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1. Abstract 

This document contains a qualitative action research (AR), designed to 

revise the oral assessment process in a basic course at a language foundation 

(Centro Colombo Americano), by analyzing the effect of implementing speaking 

tasks in-class and in online tools to assess formatively students’ speaking skill. It 

was done with a group of students who took a three months cycle of levels basic 4 

to 6 and whose level of language proficiency corresponded with the A2 level 

described in the common European framework document.  

1.1. Description of the study 

This study is intended to be an action research (AR) investigation within the 

qualitative paradigm. It is so, because the AR cycles respond to the objectives of 

this study. The aim of this research is to examine the alignment between the 

syllabus and the classroom practices in regards to speaking assessment as well as 

students’ opinion about such system. Then, some needs or flaws in the oral 

assessment in class and syllabus description may be identified. Such needs are to 

be tackled by implementing in-class and online speaking tasks, the latter ones 

supported in online tools. The AR process of inquiry permits the teacher-

researcher to diagnose the assessment flaws, plan the implementation of the 

speaking tasks in class and supported in online tools, act or implement them, 

observe and reflect upon the impact of that implementation.  This study 

corresponds to the qualitative paradigm because most of the data are constituted 
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by the teacher’s analysis, students´ responses and the aim of this study is to 

comprehend the assessment needs and the impact of the implementation on those 

needs. 

2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Statement of the Problem 

2.1.1. Gaps in the syllabus in regards to the oral assessment 
	  

The analysis of the basic courses 4-to-6 syllabus showed that there is not a  

specific speaking assessment approach. Also, neither, dynamics nor assessment 

techniques are established in the document. The Adult English Program, in which 

this research took place, is structured within the communicative and task-based 

approach. Thus, the program aims at training students on learning strategies, 

collaborative and autonomous learning. And so, each course has a syllabus in 

which there are three cornerstones or general guidelines of the program described 

in all syllabuses: the language, communication and learning aspects. It also 

includes the description of each unit general content, lessons within the unit, the 

specific strategies to be developed for each unit and general competences 

students ought to acquire. Since, the basic 4-to-6 syllabus is under revision, the old 

syllabus and the new version were analyzed in this project. However, there is not a 

specific section where the assessment approach of the oral skill is described and 

aligned with the program guidelines in any of the two versions.  



	   7	  

Assessment is mentioned in a section called “checklist to assess the task”. 

A task is an activity constructed by students in every lesson and it’s one of the core 

aspects to be assessed, because it entails the unit contents and students present 

an outcome. The checklist to assess the task in the syllabus contains a set of 

questions to evaluate the task construction during the lessons and the task 

presentation. As such, the task may involve the use of several language skills. But, 

not all of the tasks evaluate speaking and the task evaluation checklist is not 

focused on the assessment of the oral skill. Therefore, this is one of the flaws of 

the program, which is part of the problem to assess the speaking skill. There is not 

a specific assessment approach and parameters to assess the oral skill in the 

syllabus.  

There could be a structured approach to the evaluation of the speaking skill 

in the syllabus. Assessment tasks according to Luoma (2004) should have a table 

of specifications and assessment techniques. The table or the specifications 

should include the language approach, the construct, strategies, knowledge, 

abilities, skills, performances or outcomes to be assessed, assessment tools and 

assessment criteria. Therefore, it is one of the aims of this research to gear up 

possible specifications for the assessment of the speaking ability that could provide 

a structured approach to the evaluation of the speaking ability and may be included 

in the syllabus later on. 

There is a final assessment analytic matrix that includes six rubrics and 

three possible grades (excellent, good and below). The rubrics are task, 

communication, linguistic, learning, attitude and cultural. Students’ oral 
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performance is mainly assessed within the framework established in the task, 

communication and linguistic rubrics. It is so, because the task involves speaking 

in both its development and presentation, the communication rubric reads about 

the use of conversation strategies and the linguistics one is about the use of time 

tenses accurately. As it can be seen, the oral skill is not explicitly assessed and the 

rubrics that relate to it, do not cover all conversation and learning strategies, and 

competences included in the syllabus that are part of the speaking skill. 

Based on the description of the evaluation system in the syllabus done 

above, there are some aspects of the system that could be considered as flaws. 

There is not an explicit alignment between the program objectives and the 

assessment to be done in class. Thus, there are not limited constructs, procedures, 

observable performances, specific speaking outcomes, assessment tools and 

specific rubrics to be assessed for each lesson. There are not specific feedback 

moments and follow up work on that feedback. Also, it is not said to what extend 

students are informed of their results with a specific assessment criteria during the 

course. Finally, the assessment types are not mentioned in the document either. 

Nevertheless, some of the gaps in the assessment system described in the 

syllabus, are somehow tackled by the regulations teachers-supervisors tell to the 

teachers. The teacher-supervisors are teacher who observe teachers’ performance 

in class and should assure that teachers comply with the institution regulations. 

Supervisors tell teachers to give feedback during the course, to do group, peer, 

teacher and self-evaluation, to design assessment tools and to do a follow-up on 

students’ needs.  



	   9	  

Therefore, each teacher decides when the assessment feedback sessions 

are done during each cycle and what assessment techniques and tools, he or she 

implements.  Among some of the assessment tools are class observations, 

homework assignments and the tasks established in the syllabus. 

 

2.1.2. Teacher’s constrains when doing classroom assessment 
 

As mentioned previously, the teachers ought to orchestrate all of the 

isolated aspects of the assessment system to do ongoing classroom assessment 

of the speaking skill, the following are some hitches in regards to class 

observation. There are several techniques to assess students’ speaking ability in 

class, observation being the most used. However, there are time constrains that 

make it difficult to assess each student’ s oral performance based merely on the 

observation of the student-student interactions. It is so, especially in the groups 

where there are usually 21 students and the teacher cannot evaluate all students in 

each class. Also, the speaking skills, sub-skills and the use of conversation 

strategies promoted in each class may not be assessed in every student in each 

class  

There are other types of evaluation like peer and self-evaluation; however, 

teachers should know how to design such assessment techniques and how to train 

students to self- and peer assess. Moreover, though students can be trained on 

how to assess others and themselves, conclusions on students’ performance 
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cannot only be based on self and peer assessment (Butler and McMunn, 2006). 

Additionally, the lack of specificity on how to implement such techniques affects the 

monitoring of the speaking skill development. Hence, assessment techniques 

should be designed, implemented and shed light on students’ development of the 

speaking ability during the course.  

Whatever assessment type the teacher chooses, it has to be linked to the 

class objectives, which in turn ought to be aligned with the syllabus. But there are 

not specific constructs as the fundamental part of the speaking tasks done in class 

and defined in the syllabus. The design of the speaking assessment tasks may 

allow the teacher to contextualize the interaction and generate the conditions to 

assess what students are to develop. As there are not specific constructs to be 

assessed in determined tasks, there are not specific criteria or rubrics and the 

identification of strengths and weaknesses done without these specific aspects 

may become superficial.  

2.1.3. Students’ complains about the assessment system 
	  

Students, who start the basic 4 course, are expected to express themselves 

using the basic structures studied during the three previous basic levels and 

become proficient in the use of those structures during the courses basic 4 to 6. 

When they do so, they are granted a certificate as A2 users of the language.  

Nevertheless, some students who do not reach this goal claim not having been told 

about their weaknesses and ways to tackle them. Some of them state that there is 

not a clear assessment system, and that they were not informed about their 
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progress or flaws during the course. 

As described above it is necessary for the teacher to design assessment 

activities that include a comprehensive construct that cover all isolated relevant 

aspects described in the syllabus, and that can be socialized with students during 

the cycle of courses basic 4 to 6.  However, the assessment procedures ought to 

accurately evaluate the students’ performance. As mentioned class observation, 

peer and self-assessment are useful practices, but they do not assess all aspects 

involved in a students’ performance. Thus, there is the need to use other resources 

or means by which speaking can be assessed. Speaking tasks supported in online 

tools may respond to this assessment need. 

2.2. Justification of the Problem 

Assessment of the oral skill is one of the processes that contribute- to the 

fulfillment of one of the institution goals that is to certify students as proficient 

speakers. Accurate assessment of the speaking ability may also guarantee 

students to achieve their learning objectives and teachers to be aware of students’ 

process and so guide them towards the fulfillment of their learning goals. On the 

contrary, the lack of a concrete assessment system established in the syllabus, 

and implemented in the class oral tasks affects all the learning process, the 

institution, teachers and learners’ goals. These were the most highlighted 

justifications of the problem to be researched. The main goal of this research was 

to redesign speaking tasks that encompassed the program cornerstones and 
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components, the establishment of specific constructs for the speaking tasks and 

the use of online tools to overcome the research problem. 

2.3. Objectives of the research project 

1. To identify the flaws and/or gaps in the assessment of the speaking ability 

established in the basic courses 4 to 6. 

2. To determine the effects of the implementation of in-class and online 

assessment tasks of the oral ability in the classroom assessment. 

3. To determine the effects of the online tools that supported the online tasks, 

in the learning environment. 

2.4 Research Question 
	  

 How can the in-class assessment system of the speaking ability be redesigned to 

assess the accuracy, fluency and interaction features of the speaking ability of A2 

students who belong to a block of courses basic 4 to 6 at Centro Colombo 

Americano? 

2.5.  Significance of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to turn the assessment speaking activities into   

assessment speaking tasks to be done in class and supported by online tools, as 

such; it is a significant project for the researcher. It is so, because it is aimed at 

giving her a deeper understanding of the design of assessment speaking tasks and 

the use of online tools to have a closer analysis of students’ oral production and 

their flaws.  
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By the same token, the assessment process may be done more objectively 

and students may be able to acknowledge their mistakes, propose solutions and 

self-assess their performance. And therefore, the activities designed to promote 

students’ oral production might be more related to their needs. Thus, this project is 

significant for students. Since it provides them with in class and online based 

speaking tasks designed to boost their oral communication skill through their 

involvement during the tasks, the identification of flaws and the follow-up actions 

taken during the assessment process to overcome such flaws.  

The findings of this research may qualify the assessment process 

undertaken in the EFL classes at CCA by providing features of the assessment 

tasks design, and the oral skill that can be recorded, analyzed and formatively 

assessed. It can shed some light on other teachers’ work as well.  

This study can be significant for some linguists, educationalist and/or policy 

makers. Some linguists may be interested in reading how linguistic aspects were 

studied in this project and may desire to investigate such linguistic aspects in depth 

in further studies. This study may enlighten some educationalists that want to 

explore how the assessment was done in this study and want to go deeper in this 

subject matter. On a broader scale, this project may give some ideas to policy 

makers on how online based speaking tasks may promote the formative 

assessment of students’ oral performance during their learning process. 
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2.6. Limitations of the Study 

There may be some technical difficulties regarding the server functioning or 

the students’ skills to use the online tools. Such difficulties may affect the 

development of the research chronogram. This is a limitation because relevant 

data for this study may not be collected if it is not properly saved or cannot be 

retrieved.  

There can be limitations in regards to the time students spend on working on 

the proposed online activities. This limitation may affect the reliability of the data 

collected, since the lack of time may affect the students’ oral performance in the 

online environment. 

2.7. Organization of the research paper 

This research began with a description of the theoretical foundations of this 

study, namely assessment, speaking assessment, pedagogical underpinnings of 

web-based learning environments, web-based environments and the theory of the 

continuum. After that, the intervention is described along with the timetable. Then, 

the methodology of this study is presented in terms of the paradigm, research type, 

data collection and analysis as well as issues of validity and ethics. In the final part 

of the proposal there is a schedule of activities to develop this study, findings, 

discussion and conclusions. 

2.8. Important Terms 
The following are important terms that are used in this study that are 

described in depth in the theoretical framework chapter. 
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Formative Assessment: It is the assessment done in the classroom and that is 

aimed at boosting learning rather than just deciding whether or not students fail 

a course or lack ability. In formative assessment there should be meaningful 

feedback that contains guidelines for future action. It is used to better 

performance (Leahy, 2007). 

Self- assessment: it is the assessment done by students based on their ability to 

do a metacognitive reflection based on the understanding of the learning goals 

and the necessary steps to reach them depending on their individual level 

(Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall & William, 2004). 

Peer-assessment: it occurs when students are actively involved and take the role 

of evaluators to assess each other. To do so, they should recognize learning 

goals and make critical comments on classmates’ performance. They should 

identify strengths and weaknesses and share their opinions on ways to 

overcome them (Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall &William, 2004). 

Feedback from oral assessment: According to Luoma (2004) feedback in 

learning settings ought to be descriptive. That means, it should refer to analytic 

features of the speaking skill and detail students’ performance in each feature.  

Luoma mentions Wiggins who stated that to provide effective feedback it is 

necessary to describe the expected performance and acceptable performance 

as well as the assessment procedures. Feedback can also be socialized in 

terms of learning goals and to what extend students’ reach them (Luoma, 

2004). 
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Construct-based assessment of speaking: When a task is designed to assess 

the level of the students speaking skills, the design principle is the construct. 

The construct is the definition of the abstract skills to be assessed and the 

concrete implementation and observable contextualized performances of those 

abstract skills. Thus, the construct is the relationship with the theoretical models 

of oral production and the procedures established in a speaking task that are 

described in observable performances (Luoma, 2004). 

3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This framework supports this study and provides the research background 

and theoretical antecedents that broaden the researcher’s understanding of the 

assessment process of the speaking ability in a foreign language in an educational 

context. It also supports the implementation of ICT as a means through which a 

different approach of assessment of the speaking ability can be undertaken. Thus, 

the main themes approached in this chapter are assessment in the process of 

learning a foreign language and constructivist educational philosophy and cognitive 

learning theory in online learning that supports the use of web 2.0 tools as well as 

the methaphor of the continuum.  

3.1 Terms related to assessment 

Brown and Abeywickrama (2010) contrast the term assessment with other related 

concepts that people may confuse with it. Such concepts are testing, measurement 

and evaluation. Therefore, it was necessary to identify the differences among these 

terms, so that an assessment approach was clearly undertaken in this research. 
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For these authors, testing is part of the assessment process, but it is a quantitative 

instrument to assess a specific performance in a specific moment of the learning 

process. As Butler and McMunn (2006) argue, tests do not account for students’ 

performance as a whole. For instance, one cannot determine learners’ flaws or 

needs, just by analyzing the results of their tests.  “Measurement is the process of 

quantifying the observed performance of classroom learners” (Brown & 

Abeywickrama, 2010, p.4) either by assigning a number or a letter without giving 

oral feedback, further written descriptions or reports. Evaluation is interpreting a 

result for decision-making (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010).  To do so, teachers 

should give a value to a specific performance and decide what implications or 

consequences it has in a moment of the learning process according to Brown and 

Abeywickrama (2010). Through this literature revision, the terms testing, 

measuring and evaluating are adopted as part of the assessment approach, but 

not as the main goal of assessing, which is defined in the following lines. 

