTS 6, GEPT 
High-Intermediate

Trin ity  College Project: Using the EP in Taiwanese Universities
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Appendix G: English Language Portfolio Questionnaire
N a m e :_____________________________  Student N o .:________________
C lass :___________________________ D a te :__________________________

Thank you fo r helping us with our research project. We are interested in finding out about how different 
students use the EP to make the ir learning better. There are four sections in this questionnaire. There is 
no such thing as a righ t or wrong answer, so you can pu t down what you think o r feel honestly. Your 
identity w ill not be revealed in any publications that arise from this empirical evaluation.

Section 1

W hat do you think about learning English?

For each statem ent below, tick ( the answer tha t says what you think.

Statements about learning English What do you 
think?

1. Learning English is very difficult. □  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

2. I t  is helpful when the teacher speaks in English In class as much as 
possible.

□  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

3. I t  is better not to say anything at all in English, rather than make mistakes. □  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

4. The most important part of learning English is concentrating hard on 
grammar.

□  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

5. It is easier to read and write English than to speak and understand it. □  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

5. I t  is easier to learn English than other foreign languages. □  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

7. Learning English is more difficult than learning other subjects at school or 
in college.

□  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

8. You have to be really clever to learn English. □  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don't agree

□  I strongly disagree

9. Intelligence is something you are born with and you cannot change it. □  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure
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□  I don 't agree

□  I strongly disagree

10. You need to do some learning outside class if you are going to be good at 
English.

□  I strongly agree

□  I agree

□  I'm  not sure

□  I don 't agree

□  I strongly disagree

Section 2

Do you think you p u t a lo t o f work into learning English?

Tick ( the boxes to tell us whether you usually, som etim es, or never do the things described below.

What some oeoole do when thev try to learn a language Do you do this?
1. I can make an effort to th ink about what I've learned in English class. □  usually

□  sometimes

□  never

2. I f  the teacher asks the class a question, I try  to th ink of the right answer. □  usually

□  sometimes

□  never

3. I f  I don't understand something we are learning in English class, I ask for 
help.

□  usually

□  sometimes

□  never

4. I f  I don't know the English word for something, I try  to find out what it is. □  usually

□  sometimes

□  never

5. I write down new English words in a notebook so that I can remember 
them.

□  usually

□  sometimes

□  never

6. I put as much effort as possible into doing my English homework. □ usually

□ sometimes

□ never

7. When I get my English homework back, I look carefully at my mistakes and 
the teacher's comments.

□ usually

□ sometimes

□ never

8. When the teacher asks us, I make an effort to ta lk in English in class. □  usually

□ sometimes

□ never

9. I try  to learn things off by heart that I know will be useful. □ usually

□ sometimes

□ never

10. I look for chances of speaking, reading, or listening to English outside 
school (for example, meeting English speakers, watching satellite/cable TC, 
watching English films, surfing the Internet, etc.)

□ usually

□ sometimes

□ never

Section 3

This section m ay be answered in e ithe r English o r Chinese.

Question 1: Do you like working with the EP in your English class? I f  yes, tell us why. I f  no, 
tell us why not.

Trin ity  College Project: Using the EP in Taiw anese Universities
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Question 2: The EP talks about five communicative skills: listening, reading, spoken interaction, 
spoken production, and writing. Which of these skills in particular have you been working on in 
your English class? You can tick more than one skill.

listening 

reading 

spoken interaction 

spoken production 

writing
Question 3: bo you think using the EP might actually help you to learn English? I f  yes, how?
For example, using a diary helps you to plan and remember important events; using a computer 
helps you to produce neat documents or get information from the Internet; using a mobile 
phone helps you to stay in touch with people. In  what ways do you think using the EP helps you 
to learn English?

0 □ -0
0 □
0 □
0 □
0 □

Question 4; As you know, the EP has three different sections: the English Passport, the 
English Biography, and the Dossier. And there are different kinds of pages in these sections, 
pages where you set goals, write down things you have noticed about the English language or 
the English culture, etc. Tell us which particular bits of the EP you like best and why, and 
which bits you like least and why.

