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ABSTRACT

Language assessment is widely discussed by specialists in applied linguistics and higher education. A
growing body of literature has investigated the selection of appropriate scoring scales to be used in different
teaching contexts. Given the significance of assessment in higher educational institutions, the article considers
main approaches to testing language skills. It is explained that in the norm-referenced approach, students’ scores
are shown in the relationship to other students in the group, university, or country. In the criterion-referenced
approach, learners’ skills are assessed against a set of specific criteria. The article discusses the scoring scales for
language assessment. Specifically, the holistic marking is based on the lecturers’ overall impression of the
language assignment. University teachers assess language tasks analytically when they address each criterion
separately. The article provides several recommendations for language teachers and increases awareness about the
importance of developing marking scales for ensuring quality assessment in the university.

AHHOTALIUSA

OHGHKa SA3BIKOBBIX HABBIKOB HIMPOKO O6CY)KZLaeTCH crenuaJucraMu B obacTu HpHKJIa,HHOfI JIMHI'BUCTHUKHU U
BBICHICTO 06pa3OBaHI/I$I. Bce Oompliee KOJIMYECTBO JIMTEPpATyphbl UCCICAYCT BLI60p COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX MIKaJ
OLICHKH, KOTOPBIC MOT'YT OBITH UCITOIB30BAHEI B Ppa3JIMYHbIX y‘{e6HI)IX KOHTEKCTaX. YUHUTBIBAsI 3HAYUMOCTD OLICHKH
S3BIKOBBIX HABBIKOB B BBICIITUX y‘[e6HBIX 3aBCJCHUAX, B HaHHOﬁ CTaTb€ paCCMaTpPUBAIOTCA IBAa OCHOBHBIX IMOAXO0OAa
K TCCTUPOBAHUIO A3BIKOBBIX HABBIKOB. lefl moaxoae, OCHOBAaHHOM Ha HOpMax, 68..]'[)'[])1 CTYJACHTOB CPAaBHUBAIOTCHA
[0 OTHOWIICHHIO K JPYTUM CTyJIeHTaM B Tpymie, yuyeOHOM 3aBeAeHHMHM WiH cTpaHe. Hampotus, B moaxone,
OCHOBAHHOM Ha KPUTCPHUAX, HABBIKU YHAIIUXCA OLCHUBAIOTCA Ha OCHOBEC OIIPCIACIICHHBIX KPUTCPHUCB. B cratbe
TAaKXE O6Cy)KJIa}0TC$[ IOKaJIbl ONCHUBAHWA, KOTOPBIC TOJKHBI 6I)ITI:. pa3pa60TaHH JUISL OOCHKHU SI3bIKOBBIX HABBIKOB.
B YaCTHOCTH, HeHOCTHHﬁ IIoaAXod K OLICHUBAHUIO OCHOBAH Ha 06H1€M BIICUYATJICHUHU npenonaBaTenel?I OT YCTHOI'O
WJIN IIUCBMCECHHOI'O 3aaaHus. Hpeno,uaBaTeJm YHUBEPCUTETA MOT'YT TAKKC OLICHMBATH 3adaHUs aHAJIUTUYCCKU,
ecnu OyIyT paccMaTpuBaTh KaXIbli KPUTEPUH OIEHKH 110 OTAENBHOCTH. JlaHHAs cTaThsi COJEPIKUT Psij
peKOMCH}IaL{I/Iﬁ JUIA HpeHO)IaBaTeHeﬁ u 06pamaeT HUX BHHUMAHHME Ha BaXHOCTb paSpa60TKI/I mKajJabl AJ1d
o0ecrieueHus KayecTna O6y‘l€HI/I$I B BBICIHIHUX y‘{e6HLIX 3aBCACHUAX.
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Introduction

Language assessment has always been one of the
most discussed and controversial issues in higher
educational establishments. Depending on the
standards set by the education authorities, the main
requirements for scoring are followed by all
institutions; however, the ways language performance
is assessed might vary. According to Nicholls,
university teachers should always be “consistent,
systematic, and constructive in the marking of students’
work” [13, p.115]. Therefore, it is of vital importance
to implement a certain approach to assessment and
develop criteria to be followed within a higher
educational institution. As de Chazal highlights, it is
significant for the university teachers to identify the
way the assessment tasks are “marked and the scores
are interpreted” [9, p. 300]. This will ensure the
consistency, reliability and quality of teaching and
learning process in the university settings.