3.1.1. Assessment in the process of learning a foreign language 
	  

In order to characterize and propose changes in an assessment system as it is 

intended in this research and stated in the first research question, it is necessary to 

adopt a standpoint about what assessment means and should be used for. 

Assessment is defined as estimating the level of a person’s attribute (Brown and 

Abeywickrama, 2010; Mousavi (2009).  Brown and Abeywickrama (2010) also 

state that assessment is an ongoing process that encompasses a variety of 

techniques that might be very structured or peripheral ones. Furthermore, Butler & 

McMunn (2006) consider that assessment is a cycle the teacher should 
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comprehend and control but that it is mainly aimed at improving students’ 

performances. It is the later definition of assessment as a cycle, the one that was 

approached in this paper along with the definition of formative assessment. 

 

3.1.2. Formative and summative assessment 

 
Formative assessment is focused on the discovering of students actual level 

and the guidance of learners towards the fulfillment of the expected level during the 

learning process. Summative assessment is also part of the learning process since 

it is the actual final decision made on students’ performance. Consequently as 

Hattie (2003) argues both formative and summative assessments are relevant for 

teachers. This research is aimed at the development of formative, though. 

For MacMillan (2003), formative assessment is designed to support learning 

by means of five key strategies. The first strategy occurs when the teacher states 

the learning objectives and criteria to assess. The second is the teacher design of 

the class activities in order to obtain evidence of students’ learning. In the third 

strategy, the teacher provides feedback aiming at closing the gap between actual 

performances and the targeted one. In the fourth strategy, students give feedback 

to one another. In the fifth strategy, students assess themselves having understood 

the learning goals, and the conditions in which that learning takes place. This way, 

students are guided to do metacognitive analysis of their learning process (Black, 

Harrison, Lee, Marshall and William, 2004). Also, these strategies involve teacher’s 

assessment, peer and self-assessment techniques and these techniques promote 
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the development of evaluative skills, lifelong and autonomous learning (Brad, Rust 

and Gibbs, 1994). All in all, these strategies are referred to because they contribute 

to gain a better understanding on how the formative assessment is done and leads 

to learning. 

For this research it was relevant to understand what formative assessment 

means since as it was stated in the problem definition, there is not an assessment 

approach defined in the syllabus of the courses basic 4 to 6 and therefore there is 

not clarity as to the formative assessment strategies described above. Although, at 

the CCA, there is an institutional philosophy that promotes formative assessment, 

there is the need to know how formative assessment is done, and to establish the 

link between the learning goals, the speaking performance and the assessment 

strategies in order to assure the formative assessment is actually done. 

This argument supports why it is essential at the CCA to provide teachers 

with the linkages between the syllabus objectives, the speaking assessment design 

and the class procedures. Since, if the formative assessment is rooted in specific 

goals, there is the need to have established criteria that allows the teachers’ to do 

informed and grounded assessment that impact learning (MacMillan, 2003). 

 

3.1.3. Assessment approach 

 
It is also essential to understand how the assessment approach relates to the 

pedagogical approach in an institution. It is so because the approach undertaken 

when doing assessment depends on the pedagogical approach and therefore, the 
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learning targets the teacher and/or institution has. Zvacek  (1999) states that 

authentic or alternative assessments are within the constructivist and cognitive 

framework.  And authentic, performance-based and constructivist assessment are 

part of alternative assessment in Zvacek’s distinction. Thus, in the CCA, alternative 

assessment is used with a stronger emphasis on performance-based assessment 

to develop language skills (Zvacek, 1999; Brown & Abeywickrama  (2010). Having 

identified the institutional assessment approach, it is necessary to decide on the 

functioning of the assessment cycle. 

 

3.1.4 Assessment cycle focused on the speaking ability 

Butler and McMunn, present assessment within the frame of the classroom, rather 

than centered uniquely in isolated tasks themselves. In this research, assessment 

was seen as the cycle stated by the authors and within classroom assessment 

some specific assessment tasks were designed. Consequently, the next part of the 

chapter is organized in the steps that constitute classroom assessment according 

to Butler & McMunn (2006) and the assessment tasks design as described by 

Luoma (2003) and Brown & Abeywickrama (2010). The assessment cycle is 

constituted of the following steps: 

1. Clarifying learning targets. 

2. Gathering data in a variety of ways. 

3.  Analyzing, interpreting and socializing results. 

4. Carrying out instructional plans and modifications based on the assessment 

results.  
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3.1.4.1. Clarifying speaking learning targets. 
 

At the classroom level, learning objectives arise from the syllabus and the 

benchmarks (Butler and McMunn, 2006). By establishing learning targets, both 

students and teachers can know what the assessment is aimed at. Learning 

objectives can include learning strategies, learning styles, skills, language 

competences to speak in a second language as well as the use of technology and 

international standards to state the speaking level students may reach. In this 

research, all of these aspects were considered to decide what is expected from 

students and to what goals should instruction lead and therefore assessment 

should be focused on. 

 

Learning goals have a specific structure. Learning goals according to Reynolds, 

Livingston & Willson, (2006) are made up of a scope, domain and format. The 

scope is the level of specificity, in this case the specific speaking feature. The 

domain is the cognitive level that can be stated by any taxonomy, for instance 

Bloom, Web or Li and Shavelson’s taxonomies. The domain also includes affective 

and psychomotor domains. Thus, the domain involves the cognitive, affective and 

psychomotor aspects of the speaking ability. The last component of the learning 

objectives is the format that can be behavioral or not.  

 

This distinction was useful to analyze the learning goals in the syllabus. After 

learning objectives in regards to the speaking ability are stated or identified, 
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activities can be designed in which those objectives can be put into practice and 

therefore assessed. This way it is possible to keep the alignment with the learning 

goals.  

 

3.1.4.2. Gathering data about speaking performance in a variety of ways  
 

Gathering data may depend on the kinds of speaking assessed and the activities 

designed to assess those kinds of speaking. According to Brown & Abeywickrama 

(2010), a teacher can assess features of speaking by adopting their taxonomy.  

Their taxonomy describes five kinds of speaking production; imitative, intensive, 

responsive, interactive and extensive. Imitative occurs when students repeat 

phrases or ideas. Intensive happens when students complete ideas and 

responsive occurs when students answer questions. In the three last ones, 

responsive, interactive and extensive, learners use linguistic, semantic and 

interaction skills. Mainly, in interactive and extensive speaking, there is more 

presence of interaction; transactional interaction (to exchange information) and 

interpersonal exchanges (to maintain social relationships). Interactive speaking 

production includes interaction with several turns in the conversation and 

complexity in the ideas exchanged. Finally, extensive speaking is more a planned 

monologue. 

In the classroom where this research was done, all these kinds of speaking 

performances were observed and therefore assessed. To do so, it was necessary 

to know what specific language features were to be reached in the learning 
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objectives. Then, activities could be designed to observe those kinds of speaking. 

In this research beyond designing class activities, assessment techniques and 

assessment speaking tasks were designed.  

 

3.1.4.2.1.Teacher, peer and self assessment of the speaking ability 
 

 Teacher assessment is the direct and gradual estimation of students’ ability 

to communicate in a second language (Underhill, 1987); for instance, through 

conversations or observations. It can be bias if there is a big group of students to 

be observed, since teachers tend to compare performances without much data 

about individual performances.  Teacher assessment can also be less reliable than 

other techniques because the teacher’s relation with the students can interfere in 

his or her judgments.  

 

Actually, Luoma (2003) states that when the teacher is part of the 

conversation, his ideas may interfere with the kind of speaking students’ use. For 

example, by being part of a conversation the teacher may control the turn taking, 

and flow of ideas, and what the student says may depend on what the teacher 

asks.  Nonetheless, Underhill (1987), argues that teacher assessment can take 

different forms. Learner-learner assessment happens when the teacher observes a 

conversation and assesses.  Learner-interlocutor occurs when the learner talks to 

an external interlocutor who assesses. Learner-group happens when the learner is 

part of a group and either the teacher assesses or the members rate each other 

depending on given criteria. 
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Peer- assessment of the speaking ability can be done if  learners have specific 

criteria to assess each other (Underhill, 1987). However, Grez, Valcke and Roozen 

(2012), in their study about how effective teacher assessment can be compared to 

peer-assessment, say that students’ interpretations of the assessment descriptors 

may be different from that of the teachers. Therefore, when students assess with 

specific criteria, they may interpret it in different ways and this interferes with the 

scores provided. However, in the studies cited by the authors, there is a positive 

correlation between both kinds of assessment. And there is a lower correlation in 

others. This means that, there is no agreement as to what extent peer assessment 

of specific features of speaking may be objective. Nonetheless, studies have 

shown that when assessing specific features of speaking, teacher and peer 

assessment may be similar and therefore tend to be objective. Besides, peer 

assessment may lower anxiety and has a positive effect on students. 

 

Grez, Valcke and Roozen (2012), cite other results that warn about the 

quality of peer-assessment. Some findings of those studies read about how “lack of 

anonymity may lead to assessment bias” (Grez, Valcke and Roozen, 2012, 132). In 

other studies, students argued to have inexperience in rating, some didn’t like to 

criticize peers and some had a low level of confidence in peer-assessment. 

Conversely, other findings cited by the authors argue that beyond marking, peer 

assessment can be a beneficial tool for students’ learning, when criteria is specific 
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and feedback is focused on punctual features of speaking that should be improved, 

rather than on grading. 

 

In Self- assessment of the speaking ability naturally a person can give opinions on 

his or her speaking (Underhill, 1987) and develop self-regulating skills (Grez, 

Valcke & Roozen, 2012). Nevertheless, teachers should state specific criteria so 

that students can learn to determine how they are doing in a specific activity or task 

and eventually learn to self-assess without the constant teacher’s guidance, by 

monitoring and evaluating his or her performance. A disadvantage of self-

assessment, according to Grez, Valcke and Roozen (2012), is that self-

assessment scores tend to be higher than teacher- assessment. In accordance, 

Underhill (1987), says that students tend to over-rate to impress or under-rate to 

stay in a comfort zone. Whatever the case may be, Underhill (1987) affirms that 

personality and self-confidence affect the way students perceive themselves and 

being that the case, self-assessment may help the teacher have evidence of 

students’ self-confidence, their perceptions about themselves and their learning 

process and some personality traits.  

 

3.1.4.2.2 Speaking Assessment Tasks 
 

Tasks imply having goals set and get students to talk and develop a 

structured activity in which they put into practice the expected skills, knowledge 

and strategies to present the expected outcomes.  That is, “a task is an activity 
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where the target language is used by the learner for a communicative purpose 

(goal) in order to achieve an outcome” (Willis, 1996. p.49). Specifically, speaking 

tasks are activities using the language to achieve a determined goal in a particular 

speaking situation (Luoma, 2003). In short, an assessment task is a specific 

activity, in which a goal, a competence, skill and learning strategy can be 

assessed. However, to assess speaking, there are other considerations that should 

be analyzed. For instance, the kind of speaking that is to be assessed or the sub-

skills involved in the speaking task. These aspects will be developed in the next 

lines. 

 

3.1.4.2.3 Authentic and performance-based assessment tasks 
 

A pedagogical task is “a piece of classroom work which involves learners in 

comprehending, manipulating, producing or interacting in the target language while 

their attention is focused on meaning rather than form” (Nunan, 2004: 4). In doing 

so, learners are guided to develop a task that is meaningful. The meaningfulness 

of a task may depend on the approach adopted. If it is within the framework of 

authentic assessment in Mueller’s (2008) words an authentic task is an assignment 

given to students designed to assess their ability, to apply or use standard-driven 

knowledge and skills to real-world challenges. Therefore, the emphasis is on how 

students use their knowledge and skills in a real-life situation. 

 

 At the CCA, speaking interactions are done within the design of real-life 

situations, however, the language functions are mainly competences and 
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strategies use in those situations. Therefore, in the assessment tasks designed in 

this research, both kinds of tasks are to be considered: real life authentic task and 

performance-based task. But, when stating the assessment criteria, there is 

stronger emphasis in the language competence, skills and strategies use in a real-

life situation. 

 

3.1.4.2.4 Modular specifications or test blueprint 
	  

To create assessment activities, tasks or tests, it is necessary to establish the test 

blueprint or table of specifications (Reynolds, Livingston & Willson, 2006) also 

called, modular specifications (Luoma, 2004).  Test specifications may guarantee 

congruence or alignment between, the syllabus objectives, the course content and 

the test, in this research called speaking task (Reynolds, Livingston & Willson, 

2006). For Luoma (2004) the modular specifications consist of three parts; 

construct specifications, task specifications and assessment specifications. The 

modular specifications may be considered when analyzing the current assessment 

system at the CCA, and then proposing different approaches to the assessment 

practices.  

 

3.1.4.2.5 Construct specifications 
	  

They include first, the assessment context (learning goals, institutional context, 

students’ speaking profile etc). Secondly, a brief description of the test or task, the 
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construct in context or what it means to speak in a foreign language, in the context 

of the task, and a relationship with theoretical models of the language. The 

following are brief descriptions of those aspects that constitute the design of the 

construct. 

• Assessment Context: in the stage of clarifying learning goals of the 

assessment cycle, it was defined what a learning objective entails. However, 

when a task is designed a specific learning objective should be chosen. 

 

• Construct in context: The Common European Framework of reference 

contains the combination of notional and functional approaches of the 

language along with the communicative approach.  It requires learners and 

test takers to use macro functions (description, narration, commentary, 

explanation and demonstration among others) and micro functions (Luoma, 

2003, p 23).   

 

Standards refer to the foreign language learning and its goals through the 

different stages in an educative process. In Colombia, the Education 

Department chose the common European framework as a reference to 

establish the corresponding levels that learners in an educational process 

should have (Acuerdo No. 364, 2005) in public and private institutions.  

 

• Description of the test: A task can be considered as a test if it is used for the 

purpose of measuring a performance. However, if it is used to do 
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assessment, feedback should be given along with remedial work. Tasks can 

take the forms described below, authentic or performance based. 

• Theoretical models, Language Competence and other components: Based 

on Canale and Swain’s work, Brown & Abeywickrama (2010) reviewed the 

communicative language testing which main aim is to test authentically the 

oral proficiency. To do so, they summarized the language competence in 

terms of organizational competence and pragmatic competence. 

Organizational competence includes grammatical and textual competences 

and pragmatic competence involves illocutionary and sociolinguistic 

competence. Beyond the language competences, there are other general 

ones about knowledge and learning skills stated in the Common European 

Framework of reference (n.d). Also reasoning skills or cognitive levels could 

be assessed (Reynolds and Livingston, 2006). 