Trinity College Project: Using the  EP in Taiw anese Universities
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Question 5: In  this class you have started setting your own learning targets through the EP 
Do you do this kind of thing -  setting your own targets -  in your other college subjects? Do 
you think it's a good idea to try  to set your own learning targets like this? Why?

Thank you fo r  fillin g  o u t th is  q uestionnaire .

Trin ity  College Project: Using the  EP in Taiwanese Universities



Appendix H: Learner interview agenda
EP Learner In terv iew  June 2006

1. Interview introduction: questions given to learners a week in advance
2. Learners read through the questions and ask for clarification if needed
3. Interview takes place a week later

In terv iew  (15 -20  minutes)
Greeting: Learners introduce themselves (name, major, year, course using EP)
Main interview:
1. Do you like learning English?
2. Did you like using the EP in your course? Did you find it helpful? W hy/why 

not?
3. How did you usually use the EP in class? How often?
4. How did you usually use the EP at home? How often?
5. Do you th ink the EP has helped you learn more English than if you were not

using it in your course? If  yes, how can you tell? I f  no, why not?
1) Did the EP help you to organise your learning better? How?
2) Did the EP help you to understand your stronger and weaker points in 

language learning? How? What are your stronger points? Weaker points?
3) Do you think you know how to learn languages better now than before? 

Can you prove it? (Please indicate the EP pages that contain related 
inform ation; your own intuitions; how you feel your accuracy and fluency 
in English has changed, etc.)

4) From the five language skills included in the EP, which one(s) are you 
best at? Which one do you find hardest? Which one(s) did you work on 
most? Which one did you work on least? Why?

5) Do you think you can apply the organising and reflection skills used in 
the EP in other things in your life? Where?

6. How easy is it for you to set learning goals for yourself? Did the EP make it 
easier? W hy/why not?

7. How easy do you think it is to judge what you are good at in English, and
what you can do and can't do? Did the EP make it easier? W hy/why not?

8. How did you decide what to include in the Dossier?
9. Do you think the EP should be changed in any way to be more helpful to you?
10. Do you think the EP should be used by all college students learning English

in Taiwan? Why/why not?
11. Do you think the EP should be used by all students learning English in 

Taiwan? Why/why not?
12. I f  a friend who hasn't used the EP before but is thinking about it asks you 

for advice, what would it be?
13. What do you think makes a really good EP?
14. What's your favourite course in college? Why?
15. Did you find this interview: very difficult/som ewhat d ifficu lt/not very 

d ifficu lt/no t at all difficult?
16. Would you like to add anything? Ask anything?
17. Is it okay with you if parts of this interview are shown to other 

teachers/learners who are thinking of using the EP in their classes for the 
first time?

Thank you!

Elizabeth Lin
EP developer and project co-ordinator 
Trin ity College Dublin



Appendix I: Consent Forms

TEACHER CONSENT FORM

I give Elizabeth Lin my permission to use the information she has about 

me working with the English Portfolio (questionnaires, interviews, 

reports, personal correspondence), provided she uses this information 

anonymously (without using my name), and only for the purposes of her 

research at Trinity College, Dublin.

(Signature) (Date)



STUDENT CONSENT FORM

I give Elizabeth Lin nny permission to use the information she has about 

me learning English with the English Portfolio (questionnaires, 

interviews, folder work), provided she uses this information 

anonymously (without using my name), and only for the purposes of her 

research at Trinity College, Dublin.

(Signature) (Date)

(Student number)



STUDENT CONSENT FORM

I give Elizabeth Lin my permission to use the information she has about 

me learning English with the English Portfolio (questionnaires, 

interviews, folder work), provided she uses this information 

anonymously (without using my name), and only for the purposes of her 

research at Trinity College, Dublin.

(Signature) (Date)

(Student number)