Given the significance of assessment at the tertiary
level, the article discusses two main approaches to
assessment at university, i.e. norm-referenced and
criterion-referenced measurements, as well as focuses
on the holistic and analytic marking scales for assessing
students’ productive language skills.

Norm-referenced assessment

In measuring language performance at the
universities, two approaches are identified. The first
one, norm-referenced assessment is defined by Bruce
as the assessment, in which students’ scores are seen
“in relation to the number of other people who received
the same score” [4, p.201]. Alexander, Argent and
Spencer clarify that scores (marks) are “expressed
against a statistical average, or norm, for all the
students” who perform the task [1, p.311]. For example,
if a candidate has a score of 85 percent, then his/her
score is higher than 85 percent of the total number of
candidates, but lower than 15 percent of the rest [3, p.7;
9, p.301]. That is, the scores are ranked from highest to
lowest and candidates are informed about the number
(score) they achieved, but their performance is not
interpreted in terms of any criteria.

On the global level, Brown exemplifies
standartised tests, such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test
(SAT) and the Test of English as a Foreign Language
(TOEFL), which are taken by a large number of people.
The author explains that such norm-referenced tests
have “fixed predetermined responses” and are marked
quite fast [3, p.7]. A similar instance is the entrance
exams to the higher educational institutions, which use
multiple-choice questions to identify the eligibility of
the candidates for admission. To illustrate, one of the
local universities (e.g. U1l) accepts overall twelve
prospective students, whereas the other university (e.g.
U2) accepts overall ninety prospective students for the
master’s degree studies in linguistics every academic
year. These are the quota of these two universities, and
those who achieve the highest scores (first 12
candidates for U1 and first 90 candidates for U2) in the
entrance exams will be admitted. Thus, higher

educational institutions set their own norm(s) that
should be followed and usually no changes can be made
because all the requirements are prescribed by the
education authorities.

On the university level, according to Reece and
Walker, norm-referenced assessment forms are
traditional “end examinations and practical tests”,
which are used to “ensure that standards are
maintained” [14, p.417]. The exit tests administered at
all the higher educational establishments provide
certain norms to be followed by all the final-year
students. To be eligible for the certificate/diploma, all
the learners should meet these standards. In addition,
Cohen et al. exemplify a national test of reading ability,
and clarify that if 100 score is average, so when a
learner achieves 120, then s/he is considered above
average [6, p.398]. Such kinds of tests might be applied
for the purpose of monitoring the quality of education
at the higher educational institution, and sometimes the
tasks of a similar format are completed by the students
around the country. The results of this testing do not
identify the level of learners” knowledge, but show
their abilities to meet the required standards and if they
perform better or worse than “hypothetical average
learners” of this age or level group.

Although norm-referenced assessment is widely
spread for achieving the global (e.g. university entrance
or exit tests) and institutional purposes (e.g.
monitoring), this approach is not recommended for
reaching the classroom goals because it “merely ranks
test-takers” [4, p. 201]. For the language performance
to be assessed, seeing the results in accordance with the
norm is not sufficient. University lecturers should be
able to identify the development of all language skills
separately against the specified level criteria.
Therefore, Brown highlights that criterion-referenced
testing should be applied in the language classroom [3,
p.7]. A detailed explanation is provided in the
following sections.