• Micro and macro skills of speaking: To analyze and assess the kinds of 

speaking observed in class the microskills and macroskills can be identified 

and assessed. Microskills are small chunks of languages for instance 

phonemes, morphemes, words, collocations and phrasal units. Macroskills 

are larger elements such as fluency, discourse, function, style, cohesion, 

nonverbal communication, and strategies (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010).  

• Strategies: For Bygate (1987), skills are strategies the speaker uses to 

master the knowledge of the language when speaking. He distinguishes two 

kinds of skills; motor-perceptive skills and interaction skills. The first ones 

include perceiving, recalling and articulating the appropriate sounds and 
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structures. The second ones comprise deciding what to say, how to say it, 

having an intention, being aware of the situation, deciding whether to 

continue or stop with the conversation, maintain a relationship among 

speakers, deciding the success of the interaction and so forth. They are 

aimed at helping students transfer their knowledge of the language to 

different real-life situations. He also mentioned skills to facilitate production 

like compensation and facilitation. 

 

Bygate contributes to this framework because he focused his studies on the 

strategies or skills speakers use when transferring their knowledge of the language 

to specific situations. Hence, understanding what students do with the language 

while transferring their knowledge in a specific situation may make assessment 

more objective. Then, if students make an ellipsis, use fillers or use formulaic 

expressions, the teacher should analyze those behaviors as part of the facilitation 

skills to be able to express ideas in a specific situation when, for instance, there 

are time constrains. 

 

Bygate (1987) also mentions, it is important to understand the nature of speaking 

in terms of processing conditions and reciprocity conditions. Processing conditions 

depend on whether the speech fragment is prepared or said without preparation. 

This distinction is similar to the one done by Brown & Abeywickrama (2010), when 

he mentioned extensive and interactive speaking. However, Bygate mentions the 

reciprocity conditions that relate to the speakers relationship in the conversation. 
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Indeed, Bygate analyses how the relation among speakers affects the kind of 

speaking used, turn taking and other aspects.  

3.1.4.2.6 Assessment specifications 
	  

The assessment criteria are the aspects established in the construct that will be 

assessed. Criteria are stated in specific scoring rubrics that students can 

understand. There are generalized or task specific rubrics, analytical or holistic 

formats. To design a rubric it is necessary to link it to the construct and make it 

feasible and clear for students to understand the performance the rubric assess 

(superior, good or below) and provide feedback to improve learning based on the 

rubric. For measuring purposes it is important to distribute the points assigned and 

translate them into grades (Butler & McMunn, 2006). Rubrics can be designed 

based on international standards, context specific or both (reverse engineering).   

In this research, the rubrics will be designed depending on the context needs. 

Scales are general descriptors of a learner’s expected performance. Luoma (2003) 

describes five analytic descriptors and task-specific scales established in the CEF. 

The descriptors are range, accuracy, fluency, interaction and coherence, which are 

mainly language-based or micro functions to be assessed. The descriptors are 

stated in terms of each proficiency level or scale. Since this research is done with  

A2 students the corresponding descriptors for this scale are used as  reference to 

design the specific descriptors for the tasks to be developed in this research, as 

Luoma (2003) suggest. 
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3.1.4.3. Analyzing, interpreting and scoring speaking performance 

 
There area several sources of data about students speaking performance that 

have been obtained from different sources such as class activities, artifacts or 

evidence of assessment techniques and tasks.  These data ought to be analyzed. 

To do so, the teacher can interpret the individual and cumulative performance, can 

analyze trends over time and use different sources of information such as the 

teacher herself, students and tech-tools. Depending on the cognitive load the 

teacher can assign a grade to those activities that do not have test specifications or 

in the activities with test specifications; the teacher uses the rubrics designed for 

those tests. Finally, the teacher can think of an action plan to give feedback and 

make instructional change (Butler & McMunn, 2006).  

3.1.4.4 Revising instructional plans in regards to speaking 
	  

Following the assessment cycle designed by Butler & McMunn (2006), after the 

teacher has obtained data about students’ performance based on assessment 

activities, he or she can make changes in instruction. The teacher should be able 

to identify needs and provide strategies (behavior, cognitive, application, process, 

creating or planning) that can help students overcome their needs. The teacher 

can plan lessons or activities with pre, while post assignments to reinforce, 

feedback based on evidence. Furthermore, students can decide if they have 

achieved goals and redefine personal and instructional goals.  Reflections that can 

motivate learners and promote changes in instruction may be based on questions 

like “what did I learn?” “How did I learn it?”  And “how can I improve?”  



	   33	  

Other aspects that should be considered to make instructional changes and 

motivate students are including activities designed for different ways of learning, 

thus activities for multiple intelligences and learning styles.  To motivate students 

be part of the instructional changes and assessment, the classroom environment 

can be changed, the grading process can be modified and effects of grading 

should be analyzed to give meaningful grades (Butler & McMunn ,2006). 

3.1.5 Feedback and feedback loops about speaking performance 
	  

Feedback is the informed-action of telling students their actual level in 

regards to the course objectives. It is informed on the formative assessment 

process (MacMillan, 2001) and it is relevant for the process when it is timely done. 

Thus, it should be given in time so that necessary actions can be suggested and 

taken in the learning process to reach the learning goals. Also, the feedback has 

loops (MacMillan, 2001) or periods of estimated time in which the teacher states 

goals, assesses, gives feedback and restates the goals. There are several types of 

feedback. Brad, Rust and Gibbs (1994) mention self-assessment and peer 

assessment feedback. That is, feedback students can give to each other or 

conclude about themselves depending on the criteria that can be established by 

the teacher and also by students. On the other hand, teacher feedback is based on 

the criteria he or she sets (MacMillan, 2001). 

One of the main concerns stated in the research problem is giving relevant 

feedback to students. By relevant, it is meant, timely and precise observations on 

the students’ speaking skills. To do so, there should be specific criteria recognized 
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by the teacher and students (Brad, Rust and Gibbs, 1994) and the results may 

reshape both learning and teaching (MacMillan, 2003).  

Specific feedback is based on the features of the speaking skill and the detailed 

students performance in regards to each feature. To provide effective feedback it is 

necessary to describe the expected performance and acceptable performance as 

well as the assessment procedures. Feedback can also be socialized in terms of 

learning goals and to what extend students’ reach them (Luoma, 2003). 

In this research, feedback is based on the specific language features or criteria 

being assessed, it ought to be profiled on expected performances and is given 

timely to scaffold students process of closing the gap between his or her 

performance and the final learning goal. 

3.1.6 Quality Assessment 
	  

Classroom assessment is aimed at improving students’ learning. It also 

influences teaching. In order to answer the research questions of this study it is 

necessary to determine what may guaranty quality classroom assessment, to be 

able to identify flaws in its functioning. The following are seven criteria to guarantee 

high quality classroom assessment (MacMillan, 2001):  

• Learning targets define what is expected from students and should be 

challenging for them. They should be aligned with the syllabus and criteria to 

meet them ought to be clear.  
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• Learning goals are expected performances. They are linked to the assessment 

method. There are eight general methods for MacMillan (2001) and they are 

selected response, constructed response, performance based, essay, oral 

questioning, teacher observation and self-report.  Since, this research is based 

on students performance, deep understanding and skills development, the most 

appropriate methods would be performance-based, oral questioning, teacher 

observation and self-report. 

• Validity in an assessment activity is when its design allows the teacher to 

assess the intended learning goals objectively, when the conclusions drawn 

about students’ performance are accurate and really evidence the fulfillment or 

not of the learning goals being assessed. There are three forms to assure 

validity namely content-related, criterion related and construct related.  

 

• Reliability is the quality of a tests or assessment activity to be consistent and 

for that matter reflect with some degree of error the students’ knowledge, skills 

or attitudes being assessed. Reliability is established by the correlation of a test 

results with other test in different times, or at the same time measuring the 

same construct. Other form to determine statistical reliability is by comparing 

the observations of two or more raters to see if the results are consistent. In 

order to interpret results of assessment it is important to consider the actual 

performance, the expected one and the degree of error. There are some 

characteristics to enhance reliable activities such as sufficient number of items, 

use of independent raters, well-structured test, objective test and procedures, 
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ongoing assessment to assure consistency, reduce the effect of extraneous 

events, use of frequent short assessments. 

• Fairness means guaranteeing the assessment conditions to make evaluation 

fair. Those conditions are guaranteed if students know the learning targets and 

assessment procedures, if  there are not prerequisites that only some students 

have and if  stereotypes and bias on the tasks design and procedures are 

avoided. 

• Practicality and efficiency refer to several characteristics; one of them is time. 

Time spend on assessment depends on the assessment method undertaken. 

Perfomance-tasks, for instance, take much time on preparation, implementation 

and grading. Other aspects also linked to the time of method chosen are the 

complexity of the administration, the scoring process, ease of interpretation (a 

previously plan interpretation of students’ performance may lead to more 

objective results) and the cost.  

 

Classroom assessment is done at CCA, however, as it was mentioned in the 

statement of the problem, there are not guidelines to undertake it. Thus, the 

assessment tends to be focused on the results and follow-up work rather than on 

the planning process of preparing and implementing the assessment as it was 

described above to assure goal-oriented, reliable, valid, fair, practical, methodic 

and efficient assessment procedures and outcomes. The criteria stated by 

MacMillan (2003) may work as guidelines to evaluate the assessment done at CCA 

and plan a new design of the classroom assessment based on what the process 

currently lacks.  
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3.2. Pedagogical Philosophy and theories of using online tools as learning 

tools 

According to Borras (1998), there are three learning theories supporting the 

use of the Internet as a learning tool, namely constructivism, conversation theory 

and the theory of situated knowledge. In the next part of this section, constructivist 

educational philosophy and cognitive learning theory dimensions will be described.  

Besides, a definition of ICT in education, close and open source online learning 

systems will be revised to establish the framework that supports the use of ICT to 

assess students’ speaking ability. 

3.2.1 Constructivist educational philosophy and cognitive learning theory in 
online learning 

	  

Borrás (1998) says that constructivism implemented in online learning is 

based on the transformation of knowledge through active thinking (by 

experimenting and error). In fact, the error is part of the ongoing process of 

learning as it is "an opportunity to understand and eventually modify the current 

understanding of a topic" (Ordoñez, 2004, p.10). Addionally, the current 

understanding of a topic or prior knowledge can be modified by the processes of 

accommodation and assimilation which, as Stacey (2005) says, are aspects of a 

Piagetian perspective on collaborative learning online.  

Other important concept is autonomy. As defined by Borrás (1998), 

autonomy is promoted by interaction (which leads to reflection on oneself, others 

and society). This means that knowledge "is individual and socially constructed and 

based on personal experiences" (French, 1999, p 9).  Or it can also be seen as 
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“learning that occurs when individual results are built in groups” (Ordoñez, 2004, 

p.10). So autonomy in the constructivist philosophy may be defined as the 

responsibility of individual participation in the interaction with others, which is other 

aspect to be fostered in the use of the internet tools to learn. 

The characteristics mentioned before can be seen as characteristics to 

develop assessment of the students’ oral production supported in an online 

learning tool. It may be seen that way, because some students face difficulties 

when expressing their ideas in English (disequilibrium process) and they may solve 

them by being part of discussions designed by the teacher and by receiving 

feedback from others. Both processes should be scaffold and interaction may 

occur mainly through conversations students establish (to foster assimilation 

process). Finally, knowledge and mastery of the language may be reached through 

guided group interactions based on the reflections that arise from assessment in 

class or on the online tool used.  

 

3.2.2 ICT information and communication technologies focused on education 
	  

Arango’s (2004) master’s thesis about university management supported on 

ICT defines it as all electronic media where the design and use of technology is 

aimed at managing the information to build knowledge. Brown (2010) further states 

that the ICT are composed of telecommunications, digital media necessarily 

mediated by computers, software, operating systems, and internet used for 

different purposes (fun, business, education and communication). Specifically, the 
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term ICT is a broad and unifying feature used to refer to technology to manage 

information and knowledge production. In this research, ICT is understood as the 

use of internet tools to assess students’ speaking performance. 

3.2.3 Close platforms or Learning Management Systems (LMS) 
	  

Dans (2009) mentions in his article “Education online: educative platforms 

and the opening dilemma” that there are Learning Management Systems (LMS) or 

platforms also known as Educative Platform which may be closed; it means that 

they are managed by a specific institution, they have a modular structure and the 

access to them is restricted. According to Brown (2010) a virtual learning 

environment (VLE) is a synonym term for LMS. He defines a VLE as software 

where online interactions can be managed. An LMS is also known as CMS 

(computer management systems).  Initially, it was necessary to understand what 

LMS are since the institution were this research took place implemented an LMS to 

support learning processes.  

3.2.4. Web 2.0 
	  

Brown (2010) argues in his article  “from VLEs to learning webs: the 

implications of Web 2.0 for learning and teaching” that the use of web 2.0 tools in 

open source web pages is more common among teachers nowadays than the use 

of closed VLE.  The author depicts a contrast among these two types of software to 

conclude that web 2.0 tools alone are cost efficient, suited to specific needs, web 

based, open, varied, collaborative, interactive, and promote social learning 

whereas VLE are close, expensive, restricted and less user friendly. They usually 
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reinforce traditional power relations and are already a decreasing market (Brown, 

2010). 

There is an essential argument in the discussion stated by Brown (2010). It 

is the issue of replicating classroom practices when using VLE. A similar viewpoint 

is hold by Haddad (n.d.) who says that Internet Computer Technology (ICT) should 

be used to generate innovations.  Restating his words, the challenge when using 

ICT is to redesign learning objectives and teaching methodologies, to align or 

establish a continuum between learning objectives and learning technologies. To 

that end, the web tools used should be flexible, accessible, and user friendly to be 

used according to the specific learning objectives and teaching methodologies of 

each context. Being that so, learning webs are a kind of ICT which flexibility can 

help teachers design activities to reach specific goals. That is the fundamental 

reason why in this research study learning webs or open source webs will be used 

to design the speaking tasks to be assessed. 

Learning Webs as defined by Brown (2010) are networks where there are 

opportunities for everyone to learn and teach.  Brown mentions Illich (1979) who 

was the one that came up with the term of learning web.  According to this author, 

the learning webs underpin learning goals. Among some of the goals are: providing 

access to educational objects, giving publishing options to users, promoting 

collaborative work and allowing professional educators to use them  (Illich, 1979). 

Brown (2010) states that current learning webs can be designed in web 2.0 open 

source webs and because teachers can design them, its use is more widely spread 

than the use of VLE or LMS nowadays. 
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3.3. Metaphor of the continuum 
 

In her research Osorio (2008) defined the theoretical and methodological 

continuum as the meaningful alignment that there should be among all the parts of 

the learning environment, namely the theoretical principles, methodological 

implementation of those principles and the teacher and students’ roles and the 

interactions. Furthermore, in the continuum the places or moments to learn are 

expanded and new ones and new interactions are formed. Thereby, the learning 

environment is compound of in-class work, out-of class work and autonomous 

work. Osorio (2008) states that all of these components ought to be planned and 

monitored and none of them replaces or replicates the others, but complement one 

another. However, she gives a word of caution, in order to exploit the potential of 

these components, their restrictions and possibilities ought to be acknowledged. It 

is the acknowledgement of these components, what makes, each one of them a 

unique space, moment or place to learn in comparison to the others and not the 

replication of the others.  

Activities in each learning scenario (in-class, supported on web 2.0 tools or 

autonomous work), should be authentic in the sense that they allow students to 

interact and construct knowledge. in this research, knowledge may be generated 

about assessment of students’ ability to speak in a foreign language.  

However, students are immersed in their cultural world, they are part of a 

learning process and in this research assessment process. Interactions in this 

process may propel for the knowledge constructions when they are planned and 
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aspects like the ZPD (Zone of proximal development) are considered, the roles are 

stated and there is monitoring and reflection promoted by both the teacher and the 

students, so that the students should learn to control their learning process. 

For this continuum to work, what occurs in the learning environment ought to 

be planned. Then, there is a course design support and an assessment system 

design support. The teachers should back up the functioning of the continuum at 

an academic and personal-emotional level. He or she should also guide and 

preserve such functioning. Group and individual products ought to be tangible, so 

that they support improvement and the constant discussion, should be directed to 

the constant construction of knowledge. 

The principle of the continuum is an essential concern in the implementation 

of ICT to support the assessment process of the oral ability in this research. The 

continuum may guarantee the alignment between the assessment design, 

procedures and implementation both in-clas and on the web 2.0. In other words the 

continuum may allow all the following aspects should be kept. Namely, the 

pedagogical approach to assessment (performance-based), the language theory 

adopted and expressed as features to be assessed, the assessment procedures, 

the roles of both students and the teacher and their interactions both in class and 

in the web 2.0 environment.  

That is, there should be an inner continuum in the functioning of the 

assessment in class and in the functioning of the assessment on ICT. Furthermore, 

the continuum aims at allowing students to produce knowledge based on what is 
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learned in class and contribute to the class theoretical constructs. In this research, 

both the teacher and students’ own experiences can generate knowledge about 

assessment. Beyond, the findings in this research may shed light on how feasible it 

is to implement the metaphor as a cornerstone in the course assessment. By the 

same token, some inconsistencies, difficulties, pitfalls in the implementation of the 

metaphor may be found that can be considered in future works. 

Theoretical continuum is the continuous reflection on knowledge without 

saying a final word about the construction of knowledge. Consequently, the 

theoretical reflection on assessment that should be done during this research is not 

an ended defined discussion, but a constant reflection in which students are 

involved and have a say, as central participants in the assessment process. 

The methodological continuum as defined by Osorio (2008) is the 

relationship between the activities and the course design. Therefore, there is 

methodological continuum when the activities done in a learning web are apart of a 

whole class design. They, as the author mentioned, contribute to the work done in 

class, can be a follow-up of what has been done in class, complement work that 

was not done in class, but they should not be considered just as an additional 

activity, that can be replaced by another class activity. Thus, in this research the 

extension of the learning environment in activities supported on a learning web, 

can be seen as essential out-of- class moments or scenarios where students have 

the opportunity to train and develop their capacity to monitor and evaluate their 

speaking skill in a foreign language. The kind of assessment activities done on the 

learning web may not even be done in class, and as such, the web 2.0 tool is 
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constituted as a unique space to self-assess and peer-assess the speaking ability. 	  

4. METHODOLOGY 

4.1. Objective of the Intervention 

	  

To design and implement speaking tasks supported in online tools and to analyze 

the effect such tasks have in the classroom assessment process of the speaking 

skill done in the courses Basic 4 to 6 at Centro Colombo Americano. 

4.1.2. Description of the Intervention 

In order to establish the conditions previous to the intervention a diagnosis will be 

done which is described in the methodology chapter. Base-line data according to 

the theoretical framework proposed by Severin (2010) and  Bradford & Kozlowsky 

(2006) will be collected to identify the online resources, the curricular design 

(specifically to characterize the classroom assessment system of the speaking 

ability), the human resources (or each student’s speaking ability, teacher and 

students’  competences to use ICT and their perceptions about the assessment 

system), and the use of ICT established in the syllabus. 

 

As part of the diagnosis the participants and syllabus will be analyzed.  To 

have an initial profile of students speaking ability a standard language test and 

survey will be done. Also, the participants or basic 4 to 6 students will be surveyed 

about the technological tools they know and have used and the purpose of such 

use.  The teacher-researcher viewpoint of both students’ speaking ability and the 
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classroom assessment system will be analyzed based on her field diaries. Finally, 

the syllabus of the course will also be analyzed. All in all, this process is described 

in detail in the diagnosis stage of the methodology chapter. 

4.1.3. Analysis of the assessment of the speaking ability within the course 

design 

In order to analyze the assessment system of the speaking ability, the stages of 

the distributed learning system design (Bradford & Kozlowsky, 2006) were used to 

analyze the data obtained in the diagnosis and to direct the redesign of the 

classroom assessment of the speaking ability. Thus, the model allowed the 

teacher-researcher to characterize the course design and analyze its parts to 

determine if there is alignment among them. Also, to guarantee the continuum 

among these parts of the course design and the class functioning Osorio’s theory 

of the continuum was implemented. 

Osorio (2008) refers to the parts that constitute the learning environment and their 

function in the continuum, some of them are mentioned in the next lines as they 

meaningfully contribute to this research. 

 

• Firstly, the class activities are seen as authentic and contextualized sub-

learning environments that are part of the continuum through the interaction 

for the individual and collaborative construction of knowledge in space-

temporalities continuous and extended. In this research Voicethread 

activities are aimed at being a continuum of the activities done in class.  
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• Secondly, the students` role as someone who is involved in the learning 

process, in the individual and group construction of knowledge in class and 

in the learning web. 

• Thirdly, the teacher’s role is a monitor of the students’ involvement. She is 

also in charge of the design and functioning of the continuum in class and in 

Voicethread.  

• And finally the group dynamics or interactions to generate and better the 

quality of ideas in space-temporalities continuous and extended. 

Through this analysis of the course design and class functioning it is expected to 

identify needs in terms of the assessment process of the speaking ability either in 

the design, the class functioning or both and so the implementation of a different 

approach to assessment supported on ICT aims at tackling those needs.  

4.1.4. Re-design of the assessment practices of the speaking ability 

Based on the assessment needs identified during the diagnosis, the formative 

classroom assessment approach as described by Macmillan (2001) was used and 

three speaking assessment tasks (Luoma, 2004) aligned with the course design 

were created. The intervention took place during the basic 4 to 6 courses and it 

was divided into three tasks, which were aligned with the tasks established in the 

syllabus. The technology implementation depended on the needs identified in 

terms of the assessment system based on the analysis done with the distributed 

learning system design (Bradford & Kozlowsky, 2006).  
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There were technical aspects such as practicality and flexibility that were 

considered to choose the technological resource. To do so, the characteristics of 

the evaluation of the user interface mentioned by Nam and Smith-Jackson (2007) 

were used. Those characteristics are user friendliness, reliability, flexiblility and 

practicality. 

4.2 Context 

4.2.1. The Centro Colombo Americano (CCA) 

The CCA is a private nonprofit foundation, which collects funds from its educational 

services. Learning and teaching at the CCA is seen as a cultural endeavor. Thus, 

learning is considered as a construction of the human being as it is stated in its 

mission. This study was undertaken with students of the Adult English program.  

This study took place in the main branch located at 19 street 2- 49 downtown.  

4.2.2 The Adult English Program 

This Project was done with students of the Adult English Program (AEP) who took 

weekly classes. The AEP is a project-based program in which strategies training, 

collaborative and autonomous works are combined. The assessment system is 

formative, qualitative, task- based and student- centered.  There are six beginner 

levels (basic), six pre-intermediate ( skills) and six intermediate levels (challenge). 

Each group of levels (basic, skills or challenge) is divided in two blocks. This study 

was focused on the block of courses high beginner which means that it was done 

during three cycles, or courses. Once the students reach the level basic 6, they are 
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certified as A2 users of the language according to the Common European 

Framework (CEF). 

In regards to the assessment process, there are final checklists, established to 

assess students’ performance and determine if a student is promoted to the next 

course in the block. Therefore, each teacher decides when the assessment 

feedback sessions are done during each cycle and what assessment techniques, 

he or she implements.  Among some of the assessment techniques are class 

observations, homework assignments and the tasks suggested per unit developed 

throughout the course in mini-tasks done per lesson that aim at completing the 

class project and are established in the syllabus. 

4.2.3. Physical resources to use ICT 

There is a laboratory with 20 computers, Internet access and microphones. There 

is a learning management system called Cambridge LMS or educational platform 

designed by the publishing house that offers the textbooks for the basic levels at 

CCA. The platform is aligned with the text contents. Teachers can use other web 

2.0 webpages to do class or virtual out-of-class activities. Additionally, each 

classroom has a PC and TV screen with Internet connection.  

4.2.4. Participants 

Approximately, a sample of 21 students that are part of a universe of approximately 

100 students who monthly take the block basic 4 to 6 were chosen.    They were 

16-to-50-year old middle class students. Many of them came from different 

academic backgrounds. Therefore, in a class there were students with varying 
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personal goals and preferences. Most of the students who started the basic 4 

course had been studying for three months in the block basic 1 to 3. However, 

some new students were admitted to start basic 4 due to several reasons. Some of 

them are because they were placed in that level after the oral interview, because 

they changed of schedules or had failed the course. Similarly, new students were 

admitted during basic 5 and 6 for the same reasons mentioned before. 

4.2.5. Other participants 

During the design and implementation of the learning web a systematic evaluation 

of the environment was done. To that end, two teachers of the AEP were 

consulted. One of the teachers evaluated the coherence of the matrix to assess 

students speaking proficiency before the intervention. During the task design 

teachers were also asked to examine if the content in the tasks or intervention 

were aligned with the course contents and the pedagogical approach in the 

syllabus. Some students who were not part of the sample, were part of the piloting 

process of the initial speaking test and the selection of the technologic resource. 

4.2.6. Selection of Participants 

The participants were chosen for convenience. Since the teacher-researcher was 

assigned or permitted to observe a block of basic 4 to 6 courses, the group of 

students in that block constituted the sample with which this project was 

developed. As the paradigm of this project is not quantitative, but qualitative, the 

aim of this study is not to generalize the findings so that they apply to the universe, 

but to provide a detailed description of the participants and context so that some of 

the findings can be transferred to similar contexts. In this case, the similar contexts 
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would be other block of basic 4 to 6 courses or other A1 to A2 students. The 

sample may vary from course to course because some students may drop or put 

off their studies during the courses. Participation of all the students who were 

enrolled in the course researched depended on informed consents they signed. 

4.3. Design of the Study 

This research attempts to investigate how the assessment system of the oral ability 

functions, what needs it does not respond to and how it can be modified to respond 

to those needs by the implementation of an intervention. Therefore, the objective of 

this study is to determine the impact of the intervention in the assessment process 

of the students’ oral performance and in their learning process in terms of their 

speaking skills. 

Based on the overview given above, this research was done within the 

constructivist paradigm since knowledge that arose was “constructed, emergent, 

and grounded in action or experience” (Jonassen, Peck, & Wilson, 1999). In other 

words, findings depended on the effects of the intervention in the learning 

environment and mainly in the assessment system of the oral ability. 

4.3.1. Study Type 

The study type is action research (AR) or teacher research as named by Noffke 

(1994). First of all, because the researcher was part of the context, undertook the 

evaluation process that was analyzed and she designed the speaking tasks 

supported in a web tool in the context of this research. The AR in this study is 
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divided in four cyclic stages: planning, acting, observing and reflecting as it is 

established by Kemmis (1989).  

The action research cycles allowed the teacher-researcher to observe and 

evaluate the impact of the intervention of a formative assessment process of the 

oral ability supported in a web 2.0 tool and its effects in students’ learning process 

during the course. In the following part of the chapter the four stages of this AR 

research will be described. 

4.3.2. Diagnosis 

During this stage, base-line information was collected. The parts of the learning 

environment that were considered are the infrastructure, contents and human 

resources that according to Severin (2010) are lines of action. Those lines were 

modified to suit the needs of this research project, therefore, the following are the 

aspects that each line comprises in this research. The infrastructure entails all the 

available physical resources, connectivity and support. The contents refer to the 

curriculum, the learning management systems (LMS) and services. The human 

resources cover the teacher’s role and students’ speaking proficiency determined 

by the implementation of test-type speaking English proficiency tasks and the 

teacher’s field diaries of the first classes. 

To identify the assessment system of the oral ability and how it is described in the 

curriculum, Luoma’s approach to the assessment speaking task design, 

Macmillan’s definition of formative assessment and Butler & McMunn’s description 

of the formative classroom assessment cycle were used. It was done so to identify 



	   52	  

characteristics of these approaches in the assessment system of the courses Basic 

4, 5 and 6. However, other aspects of such system may arise from the examination 

of the syllabus. 

 

All in all, the diagnosis will be composed of the following aspects: 

a. Syllabus parts that refer to the speaking goals and assessment of this 

ability (Severin, 2010). 

b.  Resources: the voice tools in the Cambridge LMS that is part of the course 

design, the websites students have used to assess or practice the oral ability 

(Severin, 2010). 

c. Human resources: teacher and students’ roles in the assessment system 

and their perception of it. Students’ oral proficiency before the intervention.  

Both teacher and students’ competences to use technology before the 

intervention (Severin, 2010). 

d. Learning objectives, knowledge, skills, strategies and learning 

processes that refer to the speaking development and that are assessed 

(Bradford & Kozlowsky, 2006). 

e. Pedagogical approach instead of the instructional characteristics 

identified in the syllabus and that relate to the oral ability and its assessment 

(Bradford & Kozlowsky, 2006). 

f. Design learning system aspects of the use of technology that can be 

identified in the course structure and the class (Bradford & Kozlowsky, 

2006). 
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g. Alignment among all of the aspects mentioned above (Bradford & 

Kozlowsky, 2006).  

 

Based on the task analysis, its relation to the syllabus, the syllabus examination 

and class observations, the teacher-researcher characterized the assessment 

system of the speaking ability within the course design and the needs in that 

assessment system to be solved with the intervention. 

4.3.3. Planning Stage: Design of the intervention and first speaking task. 

The intervention was constituted by the implementation of the assessment cycle 

(Butler & McMunn’s, 2006) modified to suit the needs of this research and to 

preserve the continuum between the learning goals and the assessment system. 

Therefore, the cycle included in-class assessment techniques and three web-

based speaking tasks. The tasks were based on the identification of constructs 

(Luoma, 2004) to design speaking tasks.. Additionally, before using the web 2.0 

tool chosen to support the task implementation, its technical functioning was 

piloted and compared to others by students. 