Criterion-referenced assessment

The second approach to language assessment is
criterion-referenced. It is defined as the assessment, in
which criteria are set and learners are measured
“according to whether they reach the level of
attainment” [13, p.110]. Reece and Walker clarify that
in comparison to norm-referenced measurement, all the
learners can achieve high grades if they meet the
requirements set by the university, or all the learners
might fail if none of them achieve the performance
standards [14, p.417]. Thus, there are no norms to be
achieved as learners’ knowledge and skills are
measured against the specific criteria and they get the
score they achieve.

It is important to note that such kind of an
approach to testing might be appropriate for assessing
both receptive skills (listening and reading) and
productive language skills (speaking and writing). The
receptive skills are usually measured objectively by the
use of various tasks (e.g., summary completion,
matching, true/false, multiple-choice, and/or short
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answer questions), which means the overall mark/grade
for the task depends on the number of correct answers.
So, if there are 50 items in the test, students can get
from O (minimum score) to 50 (maximum score)
correct answers depending on how well their

knowledge and skills are developed. University
lecturers can then report these results in different ways,
e.g. in a numerical scale (e.g. 1-5 or 0-100%) or
descriptive categories (e.g. from basic to proficient
level). Table 1 shows a possible distribution.

Table 1
Reporting test results
Scores Descriptor Mark Percent
0-10 failing 1 0-39
11-20 unsatisfactory 2 40-55
21-30 average 3 56-70
31-40 good 4 71-85
41-50 excellent 5 86 —100

In comparison to receptive skills, the criteria for
measuring productive skills are usually set and
described separately for each skill (see the next article
sections for further explanation). The number of criteria
to be met by the students depends on the assessment
task and university requirements. As Alexander, Argent
and Spencer argue, criteria should be “specified in
advance” because they provide a “transparent basis for
grading performance” and ensure reliability among
lecturers [1, p.312]. In addition, criterion-referenced
measurement is recommended for assessing productive
skills because it gives “developmental feedback” and is
more helpful for the learners [4, p.201]. When students
realise that they do not perform well in certain oral or
written assignments, they have an opportunity to
improve them for better performance.

Although  norm-referenced and  criterion-
referenced measurements seem different, they might
complement each other. For example, Cohen et al.
explain that if lecturers use criterion-referenced tests,
they can still compare the scores of students from
different groups or institutions [6, p.399]. This allows
identifying the performance level within the higher
educational institution and across the region and/or the
country (e.g. the highest and lowest results), but does

Holistic scoring

As criterion-based performance has become a key
aspect in the language assessment, it has also become
necessary to develop scoring scales to assess students’
language proficiency. Fulcher and Davidson explain
that Liz Hamp-Lyons (1991) was among the first ones
who distinguished different types of rating scales that
can be used to assess performance in the second
language context [10, p.249].

There are two main marking scales, i.e. holistic
and analytic, that are widely used by the university
language teachers all over the word. Weir clarifies that
in holistic marking “an overall composite judgement”
on the performance is made [15, p.181]. In addition,
Biggs and Tang explain that university lecturers judge
the assessment task by “understanding the whole in
light of the parts” [2, p.214]. Thus, a teacher gives a
mark/grade based on a number of specific criteria,
which are developed for a speaking or writing task and
grouped according to the performance level. Brown
clarifies that “each point on a holistic scale is given a
systematic set of descriptors” [3, p.242]. It is important
to note that to ensure consistency in the description,
each point should have the same number of criteria to
be met and no additional components should be added.

not provide interpretation on the strengths and  Table 2 shows the holistic scoring for assessing an oral
weaknesses of each student. presentation (i.e. assessment of speaking skills).
Table 2
Holistic rubric for assessing speaking
Mark Description
5 The presentation has an excellent logical flow of ideas. Fluent and confident speech; very
effective eye contact and body language; skillful use of language.
There are mostly relevant ideas; appropriate flow of ideas. Some problems with eye contact
4 - . ; .
and body language; several noticeable language errors that do not impede understanding.
3 The ideas are not arranged coherently. Lack of confidence and clarity in speech; body
language might be inappropriate. Some language errors reduce effective communication.
5 The flow of ideas is occasionally impossible to follow. Poor eye contact and negative body
language. Language errors seriously reduce effective communication.
Most parts of the presentation are missing; the flow of ideas is almost impossible to follow.
1 Unclear speech; no eye contact and static body language. Language errors prevent
communication.