4.3.4. Action stage 

The speaking task designed and its procedures were implemented within the 

assessment cycle proposed, its development was formatively assessed and the 

formative assessment was done before and after the implementation. The three 

tasks preparation took place in class and the task development was done online.  
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4.3.5. Observation 

The analysis of the observation was done based on the mixed 

categorization according to Latorre (2003). That is, part of the effects of the 

implementation analysis was done with pre-established categories taken from 

theory. In this research, aspects such as formative assessment, feedback, 

linguistic knowledge, skills, strategies, fluency, accuracy, coherence, ICT use 

competence and influence were key concepts taken from the literature review, and 

observed when analyzing the implementation. Additionally, inductive categorization 

was done. That means, that the researcher identified codes and categories that 

arose out of the observation.  

4.3.6. Reflection stage 

After the first task was implemented, its impact was determined, the next tasks 

(task 2 and 3) were implemented depending on the needs that were identified from 

the impact of the first task. Simultaneously, as part of the continuous reflection 

students’ in-class oral performance was observed in order to identify their 

difficulties and provide solutions to those difficulties either in class, through 

autonomous work or in the web-based speaking tasks. Students were surveyed 

after each task to identify their perceptions of the assessment process, the 

teacher’s viewpoint of the class was analyzed and field diaries of the class were 

examined. 
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4.4. Data collection 

4.4.1. A standardized speaking test 

The first two kinds of the TOEFL speaking tasks were used and adapted to assess 

students speaking ability before and after the intervention.  It was done so, 

because this test provides a specific component to assess speaking as well as 

analytic rubrics that described the expected performances. However to suit the 

contexts needs, reversed engineering was done to design the assessment rubrics 

for this project proficiency tests based on some of the scales mentioned in the 

TOEFL. Also those scales or descriptors were designed to rank students in either 

A1 or A2 levels of proficiency. To do so, descriptors provided by the Common 

European Framework (CEF) were used, experts revised the rubrics that were 

modified to include features of the oral ability stated in the CEF and scoring system 

was also changed so that the results reflected the qualitative features of the 

speaking ability according to the levels of proficiency A1 and A2. In the piloting 

state of this test, statistical analysis was done to determine the consistency of the 

test. The results of this analysis are presented in the findings chapter. 

4.4.2. Survey 

It was done during the first part of the basic 4 course, the intention was to 

investigate students’ perceptions about their speaking difficulties and the 

assessment of the oral ability at the CCA.  
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4.4.3. Interviews 

The questions included in such interviews were about students’ perceptions of the 

self- assessment, peer assessment and teacher assessment done in class and in 

online tools. The interviews were modeled with a protocol in which students must 

fill out in pairs the information established in the chart and then answers were 

socialized. The answers students wrote were collected and analyzed.  

4.4.4. Field diaries 

The format was divided in initial planning, what the teacher observed in class, her 

opinion about assessment and other aspects observed in her class. This tool 

allowed the teacher to reflect upon what happens in class in regards to the 

assessment of the oral ability.	  

4.4.5. Protocols of the artifacts 

The artifacts are the syllabus, final evaluation checklist and the online work. This 

protocol was constituted by two columns, one to attach the artifact and the other to 

write the emerging codes or the codes pre-established and taken from the 

literature review.  

 

 

4.4.6. Interviews 

Special cases of students who stated they saw an effect on their learning process 

because of the intervention and whose results supported that perception were 
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chosen and interviewed. Also, negative cases or students who claimed the 

opposite were interviewed. 

4.5. Data analysis 

Data were interpreted according to the grounded theory. Being so, after data were 

collected all the information was read many times to find codes and categories 

among the found codes; axial categorization was done to that end. Every time the 

data in each one of tools were coded. Those codes were part of a general list of 

codes where more codes were added as other data were read. A mind map was 

done to analyze the possible relationships among categories and codes. 

Two kinds of categorization were used to analyze the data according to Latorre 

(2008). Deductive categorization that is about using categories from the data and 

inductive categorization that is about using categories that emerged from the data. 

The codes and categories were organized in diagrams to comprehend the 

relationship among them and the relationship with the research questions. 

4.5.1. Memos 

After codes were found for each tool, a memo was written to keep a record of 

reflections about the data that was needed in further observations, to direct the 

literature review and to redirect the research process itself if it was necessary.  

4.6. Validity 

§ Triangulation of methods to assure the initial oral test validity and 

reliability:  construct and assessment validity was done by asking to 
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content experts to give their opinions and suggest changes to the 

construct of the test and the rubrics. The test was piloted and the results 

were statistically analyzed to establish if the test results were significant 

and consistent by having two testers results’ compared.  

§ Triangulation of methods to identify students’ needs in regards to 

the speaking assessment process 

All of the aspects mentioned during the diagnosis were included in a 

grid, which permitted the researcher to establish the course, task 

design, their alignment and the needs diagnosed. This grid included 

information from the syllabus, oral initial test and initial survey and focal 

interview. 

§ Triangulation of methods to design of the speaking tasks 

Four methods were triangulated; the artifacts (syllabus) protocols, the 

test results, and surveys. It was done this way, to determine if the 

speaking task responded to the necessity identified in the assessment 

process of the students’ oral performance.  

 

 

§ Triangulation of methods to establish the effects of the 

intervention 

After the speaking task was developed, during its implementation and in 

the end of its implementation, three methods were triangulated to 
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assess its efficiency. The three methods were the content experts’ 

interviews, focal interviews to students and the protocols of artifacts  

(activities done online) and the class field diaries.  

 

4.6.1. 0ther validity strategies during the data analysis 

• Member checking: the interpretation of the observations done in the class 

and the assessment done in speaking task was shared with the participants 

in order for them to say whether they agree, disagree, would add or omit 

some information in the interpretations done by the researcher. 

• Peer debriefing: Other teachers were asked to give their opinion about the 

codes and categories used to describe the assessment process both in 

class and in the speaking activities done in class and online. 

• Negative Cases: In case a participant dropped the class, refused to 

continue doing the online speaking activities, disagreed with the assessment 

process done in class or considers the assessment done in the online or in-

class speaking tasks did not contribute with the assessment of his or her 

oral production, this case was studied to draw some conclusions upon it. 
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4.7. Ethics 

4.7.1. Risks 

There were some emotional negative reactions of students when they did the 

online speaking activities to assess this ability. There were some connectivity 

problems or compatibility flaws when students used the web 2.0 tool.  

4.7.2. Benefits 

The use of online and in-class speaking tasks designed according to the particular 

needs of the students in basic 4 to 6 courses provided the teacher and the 

students with more precise information about students oral performance since the 

assessment done in class could be compared to the assessment done in the online 

speaking task to give more complete feedback to students and encourage students 

to do a more accurate follow up, to understand their speaking difficulties and 

provide specific possible solutions. The online speaking tasks were supported on a 

tech-tool that had free access and as such students could use it autonomously 

even after they finished their studies during the basic 4 to 6 block.  

4.7.3. Risks compared to benefits 

The emotional negative reactions of some students when doing the online 

speaking activities were overcome by couching their work either with in-class 

support or online support. Dealing with emotions is an aspect that students should 

learn to control since they dealt with the same difficulty in real life interactions in 

English.  
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There were some connectivity problems or compatibility inconvenient when 

students used the online tools. The CCA improved the connectivity offered at the 

lab. And, during the design and evaluation stages measures were taken to avoid 

connectivity problems.  

4.7.4. Statement of consent 

All participants signed a letter of informed consent voluntarily. The letter contained 

the description of the research; the activities that were done and the kind of 

participation students were expected to do. Data and participants personal 

information was confidential as well as the opinions expressed by the participants. 

Anonymity was guaranteed by using pseudonyms. Regarding the confidentiality, if 

the research findings were published, it would be done if there were previous 

consents of the participants. Finally, to undertake this research, permission from 

the academic director was asked and the external participants also signed an 

informed concerned letter 

4.8.Timetable 

September 

19th to 

October 

12th  

Diagnosis part of the AR 

1. Use of the DLS ( Bradford  and Kozlowsky, 2006) modified 

to analyze the main characteristics of course design and  

specific speaking tasks for the course basic 6. 

2. Analysis of the courses basic 4 to 6 syllabus  

3. Design of the speaking proficiency test, and piloting  
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October 

15th to 

October 

20th  

Planning stage of the AR 

2. First speaking task (Luoma, 2004) is designed along with 

feedback loops (Macmillan, 2001) scheduled in class 

activities. 

 

October 

22dn to 

October 

31st 

3. Action: Implementation of the first speaking task on October 

22nd. 

4. Observation of feedback loops, reflection and planning 

of the second task. 

November 

20th to 

November 

27th 

5. Action:  Implementation of the second speaking task on 

November 20th. 

6. Observation of feedback loops scheduled in class 

activities, reflection and planning of the third task. 

November 

30th to 

December 

7th. 

 

7. Action:  Implementation of the third speaking task on 

November 30th. 

8. Observation of feedback loops, reflection about the 

impact of the intervention. 

December 

7th to 

March 22nd 

9. Writing the findings and final paper. 
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5. FINDINGS 

5.1. Defining the Assessment approach in the courses syllabus 

In this chapter, section 5.1 shows a critical revision of the currents syllabus to 

identify the general assessment approach that is part of the diagnosis. In section 

5.2, also part of the diagnosis, there is an analysis of the assessment approach of 

the oral ability in the syllabus, students and teacher’s needs in regards to such 

assessment and student’s oral proficiency level before the intervention. In section 

5.3, the effects of the redesign of the in-class assessment approach into a cycle 

are presented. In section 5.4, the assessment activities of the cycle that were 

supported on a web 2.0 are described along with their findings. Finally, in section 

5.5 the functioning of the metaphor of the continuum (Osorio, 2008) is summarized 

and a further analysis of its functioning is presented. 

To analyze the in-class assessment system, the course instructional design was 

analyzed since the in-class assessment depends on it. To do so, the metaphor of 

the continuum (Osorio, 2008) was adopted and the identification of the course 

design was done (Bradford & Kozlowski, 2006). Osorio (2008) claims that there 

should be a continuum between the theoretical and the methodological approach in 

the instructional design because what students learn or the learning goals is what 

they are assessed on and activities should be planned accordingly. As the 

research question posted is aimed at investigating the in-class assessment 

process of the speaking ability, this analysis allowed the researcher to initially 

determine if the goals established in the syllabus kept a continuum with the in-class 

learning process and the students’ needs in regards to assessment of the oral 
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ability so that if shortcomings were found, possible changes in the in-class 

assessment system could be proposed. To diagnose if there was such theoretical 

and methodological continuum in the assessment approach stated in the syllabus, 

the parts that constitute the instructional design (Bradford & Kozlowski, 2006) were 

identified and the continuum among the theoretical and methodological approach 

stated.  

Consequently in the courses basic 4, 5 and 6 syllabus the following available 

aspects were investigated: theoretical design that involved the instructional goals 

or overall objective.  Also the target competences and strategies, the final 

evaluation document and the methodological design that was included in the tasks.  

At the class level and using the same approach instructional characteristics or 

methodological design were analyzed. They included the textbook use, class work 

in regards to assessment, students’ perceptions of assessment and students’ 

speaking proficiency test results and difficulties to speak in class were also part of 

the diagnosis.  

Beyond the description of the syllabus components, in this part of the chapter, 

there is an analysis of the course design to determine if there is a continuum 

between the theoretical cornerstones and the methodological design. In the last 

part of this chapter there is an analysis of the continuum among the theoretical and 

methodological design and the students and teacher’s role. Initially the continuum 

between the theoretical and methodological approach to assessment is presented. 
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5.1.1 Shortcomings in the general assessment approach identified in the 

overall goals of the block of course basic 4 to 6 syllabus 

 

To identify possible changes in the current assessment approach of the block of 

courses basic 4 to 6, two available institutional documents were initially analyzed. 

The first one was the overall objectives to identify the instructional goals and the 

second one was the exit profile for the block of courses 4 to 6 to identify the 

learning outcomes expected from students. Learning goals and outcomes are part 

of the learning process and therefore, the institutional assessment approach may 

be determined by them (Butler and McMunn, 2006).  Also, as Bradford & Kozlowski 

(2006) said the goals establish the kind of cognitive, performance, behavioral 

objectives, in-class learning processes done and the assessment approach 

undertaken to evaluate the achievement of those goals.  

The overall objectives are stated in the first part of the syllabus.  In this document, 

there is an emphasis on the students’ development of more complex ideas about   

their daily life, awareness of the communicative purpose of the language, their 

interaction with others in the second language, and their adaptation to technology 

in order to communicate with others. The project or online community is also 

mentioned. However, in the overall objectives of the course, there is not an explicit 

reference to the assessment process.  

In the exit profile there are three cornerstones: the learning, language and 

communication goals a basic 6-student should achieve to be promoted to a more 
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advance level. In this profile, there is just a section about assessment and 

evaluation and it only has one goal. The goal is skill and dispositional because 

students are expected to be open to receive feedback and know what to do with it.  

Also, there are other sections of the exit profile in which characteristics of the 

assessment can be found, but they are not stated as part of an assessment 

approach or cycle (Butler and McMunn, 2006). 

The other characteristics of assessment found in the exit profile are feedback, self 

and peer correction (Underhill, 1987; Grez, Valcke and Roozen, 2012), 

autonomous learning and the use of technology as a learning tool (Brown & 

Abeywickrama (2010). For instance, one of those objectives is a socialization 

objective that may be part of the assessment process. In that objective it is 

mentioned the improvement of language skills by giving and receiving feedback. 

There is a language goal that can also be part of the assessment process but it is 

not stated as such, which is about the ability students could develop to self-

monitor.  There is a learning objective that may contribute to the assessment 

process but is not stated as an assessment goal that is being an independent 

learner to find solutions for learning difficulties.  

All in all, although there is a reference to peer feedback, self correction, 

autonomous work to solve own learning difficulties and the use of technology as a 

tool for learning, there is not a specific definition of what peer and self assessment 

mean, and how the autonomous work and the use of technology could be part of 

the assessment process in the three courses. However, it can be stated based on 

the exit profile objectives that evaluation is focused on feedback and autonomous 
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work and indirectly students are expected to give feedback to others and self 

monitor. Thus, the assessment approach could not be determined by simply 

analyzing this document. 

 

5.1.2 Shortcomings in the continuum of the specific assessment approach 

proposed in the course basic 4 syllabus and the methodological 

design. 

In the course basic 4, (see graphic 1) the strategies, competences and assessment 

moments can be seen, the ones with similar colors indicate the continuum among 

them in the course basic 4. It can be seen that initially in basic 4 the task is focused 

on the development of the writing skill and therefore the strategies assessed in the 

final evaluation rubric given to students correspond to this emphasis.  