As can be seen from the Table, the same criteria
(e.g. organization of ideas, fluency, eye contact, body
language, and use of language) are described for each
mark/grade, but the description differs depending on
the level of achievement. In case the higher educational
institution has different marking schemes, e.g.

percentage (0-100%) or letter grades (F-A), then the
marks (1-5) should be converted accordingly.

There are a number of advantages in implementing
holistic scales. For instance, Coombe, Folse, and
Hubley explain that holistic marking is beneficial for
teachers because it takes a shorter period of time to
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assess a large number of written papers [8, p.81]. In
case the university lecturers assess more than a hundred
of scripts or oral presentations, it will be much easier
for them to give a score based on their overall
impression of the written or oral production. Moreover,
Brown believes that holistic scoring might guarantee
“relatively high inter-rater reliability”, i.e. it ensures
having no big discrepancy between marks/grades given
by the teachers assessing the same production [3,
p.242]. This is helpful for the teaching and learning
process, especially if the department contains both
novice and experienced language teachers. Another
advantage of holistic scoring is that learners are not
deprived of having a higher mark if one of the
components is lower than others [8, p.81]. For example,
if a student has an appropriate organisation of ideas and
does not make many language mistakes, but is not
confident enough and looks mostly at the assessors
when presenting, his/her performance will mostly
probably deserve ‘4’ mark rather than ‘3’ mark (see
Table 2).

In spite of having several benefits, holistic scoring
has a number of disadvantages. Jamieson argues that
holistic score might not be helpful for formative
assessment as it does “show students their strengths and
weaknesses” [11, p.777]. For instance, if learners have
‘3’ mark for a writing task, they know what their overall
performance is, but they do not realise what aspects

have not been addressed. This also means that holistic
scoring does not provide diagnostic information to the
university lecturers [3, p.242]. Therefore, Katz believes
that holistic tools are useful for marking students’
performance at the end of the academic year or for the
placement purposes [12, p.329]. Another possible
disadvantage of holistic scales is that teachers
(especially novice or not well-trained) might have a
tendency to either reduce or increase the overall mark
by looking at the oral/written production as a whole [8,
p.81]. Therefore, it is important for all the lecturers of
the department to be aware of these drawbacks and be
provided with professional training on assessment.

Analytic scoring

The second type of scoring scales is analytic. Weir
explains that in analytic marking, “assessments are
made in relation to each of a number of separate
criteria” [15, p.181]. That is, each criterion/component
is described and assessed separately. Katz highlights
that it is important to use scoring guides because they
“provide consistency in scoring as well as a clear
picture of the criteria that will be used in judging a
language performance” [12, p.329]. Table 3 illustrates
the highest (5) and low (the lowest is 0) bands of the
analytic writing rubric developed by the Cambridge
English Assessment team and used for assessing
writing performance at a B2 Level.

Table 3

Analytic writing rubric

Communicative

and communicate
straightforward and
complex ideas, as
appropriate.

Target reader is
fully informed.

B2 Content . Organisation Language
achievement
Uses a range of vocabulary,
Uses the conventions of Text is well mcludm;; Iersc,)s c;%r:;Ton lexis,
All content is the communicative task organised and pprop Y
relevant to the effectively to hold the coherent, using a .
, . . . Uses a range of simple and
task. target reader’s attention variety of cohesive . .
5 complex grammatical forms with

devices and
organisational
patterns to generally
good effect.

control and flexibility.

Occasional errors may be present
but do not impede
communication.

Irrelevances and
misinterpretation
of task may be
present.

Uses the conventions of
the communicative task in
generally appropriate
ways to communicate

Target reader is straightforward ideas.

minimally
informed.

Uses everyday vocabulary
generally appropriately, while
occasionally overusing certain

Text is connected )
lexis.

and coherent, using
basic linking words
and a limited number
of cohesive devices.

Uses simple grammatical forms
with a good degree of control.

While errors are noticeable,
meaning can still be determined.

Source: Cambridge Assessment English [5, p.2]

As can be seen from the Table, there are four
criteria (i.e. content, communicative achievement,
organisation, and language) that test-takers should meet
for demonstrating their knowledge and skills at a B2
level in writing. Weir clarifies that in analytic marking
“a level is recorded in respect of each criterion, and the
final grade is a composite of these individual
assessments” [15, p.189]. Thus, each criterion is

described separately for each band (0-5), and therefore
is assessed separately. For example, a student might
receive ‘4> for content, ‘5’ for communicative
achievement, ‘3’ for organisation, and ‘4’ for language,
which means ’16° will be the overall mark for the
written task.

Certain oral and written tasks might require
different distribution of scores, i.e. each criterion can
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have specific weighting. In this case, apart from
providing descriptors for each component (as given in
Table 3), the percent for each criterion should also be

specified. Table 4 demonstrates possible criteria
weighting used for assessing oral presentation.

Table 4
Grading criteria for presentation
Criteria | Percent 1 2 3 4 5
Descriptors failing unsatisfactory adequate good excellent
Content 20 0-4 5-8 9-12 13-16 17-20
Delivery 30 0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30
Language 30 0-6 7-12 13-18 19-24 25-30
Visual aids 20 0-4 5-8 9-12 13-16 17-20
Total score (max) 20 40 60 80 100
As shown in the Table, there are four main  “specific weighting, markers need to exercise

components (i.e. content, delivery, language, and visual
aids) that have different weighting, either 20% or 30%.
To illustrate, if a learner delivers a presentation, s/he
can receive ‘16’ for the content, ‘18’ for the delivery,
21’ for the language, and 17’ for the quality of visual
aids used during the presentation, which means that the
overall score for the student’s performance is 72% out
of 100% (which is the maximum). Coffin et al.
highlight that although assessment criteria are given

judgement” [6, p.79]. Thus, some training and practice
might be required in the language department to ensure
the quality assessment.

Higher educational institutions might have
different grading systems (e.g. percent, mark, or letter
grade), so the overall score given for the students’ oral
or written production, can be converted to a mark or a
letter grade. Table 5 shows one of the possible ways of
such kind of mark/grade interpretation.

Table 5
Conversion between percentage and letter grades
Fail D C- C C+ B- B B+ A- A A+
>45 46-50 52 55 60 65 68 70 75 80 80+

Source: Biggs and Tang, Teaching for Quality Learning at University [2, p. 241]

Analytic scoring has a number of advantages.
According to Katz, analytic tools are beneficial because
they give “specific information about each component
of a language performance” [12, p.330]. Therefore,
teachers can identify what kind of language aspects
should be paid more attention to and practiced in the
classroom. In this case, university lecturers have an
opportunity to develop activities and design lessons
that might support learners in better understanding of
the material. Coombe, Folse, and Hubley clarify that if
the criteria are provided with explicit and detailed
descriptors; they might be easily explained to the
lecturers and applied in the assessment [8, p.83]. So, it
is important to develop the criteria descriptors clear to
all the teaching staff in the department, and if possible
organise staff meetings for providing clarifications on
the assessment criteria. In addition, Bruce explains that
scoring analytically “provides more developmental
feedback for students”, i.e. they understand what their
strengths and weaknesses are [4, p.203]. For instance, a
student might obtain a good score in the language use,
but a low score in the logical development of ideas in
writing; so s/he will realise that it is important for
him/her to work harder on the improvement of linking
the ideas in written tasks.