 Graphic 1. Basic 4 instructional design.
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In the basic 4 general goals, students should learn how to use technology as a 

language and learning tool to communicate. To do so, there should be an online 

class community, developed in a written form where students should create a 

profile and interact with others. This goal is assessed through class work that 

should be planned according to the task organization and evaluation document in 

the syllabus.  It can be seen that there is alignment between these learning goals 

and their assessment, since the teacher evaluates the tasks development 

everyday and a final grade is given to students from the final evaluation analytic 

rubrics document depending on their in-class performance.  

In fact, most of the competences in basic 4 are focused on the writing skill. All the 

declarative, technical, existential, metacognitive, linguistic, sociolinguistic and 

pragmatic competences are defined to contribute to the development of the written 

tasks. Such emphasis on the writing skill may happen because the textbook just 

provides one writing activity per unit and the tasks may give students the 

opportunity to practice that skill. 

However, it was found that the communication strategies cannot be evaluated in 

the basic 4 tasks, because they refer to language used in classroom interactions or 

transactional speaking and social interaction that are not a part of the written tasks. 

Only one conversation strategy can be used in the task. Listening and 

pronunciation strategies and the pragmatic competence cannot be assessed in the 

tasks either.  
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Thus, there is the need to assess communication, listening and pronunciation 

strategies as well as the pragmatic competence only in class in order to have 

evidence of students’ performance and provide a final grade in terms of the 

communication rubric, established in the final evaluation rubrics. In fact, based on 

the class memos (teacher’s reflexive diary, September 28th, 2012), it was also 

identified the need to provide specific feedback to students about these features. 

But, there was not enough time to assess all the students in class, and gather this 

evidence.   

The institutional final evaluation rubrics are task accomplishment, communication, 

linguistic, learning, attitude and cultural. The rubrics are defined in terms of abilities 

and outcomes observed.  Thus, in-class assessment should not only be focused 

on the areas that encompass the tasks but also on the communication strategies 

development and the listening and pronunciation strategies that are explicitly 

evaluated in the final rubrics, but those strategies do not have assessment 

moments or activities established in the syllabus. In the courses basic 5 and 6 the 

approach vary. 
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5.1.3 Shortcomings in the methodological continuum of the specific 

assessment approach in the courses basic 5 and 6 

 

 

There is a theoretical and methodological continuum in the instructional design of 

the courses basic 5 and 6 in terms of the learning goals, content, strategies, 

competences, tasks and final evaluation rubrics. Although as it can be seen in the 

graphic, the tasks in basic 5 and 6 do not have a speaking component, it should be 

clarified that the tasks are partly developed in class in speaking interactions and 

partly out of class with research and written work. Therefore communication 

strategies and pragmatic competence of the language are mainly assessed in 

class activities that are not necessarily related to the task, but to the course 

content. Nevertheless, as mentioned before assessment was not only based on 

the task, but also on students’ in-class performance. And as there were 18 people 

in the group that was part of this research, the same problem in regards to 
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individual follow-up and specific feedback on students’ speaking ability was 

observed during the beginning of the course basic 5.  Therefore, there was the 

need of generating other spaces where these gaps about the lack of time and 

individual students’ performance evidence might be rectified to provide 

assessment.  

 

5.1.4 Drawbacks in the continuum between the theoretical and the 

methodological design of the courses basic 4 to 6 

In the methodological design of the three courses basic 4 to 6 syllabus there are 

not specific procedures to assess students. In other words, there is not a 

continuum between the theoretical goals and the methodological implementation of 

those goals in terms of assessment indicated in the syllabus.  For instance, in the 

overall goals, it is said that students should know what to do with feedback, be 

autonomous learners, and peer and self correct, however, in the syllabus there is 

not a relation between this goal an a specific assessment approach in terms of in 

class assessment activities and criteria. On the contrary, it is up to the teacher’s 

decision. But teachers may know or may not know what characteristics guarantee 

the quality of assessment and its continuum with the syllabus goals.  

Furthermore, assessment is an integrated part of the learning process as Butler 

and McMunn, (2006) stated, and it should occur according to them as an 

assessment cycle, shown in the following graphic 2.  
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Graphic 2. Assessment cycle, Butler and McMunn, (2006). 

 

As there is not a methodological approach to assessment as a whole integrated 

part of the instructional design of the syllabus, there are not specific procedures 

mentioned in the syllabus either. There are just some isolated criteria linked to the 

basic 5 and 6 tasks development and communication emphasis mentioned in the 

competences and strategies of the basic 5 and 6 courses, which methodological 

approach and operationalized use is not stated. 

Picking up the thread of Osorio’s theory of the continuum (2008) and relating it to 

Butler, and McMunn’s cycle (2006), it can be seen that the continuum goes beyond 

the methodological functioning of the theoretic learning goals or knowledge model, 

and broach the inclusion of students in the redesign of the instructional goals. Part 

of this effect of students’ involvement can be seen in Butler and McMunn’s cycle, in 

the form of the effects of feedback that redefine the teacher’s instructional plans. 

Further, Osorio (2008) states that the knowledge construction is part of the 
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continuum that involves students; therefore, knowledge model about assessment 

can be constructed by students’ involvement as well. Such approach of 

assessment is not seen in the institutional approach. 

MacMillan (2012) argues there are some characteristics that guarantee the quality 

of assessment, and some of those characteristics are not seen in the current 

syllabus. Firstly, there is not an explicit relationship between learning goals and 

assessment methods. Secondly, there is not validity of assessment, since there 

are not several sources that informed the inferences made about students’ 

performance, and assessment may not be content and/or construct-based. It 

should be made transparent to students and it ought to be practical. Aspects that 

guarantee the quality of assessment, such as validity, content and construct-based 

assessment and fairness depend on every teacher’s knowledge about the topic 

and are not mentioned in the syllabus. 

 

5.2. Assessment Approach of the speaking ability previous to the 

intervention and participants opinions about it 

	  

In the next lines the assessment approach identified during the diagnosis in course 

basic 4 will be presented based on the syllabus of the courses basic 4 to 6, the 

students’ opinions about their assessment needs in regards to speaking and the 

teacher’s needs identified. A major concern is to discover the possible changes in 

or contributions to the assessment approach of the oral ability stated in the 

syllabus and, to recognize students and teacher’s needs referred to the 
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assessment of the same skill. In doing so, the syllabus, teacher’s field diaries a 

students’ survey about assessment and the speaking proficiency test results were 

analyzed.  

 

5.2.1 Basic 4 approach to the speaking ability development and assessment 

 

Graphic 5. Approach to the development and assessment of the speaking ability. 

 

The graphic shows the continuum among the three main components of the 

syllabus in the course basic 4, identified in terms of the development of the 

speaking ability. Those components are competences, learning strategies and 

assessment moments of the oral expression. It could be concluded that out of the 

seven competences in the syllabus, just the three shown in the graphic relate to 

the students’ oral expression as well as 3 learning strategies and 2 communication 
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strategies. Both these competences and strategies are intertwined with the 

textbook contents and class pace, but there are not specific procedures stated in 

the syllabus and the task to assess those aspects in class. Besides, as it was said 

before, the task of the course basic 4 is focused on the development of the written 

skill, therefore, the oral expression is not assessed in the task. So, the teacher 

ought to decide how to assess the competences and strategies previously 

mentioned in class.  

One of the inconsistencies in the approach undertaken to assess speaking is the 

lack of reference to the speaking macroskills and procedures to evaluate them. 

Microskills such as phonemes, morphemes, collocations, and phrasal expressions 

are included in the pronunciation learning strategies and in the conversation 

strategies proposed in the textbook. But Macroskills such as fluency, discourse, 

function, style, and cohesion are not explicit in the assessment procedures and for 

that reason those aspects may be disregarded in in-class assessment (Brown & 

Abeywickrama, 2010).  Their inclusion may depend on the teacher’s knowledge 

about those macroskills, how to design activities to promote them and how to 

assess them. Furthermore, as there is not an overall methodological approach to 

undertake assessment, the decision on how to design in-class construct and 

content-related speaking assessment activities, how to design rubrics, analyze the 

performance accordingly and decide on the feedback moments rely on the 

teacher’s choice entirely.  
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The analysis of the class memos (in the teacher’s field diary, September 29th, 

2012) showed that students had difficulties in areas such as pronunciation, 

conversation strategies, fluency and accuracy when they spoke in class and all 

these aspects were not promoted in the task development as it is stated in the 

syllabus. Therefore, students manifested in class, that they preferred to work on 

tasks that were aimed at developing their speaking ability, which was their main 

concern.  

5.2.2 Students’ needs in regards to assessment of the speaking ability 

	  

In order to know students perceptions about assessment, three aspects were 

analyzed; students’ perceptions about assessment of the speaking ability, the 

teacher’s needs and the needs observed in the class regarding the same kind of 

assessment. To do so, a survey was implemented to 16 basic 4 students at the 

beginning of the course to find out what they knew and thought about the 

assessment approach in previous courses.  To identify the teacher’s needs field 

diaries were analyzed as well as the class memos and lesson plans to identify the 

observed class needs in regards to assessment. Also, assessment artifacts 

obtained from students were analyzed. The graphic 3 below corresponds to the 

first part of the survey results.  
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Graphic 3. First part of the survey results.  

 

The first part of the survey was focused on students’ perceptions about 

assessment of the speaking ability. These are the results. 81, 25% of students 

thought assessment was done everyday, just 12,5 partially agreed and 6,25 % 

disagreed. Although for most students assessment occurred most of the time, the 

majority of them were not sure, it was personalized (62,50%), 18,75% thought it 

was personalized and 18,75% said it was not personalized. 43.75% of the students 

were not sure or agreed with the fact that assessment of the speaking ability was 

clear, just 12,5% did not know about it.  

Also, part of the survey was done to know how the self-correction, peer correction 

established in the syllabus was undertaken in class and perceptions on teacher’s 

correction. About self-correction, half of the class believed they always identified 
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their difficulties, the other half both were not sure if they identified their flaws when 

speaking (43,75%) and did not know if they did so (6,25%). Based on this 

uncertainty to identify their mistakes, most students (75%) said they were not sure 

if they always corrected themselves, just 18,75% of them were sure about it and 6, 

25% did not know. About peer correction, opinions were also divided, half of them 

said they always corrected classmates, the other half, (43,75%) were not sure if 

they corrected peers and the remaining 6,5 percent did not know about it. 

Uncertainty grew in regards to corrections received from classmates. 62,50% were 

not sure if classmates corrected them, 6,25% did not know about it and only 

31,25% believed they were always corrected by others. Yet, uncertainty decreased 

regarding students’ perceptions on teacher’ corrections. 87,50% of students 

believed the teacher always corrected them and 6,25% either partially agreed or 

did not know about it. 

In the class lesson plan analysis  (teacher’s field diary, September 25th, 2012) 

similar characteristics of the assessment system were found.  The teacher could 

notice that due to the number of students in the class, evidence of individual 

speaking performance would have to be done in several classes. And even though, 

group, peer and self-assessment was done, the criteria established to assess 

speaking depended entirely on the teacher’s decision, since there was not clarity 

about it in the syllabus. In fact, based on the syllabus analysis, just the 

conversation strategies could be taken from this institutional document to assess 

in-class speaking performance, other features that were not found in the syllabus 

and ought to be considered to assess the speaking ability such as speaking 
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features or the construct, kinds of speaking activities, assessment tasks, analysis 

of performance from several sources of information, specific rubrics depended on 

the teacher’s knowledge so that she could make informed inferences to provide in-

detail feedback and assessment. Therefore, in the beginning of the course basic 4 

there was not clarity for the teacher as to how to structure all these aspects. 

Teacher’s comments concerning self, peer and teacher’s assessment  (field diary, 

October 7th, 2012) broaden the researcher’s understanding of the students’ 

comments in survey results. In class, students could identify their difficulties in 

terms of broad aspects such as the need for vocabulary or grammar flaws, criteria 

given in class. However, while they were speaking and the teacher mirrored their 

mistakes, they were puzzled about them. In other words, often students could not 

recognize their specific mistakes or those of others during the conversations done 

in class when they were asked to do so.  Often times, when error correction was 

done as a whole class activity and the mistakes were written on the board, most 

students did not assess. When they were asked about it, some of them said they 

did not feel confident enough about their language knowledge and most of them 

did not include previously learned strategies in their conversations. Thus, they 

knew about some aspects that should be considered when speaking such as 

vocabulary, pronunciation and grammar, but they were not sure about how to use 

them and could not identify and correct specific errors. 

Because of those difficulties, they did not feel with the capacity to assess others 

and consequently peer assessment was underestimated, peer feedback made 

reference to general aspects for instance students said “you have problems with 
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vocabulary” (personal communication, September, 27th, 2012) but not to the 

specific mistakes, and many of them could not correct themselves and others. Due 

to these reasons, many expressed, they did not see any benefit in their learning 

process when they were asked to peer assess and self-assess.  

Graphic 4. Feedback 

 

In regards to feedback, most students (68,75%) thought that teacher’s feedback 

corresponded to their difficulties, just 6, 25 percent of them either did not know or 

disagreed with it. Similarly, 62,5% of them said they received feedback from the 

teacher, 25% partially agreed, and 6,25 % either disagreed or did not know. Unlike 

students perceptions’ about teacher’s feedback, 56,% of students were not sure to 

what extend peer feedback corresponded with their difficulties and if they always 

received feedback from peers. 31, 25 % were sure about classmates’ feedback 
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and said they always received it.  6,25 neither agreed with peers’ feedback nor 

they believed they have received it or they did not know what classmates’ feedback  

was and how often they received it. As it can be seen, these students’ opinions 

corresponded to the teacher’s observations of students in class peer-assessment, 

mentioned before.  

Likewise, as the teacher manifested in her comment’s (teacher’s field diary, 

October 15th, 2012), assessment of all the class performance took more than three 

lessons and therefore, in-detail feedback about their use of strategies, and 

language use was not given instantly. Also, teacher could give students feedback 

on isolated aspects observed, but there were not clear reliable assessment 

procedures to compare several sources of information about students’ speaking 

ability. Thus, because of a lack of a detailed assessment approach, inferences 

about performance and feedback were not specific either. It can be seen in the 

survey that 43, 75% of students partially agreed with teacher’s feedback to 

overcome their difficulties. And 18, 75% said the teacher did not give them 

feedback to surpass flaws and just 37,50% said teacher’s feedback helped them to 

get over their difficulties.  As referred to taking teacher’s advice on how to 

overcome flaws and autonomous work, 56, 35% of students said they did not 

always do the activities advised, 37,50 % said they did and 6,25 % never did the 

activities suggested.  