Although analytic scales are appropriate for
language assessment, they might have several
disadvantages. Coombe, Folse, and Hubley argue that
analytic marking might be considered time consuming
because lecturers should assess different aspects of the
task [8, p. 83]. This means that analytic assessment will
take longer in comparison to holistic marking.
Moreover, some novice teachers might have difficulties

in applying the analytic scales; therefore, additional
training is required for them. Another drawback of this
type of marking identified by Brown is a necessity to
design different criteria and weighting for a variety of
written and oral assignments [3, p. 246]. To illustrate,
the use of visual aids might be an important component
for some presentations and weigh up to 20%, and can
be considered an additional, not required, component
and not formally assessed in other oral tasks.
Furthermore, sometimes university teachers might
focus too much on the language use rather than other
criteria to be met in the task. Thus, written production
assessed analytically might be given lower marks than
those assessed holistically [8, p.84]. To avoid this,
understanding and proper use of the criteria should be
ensured.

Given the importance of criterion-referenced
assessment for the language performance, Coffin et al.
believe that university lecturers should start developing
the assessment criteria at the early stage of the teaching
and learning process [6, p. 77]. Fulcher and Davidson
explain that the way lecturers score “tasks needs to be
considered as the tasks are being developed, not at
some later stage” [10, p.257]. It is therefore significant
to do it either at the end of the previous or the beginning
of the current academic year, so that the criteria can be
discussed first with the lecturers and then students in
the classroom. Another significant point is the clarity of
the criteria devised; thus, de Chazal explains that
assessment criteria should “explicitly state what is
being assessed” [9, p.302]. Such kind of transparency
is important for university teachers and learners, as it
makes the assessment reliable and fair for both parties.
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Conclusion

To conclude, assessing language skills is an
important component of the teaching and learning
process at the tertiary level of education. In case the
language tests are developed for the admission
purposes, then norm-referenced assessment might be
conducted. For achieving classroom goals, criterion-
referenced assessment, which measures learners’
knowledge and skills against a set of specified criteria,
is recommended. University lecturers should devise
scoring scales, which allow measuring language tasks
as a whole (i.e. holistically) or assessing every criterion
provided for the oral or written assignment separately
(i.e. analytically). Assessing students’ language skills
in a proper way will ensure consistency in the teaching
and learning process of the higher educational
institutions and guarantee quality of education in the
country.
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Covid 19 posed great challenges to the medical education system around the world. Because of restrictions
the Department of Clinical Skills and Multidisciplinary Simulation of Thilisi State Medical University (TSMU)
had to start teaching Clinical Skills using Online Learning Format trying to maintain the basic principles and
structure of Peyton’s 4-steps approach. The aim of our survey was to evaluate the students attitude to the Online

Course of “Clinical Skills 3 “.
AHHOTAIIUA

Covid 19 co3pan Oonpmvie MpoOIEMBI ISl CHCTEMBl MEIUIMHCKOTO 00pa3oBaHMs BO BceM Mupe. M3-3a
orpannueHuil Jlemapramenty Knmanueckux HaBbsikoB m MynbrumucnummaapHoi Cumyssanun TOwmcckoro
Tl'ocynapcrBenHoro Meuimackoro YHusepcutera (TTMY) npunuiocs nepeiTi Ha oHIaiH-popMaT 00ydeHus,
IBITAsICb COXPAHUTh OCHOBHBIE MPUHILHUIIBI U CTPYKTypy 4-cTyneHuatoro noaxojna Ileditona. Ilensto Hamiero
HCCIIeToOBaHNe OBLIO OIIEHKA OTHOIIEHHUS CTYJISHTOB K OHJIalH-Kypcy "KimmHndyeckne HaBbIiku 3".
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