Beyond the discussion on procedures and methods, it should be said that at 

the syllabus level, since in the general approach to assessment there was not a 

theoretical and methodological continuum, at the classroom level, there was not 
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clarity as to what method, technique or tool could tackle students’ assessment 

needs. Thus, if there was a methodological approach to assessment stated in the 

syllabus, and characteristics of quality assessment were explicit, class procedures 

could be aligned to the syllabus approach in terms of assessment moments, 

constructs and content based assessment activities that could be used, and 

therefore more informed and profiled feedback could be given based on the 

evidence gathered after following a methodological approach to assessment. 

 

5.2.3 Students assessment needs’ in regards to the speaking ability 

 

In order to identify students’ needs the survey results already presented and a 

speaking proficiency test as base line for this research were revised. Students’ 

English oral proficiency was estimated by an exam designed by the researcher, 

and adapted from the TOEFL test through reverse engineering was done to adapt 

established rubrics to the population and rank students in either A1 or A2 level of 

proficiency according to the common European framework. As mentioned during 

the methodology chapter, this test was chasing because both the speaking tasks 

and assessment criteria were explained in terms of specific performances or 

features of the speaking ability. 

Experts validity was done when the rubrics and test specifications were designed, 

the exam was piloted, a non-parametric statistical test of independent testers was 

done in the piloting. The two examiners results’ were compared with statistics of 
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contrast, in terms of fluency, accuracy and coherence and there was not significant 

difference. There is difference in the mean (average) of the two examiners, but the 

difference is not significant. The significance is more than 0.05. Such exam 

included two speaking task to assess intensive speaking and determine in which 

level according to the common European framework, basic 4 students could be 

framed. It was done during the first week of class. 

In the following chart are the first task specifications: 
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Graphic 6. Task 1 results 

 

In task 1, students should describe a trip, in order to fulfill that they were expected 

to use all the aspects shown in the task specifications. In terms of accuracy, the 

use of vocabulary, pronunciation and grammar form were assessed. It was found 

that most of the students were placed in level A1 (93,33% in grammar, 80% 

pronunciation and 66,6% in vocabulary use). Few students were placed below the 

level A1, just 6,66% in all the three aspects already mentioned. Just 26,66% of 

students were graded as A2 users of the language in regards to vocabulary and 

13, 33% in grammar used. This was an expected result since the aim of the block 

of courses basic 4 to 6 is to scaffold students’ proficiency from level A1 to A2. It 

could be seen that a little percentage of students did not reach level A1, this might 

mean that they did not have the level to be part of basic 4. Indeed, most students 

were placed as A1 users in the accuracy rubric concerning the use of the 

vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation features and therefore need the scaffold 

process and assessment of those features in the block of courses basic 4 to 6.  
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The results of the fluency feature were different from the accuracy ones. Fluency 

measured the use of conversation strategies, delivery of ideas and use of 

expressions with the appropriate grammar structure. Most students were placed in 

A1 in terms of delivery (80%) and only 40% were placed in the grammar used in 

phrasal expressions whereas 60% used more phrasal expressions. Surprisingly, 

80% of students were placed below A1 in regards to conversation strategies use. 

Thus, this was a need students have in terms of speaking practice and 

assessment. Most of students’ results in the coherence rubric were placed in A1 

use of connectors (86,66) and in A2 and in logic (93,33%). Some students were 

rated as A2 users in terms of delivery (20%), use of phrasal expressions 

(grammar) 60% and conversation strategies (20%).  

Graphic 7. Task 2 results 
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It could be observed that as the cognitive level of task 2 was more complex the 

results varied. In this task, they should compare and draw conclusions based on 

knowledge of more linguistic features. More students were placed in level A1 

compared to the number of student placed in the level in task 1; vocabulary 

(81,25%) and pronunciation (87,50%). In reference to grammar the same result 

was obtained (93% of students). However, more students were placed below A1 in 

terms of grammar and vocabulary (6,25% respectively). And more students were 

place in A1 in the fluency rubric regarding grammar (75%) compare to the ones 

rated in that level in task 1. And 75% of students were still graded as below A1 in 

terms of the conversation strategies used. However, concerning delivery less 

students were placed in A1 (62,5%) compared to the percentage obtained in the 

first task. 

On the contrary, there were varied results of the coherence feature. 62% of 

students were placed as A2 users of the language regarding topic development 

and 75% in logic.  75% of students were rated in as A1 users of connectors, 37,5% 

in topic development level A1 and 25% of students were rated in A1 in terms of the 

logic of their ideas. However, 25% of students were below A1 level in regards to 

the use of connectors. 

 In short, students’ strengths are coherence, specifically the logic of their ideas and 

topic development. Students’ needs are mainly the development of accuracy  

(grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation) and fluency features (conversation 

strategies use, delivery and grammar in phrasal expressions), since most of them 
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were rated as A1 users and should conclude the course as A2 users of the 

language.  

These results do not differ from the results obtained in the students’ survey. 

According to the survey results, initially, 93% of students in basic 4 considered they 

had difficulties when speaking and 25 percent said they had some strength. Among 

the difficulties, half of students (56,25%) mentioned grammar and 31,25% stated 

vocabulary and pronunciation respectively. Other aspects listed were fluency and 

nervousness (6,25% each). Meanwhile, concerning strengths, 18,75 said their use 

of grammar tenses was one strength, 25% declared vocabulary as other strength, 

and 6,25 mentioned memory, fluency and pronunciation. 

 

5.2.4 Teacher’s needs in regards to assessment of the speaking ability 

 

One of the difficulties found in the class memos done by the teacher-

researcher and mentioned by students (personal communication, October 4th, 

2012) was the number of individual conversations to give feedback. It posted a 

difficulty for the teacher to decide on assessment criteria that were part of the 

theoretic continuum established in the syllabus. Therefore, to provide feedback, 

there should be specific assessment criteria to assess speaking that was not 

explicitly found in the syllabus, and that could be complemented by other speaking 

macroskills. Thus, the teacher should redact the learning strategies and 

competences in terms of speaking assessment criteria. However, when assessing 
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students’ performance, there were time constraints to gather evidence of students’ 

performance in terms of the criteria. The evidence collected was not as 

personalized and specific as expected and for this reason feedback could not be 

given frequently until there were enough evidence of each student speaking 

performance. Besides, the techniques or tools used to do assessment and give 

feedback were not found in the syllabus and should be designed by the teacher, 

which posted another difficulty that affected feedback. 

In order for feedback to be profiled and construct-based, the assessment 

criteria upon which feedback depends should be specific as well (Menendez-

Lopez, 2009; Luoma, 2003; Grez, Valcke and Roozen, 2012, 132). Depending on 

the assessment tool chosen criteria is specific or not. But the decision on what tool 

to choose also depends on the kind of activity done and on the practical use of the 

tool. Some tools mentioned by Butler, S. M., & McMunn, N.D. (2006) are checklist, 

holistic and analytic rubrics. 

In class, there were also time constraints already mentioned to do 

assessment. This difficulty presented contradictory aspects that interfere in the 

planning of assessment methods and tools to be done. On one hand, assessment 

should be profiled; on the other hand there were time constraints to design 

assessment activities, rubrics, tools, provide feedback and keep up with the class 

pace.  
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Graphic 8. Basic 5 and 6 assessment of the speaking ability. 

 

 

This analysis of the learning environment was done to identify possible needs, 

flaws, gaps or any malfunctioning aspect in regards to the assessment system of 

the speaking ability in a foreign language in the course basic 4 to 6. In basic 5 and 

6, the same approach to assess speaking remain, however, there are more in-

class discussions about the tasks and therefore the speaking ability can also be 

assessed in the task development. If the teacher continue with this approach, she 

would face the same difficulties confronted in basic 4, namely time constraints, 

doubts as to how to establish in-class assessment that was part of a continuum of 

the syllabus principles and how to include macroskills. 
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5. 3.  Effects of the re design of the in-class assessment system 

How can the in-class assessment system of the speaking ability be redesigned to 

assess the accuracy, fluency and interaction features of the speaking ability of A2 

students who belong to a block of courses basic 4 to 6 at Centro Colombo 

Americano? 

In order to answer this research question and based on the needs found in the last 

section, the following model is proposed. Butler and McMunn’s (2006) integrated 

cycle may provide the lacking methodological continuum between the theoretical 

structure of the instructional design and the assessment procedures undertaken in 

class. Besides, such cycle is aimed at empowering students. In other words, they 

may learn to identify learning goals, know the assessment criteria, use it to 

constantly assess themselves and others and propose action plans to overcome 

flaws in their performance. Therefore, Butler and McMunn’s (2006) integrated cycle 

was used as one of the cornerstones to reformulate the assessment approach 

undertaken in class. 
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Graphic 9. Butler and McMunn’s (2006) integrated cycle of assessment 

 

The planning of in-class assessment process in the intervention was based on the 

definition of the constructs to be assessed. The constructs are units of meaning 

that include learning goals, linguistic knowledge, abilities and learning strategies 

that were aligned with the course syllabus and socialized with students before the 

assessment of the speaking ability was done in class. In other words, as part of the 

lesson plan, the speaking activities were structured to reach specific learning 

goals, use language features learned, micro and macro speaking skills and 

learning strategies. The construct allowed the teacher to keep a continuum 

between the theoretical course design, the specific activities and the expected 

students’ observable performance of the learning goals. The speaking activities 

done in class were interactive and focused mainly on the development of 

communication and conversation strategies. 
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One drawback of this approach was that it required additional time on the side of 

the teacher. But, once the constructs were established, assessment tools or 

artifacts could be designed accordingly and faster. That is, based on the 

constructs, assessment rubrics were designed to guarantee the continuum 

between the activities and the assessment procedures of those activities. Among 

some tools there were checklists (see attachment 1), students’ notes, charts, and 

an analytic matrix that included each rubric, its description per each kind of 

performance, excellent, good or below.  

Students were explained the assessment rubrics and their relationship with the 

course, they recognized such rubrics and used them during the three courses. This 

way assessment of the speaking ability could be more specific and students could 

propose specific possible solutions to their difficulties and the classmates’ ones. 

In class, the learning goals, linguistic aspects and strategies promoted in the 

speaking activities depended on the syllabus pace, however, there was an 

emphasis on the use of communication and conversation strategies, and linguistics 

aspects such as pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar. It was done that way 

because, the teacher had identified in her class observations (teacher’s field diary, 

October 4th, 2012) and in the speaking proficiency test that conversation strategies 

use was one of students’ difficulties when speaking. And students said in the 

diagnostic survey “grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation were the three most 

difficult speaking features to us” (personal communication, September 24th, 2012). 

Speaking activities were done every class and all the tasks had a speaking 

component of socialization in class.  
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Teacher, self and peer assessment techniques were used to assess students oral 

performance in class. The teacher kept a record of students’ oral expression by 

observing and taking notes. But, detailed observations were limited due to the 

amount of students in the course. However, it could be seen that students had 

accuracy difficulties in regards to question structure. They tended to simplify or 

make ellipsis (Bygate, 1987) when speaking.  

Similarly after students were given assessment criteria to peer and self assess, 

they identified accuracy difficulties “to speak using grammar forms” (personal 

communication, September 26th, 2012), they had vocabulary gaps (new vocabulary 

or collocations), it was difficult for them “to pronounce linkings, marking stress 

(microskills) and using some strategies like echo questions” (personal 

communication, September 28th, 2012). These comments were taken from 

students’ artifacts and obtained as part of class assessment.  

It could be seen that when students were aware of the assessment criteria they 

could peer and self assess and became critical about their performance. In fact, 

they could provide more specific information about their performance when they 

were given checklists. However, when they peer-assessed or self-assessed their 

comments were broad “I have difficulties with pronunciation” “my grammar is not 

good” (personal communications, October 2nd, 2012). 

All in all, it should be said that the assessment process in class was time 

consuming and more evidence of students’ performance was still needed. Since, 

peer and self-assessment comments did not provide evidence of classmates’ 
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performance. In fact, in the artifacts collected, students wrote the areas in which 

they have identified weaknesses and strengths, but just one student provided 

specific examples of those areas during the ongoing assessment. During teacher 

assessment, the teacher took notes of specific examples but there was not enough 

evidence collected and while correcting students, the evidence was momentary 

and sometimes forgotten. Students’ participation in whole-class activities was 

another evidence, however, it posted another pitfall referred by a student in the 

next comment. “La evaluación oral en clase, me parece que son beneficiosas y le 

dan ejemplos. De pronto uno, hay veces que no participa, porque le da miedo, 

pero eso si es un error porque o si no,  entonces no mejora” (personal 

communication, December 4th, 2012).  

For all these reasons assessment supported in a web 2.0, may allow the teacher to 

have more evidence on students’ performance. Therefore in order to gather data 

from different sources and make more reliable inferences about students’ 

performance, speaking practice supported on a web 2.0 tool was designed. 

Indeed, a student who had difficulties to express her ideas accurately and fluently 

and show improvement during the block of courses in which the web 2.0 supported 

the assessment process of the oral ability, said this comment about the in-class 

assessment before the implementation of a web 2.0 tool in an interview done by 

the end of the block of courses: 

 “Lo que pasa es que solamente se evaluaba en la clase en los 

grupos si?, la profe rotaba y evaluaba pero de pronto no tenía la 
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oportunidad de escuchar a todos y dar esa retroalimentación a los 

estudiantes y uno no tenía la oportunidad de escuchar a los 

compañeros y hacer como una corrección clara de los errores que 

se identificaban. (personal communication, December 4th, 2012) 

 

Besides she said that as a student she had the chance to identify and 

correct herself more frequently and at her own pace: 

“Es evidente el cambio porque tu tienes mas tiempo de hacer la 

corrección porque  tu, en el momento  en el que estas hablando de 

pronto porque esta pasando la profe, o porque estas en la 

interacción o porque otro compañero te esta escuchando  a ti ,tu no 

haces la corrección o tu no identificas el error que tienes, mientras 

que si haces una grabación y te escuchas varias veces es  posible 

que identifiques los errores que antes no sabías. Mientras que si 

uno escucha a las correcciones que hace la teacher uno solamente 

escucha pero en el momento no tiene la posibilidad de hacer las 

correcciones” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 

Other student who was just part of the course basic 6 and did not show a major 

improvement in her speaking performance said she preferred teacher assessment 

more than peer assessment, because she did not relied on comments made by a 

peer. And argued that the activities done in a web 2.0 may not promote speaking 

but reading as it can be seen in the next comment she made. 
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“A mi me parece mejor la evaluación en clase, porque en el 

Voicethread yo puedo estar leyendo, pero realmente es mejor que 

la profesora, es decir, a veces uno cree que esta pronunciando con 

sonido /t/ y es con sonido /d/. (Obviamente, he pasado por seis 

niveles, siempre recomiendan grabar), es mejor que la profesora 

me diga qué errores tengo y no que otro compañero me lo diga. 

Porque realmente, yo no confío en los comentarios de un 

compañero si se que él esta en el mismo proceso de aprendizaje 

que yo” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 

However in regards to error correction or self-correction she said she liked to have 

the support of a web 2.0 tool: 

“Si claro, porque por ejemplo digamos…, así el profesor lo corrija a 

uno, uno a veces sigue cometiendo el mismo error. Uno sí se 

escucha y dice estoy pronunciando así, o uno a veces cuando  esta 

hablando no se escucha realmente,  como cuando escucha una 

grabación entonces si le sirve a uno para mejorar, pero a uno, no 

estoy  de acuerdo con la corrección de los compañeros” (personal 

communication, December 4th, 2012). 

 

As it can be seen she argued that students could not even practice speaking but 

reading in an activity supported on a web 2.0. However, the speaking activities 

designed were monitored and structured so that students knew they were 
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practicing speaking and they should not read. Nevertheless, there might be cases 

in which some students read their comments either because they did not know how 

to do the activity or because they might have not felt enough self-confidence to 

speak without writing and some others may have read if they did not want to lose 

face in front of the teacher. Regardless the case, the activities were designed and 

monitor to avoid reading and promote speaking practice. Besides, the activities 

done in the web 2.0 complemented but not replace the in-class assessment of 

students’ speaking ability in a foreign language. 

The findings obtained from students’ work on the web 2.0 were useful to modify 

instruction or include in-class activities where flaws were tackled. Some features 

constantly included in class, because students had struggle using them in the web-

based activities, were conversation strategies, topic development, and using 

linkings. 

 

5.4 The design of speaking tasks supported on a web 2.0 tool and its effects 

on the assessment of the oral ability 

	  

How can the redesign of the in-class assessment system to assess the accuracy, 

fluency and interaction features of the speaking ability in a block of courses basic 4 

to 6 be improved through speaking tasks done on a web 2.0 tool by A2 students at 

Centro Colombo Americano?   
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To answer the second research question, the activities students did on a web tool 

2.0 were also based on the constructs mentioned above. However, the procedures 

changed. Students should do voice recordings about a topic that had been studied 

in class and referred to their personal lives; for instance, childhood memories. 

Then, they should self-assess their performance and peer-assess classmates in 

accordance some rubrics. This way, they provided classmates with feedback about 

their speaking performance. This way, they provided classmates with feedback 

about their speaking performance. Students perceived these activities (personal 

communications,) as activities that helped them to have additional speaking 

practice that they could assess and were linked to the course. 

5.4.1. Online assessment cycle linked to in-class work 

Graphic 10. Assessment cycle in the activities proposed 
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On the other hand, the teacher could have voice recordings of each student, which 

involved a specific level of complexity and targeted specific learning goals. 

Assessment and feedback on each student’s performance could be interpreted 

according to the rubrics and students were part of both the assessment and 

feedback process. A key feature was that the diagram below was shown to 

students and discussed in class, students agreed with the description of the in-

class speaking practice described in the diagram.  

Graphic 11. Speaking practice before and after the implementation 

 

As it was mentioned before students said they would like to have more speaking 

practice (personal communication, September 27th, 2012) and they liked the fact, 

that they could listen to themselves, and correct pronunciation and grammar use, 

In-class speaking assessment 
before the inclusion of activities 

supported on the web 2.0 

	  

In-class and online speaking assessment 
supported on the web 2.0 
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some say this activity would help them to become better speakers, they expected 

to improve their speaking performance in terms of pronunciation and accuracy. On 

the other hand, some students said they didn’t feel at ease correcting others, some 

said they did not rely on classmates’ assessment completely and others argued 

that they may not have enough time to prepare, repeat the recordings and 

comment on others’ recordings (personal communication, October 24th, 2012). 

Learning objectives to be achieved, outcomes of the speaking activities and rubrics 

were also explained. Students were trained in class on the use of the web 2.0 and 

after students did the recordings there were in-class feedback conversations and 

remedial work was suggested. 

5.4.2. Tool Web 2.0 chosen 

The need to have different sources of evidence of students’ oral proficiency was 

the motivating factor to look for a web 2.0 tool. Besides as it was presented during 

the instructional design analysis, the use of technology as a learning tool is one of 

the cornerstones in the block of course basic 4 to 6. Throughout this research it 

has been presented how the use of a web 2.0 allowed the teacher to have in-detail 

evidence of students’ strengths and weaknesses. Besides, student provided 

classmates with feedback about their speaking performance and stated that they 

could see a relationship between the work done in class and the activities 

supported on the web 2.0. That is due to the design of course-aligned online 

activities or assessment tasks of the speaking ability that helped them to have 

additional speaking practice and assessment practices. 
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Those activities allowed the teacher to have voice recordings of each student, 

which involved a specific level of complexity and targeted specific learning goals. 

Assessment and feedback on each student’s performance could be interpreted 

according to the rubrics and students were part of both the assessment and 

feedback process. Furthermore, the assessment outcomes of the activities 

supported on a web 2.0 tool were discussed in class, linked to class remedial work 

and in-class assessment.  

 Voicethread was the tool chosen after having tried other tools. The institutional 

LMS called Cambridge LMS has five voice tools which benefits and drawbacks are 

explained in the box below. Besides these tools, other web 2.0 tools were 

analyzed; their benefits and drawbacks are also explained in the chart. After having 

evaluated these tools their user friendliness, reliability, flexibility and practicality 

(Nam C, S. & Smith-Jackson, T, L., 2007), Voicethread was the tool chosen 

because of its user friendliness, the possibilities to upload images or use webcams 

and the ease to group students and keep recordings either restrictive to small 

group members or to all the class; depending on the students’ preferences.  
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Chart 3. Comparison between different web tools. 
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5.4.3. First assessment activity of the oral ability supported on a web 2.0 tool 

The first activity was done at the beginning of the course basic 5, it was about 

personal memories (see sample image below). Students were given the rubrics 

before the activity was done namely, pronunciation, vocabulary, conversation 

strategies, fluency, grammar use, and coherence. To preserve the continuum 

between in-class assessment and the on-line activity, the same rubrics had been 

used in class before.  

Graphic 12. Activity 1: A memory 
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Before they recorded, in class, the rubrics were stated, as part of an in class 

discussion and students took notes on a chart that they should use when self-

assessing. In terms of pronunciation they should make linkings, stress words and 

pronounce verb forms in past. Regarding vocabulary use, they ought to use 

specific vocabulary and include dates. The conversation strategies they could use 

were I mean, actually, really, echo questions, showing interest and asking follow-

up questions. Concerning grammar, they should conjugate verbs in past and used 

the auxiliary for simple past tense. Finally, in regards to coherence, they were 

expected to organize events in the situation chronologically, use connectors of 

sequence and reason to explain why they had chosen that memory.  There was a 

drawback on this way of establishing the rubrics, as they were not given but 

discussed and, some students included other features that were not related to the 

ones mentioned before such as using a platform and reading lyrics. After they had 

done the voice recording, they self-assessed and wrote on the chart the difficulties 

they identified in terms of each rubric and ways to solve them as it is shown in the 

graphic 13.  
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Graphic 13. Self-assessment and improvement format
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5.4.4 Feedback on specific features of the speaking ability obtained from 

teacher and self-assessment 

 

Graphic 14. Pronunciation and vocabulary results of the first activity supported on 

the web 2.0 tool 

 

 

It can be observed that both students and teacher’s assessment coincide in all 

aspects. But, there are more weaknesses identified by students. It could have 

happened because some of them repeated the recording many times and therefore 

the final recording that the teacher listened, did not have all the flaws, the students 
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mentioned because they had already corrected them. Other possible explanation is 

that students underestimate their level or focused mainly on their weaknesses 

rather than on their strengths. Primarily, students’ comments complement teacher’s 

assessment and provide reasons why students made some frequent mistakes. For 

instance, the teacher noticed that they did not research specific vocabulary and 

this lack of vocabulary could have been caused for their memory gaps as they said 

so. Also, the fact that they mispronounced some verbs in past, could have 

happened because they forgot their pronunciation, but not because they do not 

know the verbs past forms.  

Graphic 15. Grammar and coherence results of the first activity supported on the 

web 2.0 tool 
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Graphic 16. Fluency results of the first activity supported on the web 2.0 tool 

 

It could be observed that there are more weaknesses than strengths in students’ 

self-assessment of the fluency rubric. They did not see any positive feature in their 

pronunciation and in the use of conversation strategies. On the other hand, 

although incorporating new vocabulary was a weakness, it was also strength for 

both the teacher and the students. Besides the teacher also consider they 

understood the simple past tense structure as they stated in their self-assessment, 

despite of the fact that they still made some conjugation mistakes.  
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Graphic 17. Action plan stated by students to improve weaknesses 

 

In the image above, it can be seen that some of the most common solutions to the 

pronunciation flaws were related to pronunciation practice but not skill-specific, for 

instance students said listening to podcasts and watching movies in English. There 

was just one solution related to pronunciation training specifically that was using 

learning webs to speak and check the pronunciation. Other solution that was 

mentioned only once was referring to the IPA (international phonetic symbols) and 

recording their voice. Based on that solution, it could be seen that although 

students are trained to resort to IPA in class, they chose not to do that during this 

activity, they explained afterwards that “it was time consuming” (D. Sepulveda, 
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personal communication October 28th, 2012) and that they did not “understand 

some symbols” (L. Vivas, personal communication, October 28th, 2012). Anyway, 

they were asked to use the IPA for the following activities. 

In contrast, the solutions they provided to overcome vocabulary and conversation 

strategies were more focused on these micro-skills training. Students mentioned 

learning strategies such as using word webs, keeping vocabulary logs and 

incorporating the conversations strategies in the in-class practice. Apparently the 

only solution for the macro skills coherence and fluency flaws was doing web-

based speaking activities and in-class practice. On the contrary, students said they 

could solve the grammar flaws by reviewing that tense on their own.  

All in all, it could be seen how the first activity supported on a web tool, raised 

students’ awareness on flaws and solutions. Some of those solutions were focused 

on the macro or micro speaking skills training and may help them overcome those 

difficulties. However, there was a micro skills (pronunciation) and macro skills such 

as coherence and fluency in which students needed to be given more guidance on 

how to solve flaws. In terms of assessment, students’ comments about each rubric 

were coherent. 
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5.4.5 Assessment criteria in activities 2 and 3 supported on a Web 2.0 tool 

Graphic 18. Activity 2: An anecdote 

 

In the second and third activities the rubrics changed. This decision was made 

because in the last rubrics students were not given a grade, and although the 

rubrics were focused on several speaking features (vocabulary, fluency 

pronunciation among others), there were other goals that were not assessed, such 

as reasoning targets, assessment skills, product developmental and dispositional 

targets and learning strategies. Therefore, analytic rubrics were designed that have 

descriptors per each performance, there were three possible performance 

excellent, good or below. Thus, the rubrics were accuracy and fluency, 
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pronunciation, communication, learning and activity development.  These analytic 

rubrics were similar to the final assessment rubrics given by the institution (see 

attachment 3). 

The knowledge of the language target referred to features of speaking like 

accuracy, fluency and pronunciation. The reasoning skills were assessed in the 

rubric, learning when they gave reasons, causes and consequences. Also the 

learning strategy recycling was evaluated in this descriptor. There was a rubric 

about communication to promote interaction online that did not occur in the first 

activity. Assessment skills and dispositional targets involved in peer and self-

assessment were evaluated in the rubric activity development.   

5.4.6 Feedback about students performance of the second activity 

Nobody graded herself or himself in the below descriptor, neither they assessed 

the others with this grade. In terms of accuracy some students still faced 

conjugation difficulties but they graded themselves and others as good, which did 

not differ from the teachers’ view that conjugation of verb forms improved. In terms 

of pronunciation, all self, peer and teacher’s assessment comments included many 

weaknesses and strengths. Compared to the first activity students, still had 

problems with linkings and this time they paid attention to intonation; which was 

one of their weaknesses in the first activity.  
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Graphic 19. A student’s self-evaluation report 
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Graphic 20. Accuracy and pronunciation results of the second activity 

 

Graphic 21. Accuracy and pronunciation results of the second activity 

 

In terms of fluency and communication, students found more strengths than 

weakness when they peer-assessed their fluency and more strengths compared to 

the number of weaknesses spotted in activity 1. However, they mentioned more 

weaknesses than strengths in this activity, when they assessed the used of 
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conversation strategies and completeness of ideas in the rubric communication.  

Graphic 22. Communication, activity development and learning results of the 

second activity 

 

 

As referred to activity development and learning, most students self assessed and 

gave a grade to others, but they did not provide any comments. It must have been 

due to the fact that they had the descriptor and some of them just marked the 
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grade. Others wrote some comments, mainly strengths regarding self-assessment. 

They might have not considered it was necessary to comment on these aspects.  

5.4.7 Feedback about students’ performance in activity 3 supported on a Web 

2.0 tool 

Graphic 24. Activity 3. “A decade you like” 

Graphic 25. Accuracy and pronunciation results of activity 3  
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 Activity 3 was focused on teacher assessment and peer assessment done online, 

because there were time constraints and some students provided written 

comments about themselves. The same rubrics used for activity 2 were 

implemented. Speaking of accuracy, students did not seem to have many 

problems with verb conjugation, but they had some difficulties with the order of 

ideas. They did not peer assess these aspects online. In contrast, they gave few 

comments on this aspect in written comments.  

Pronunciation and fluency were the only aspects they assessed in peers’ 

comments. Most of them provided specific and accurate examples of classmates’ 

mistakes, expect for one student who corrected the use of an expression 

mistakenly.  
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Graphic 26. Fluency and communication results of activity 3 

 

Graphic 27. Example of additional online interaction during activity 3 
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As it can be seen in the image, a positive aspect observed in the last activity was 

students’ interaction through the web 2.0 tool. Although students were not asked to 

interact on the web 2.0 because they said they had time constrains to do so, some 

of them actually listened to different classmates and recorded comments that were 

not related to assessment, but to the content and opinions shared. Thereby, 

students might have felt more at ease using the web 2.0 tool and motivated to 

interact with others. Besides, all the comments did not evidence previous 

preparation and some of them were long. It may be concluded that, a web 2.0 can 

be used to have student-student speaking interaction and increase the time 

students practice this skill, which was one of the objectives of this intervention. 

In terms of students’ assessment of the activity development and learning rubric, 

one student said that his partner seemed to have read the comment, as it can be 

seen in the chart below. This was a very meaningful comment since in class before 

starting the recordings, the teacher made students reflect on the importance of 

preparing ideas by brainstorming instead of reading a written comment. Students 

agreed on the fact that if their learning and personal objective was to improve their 

fluency and accuracy they would not reach it if they read comments. Besides, 

although students were given assessment rubrics and grades, the teacher told 

them that the final grades of the communication rubric in the course would not 

depend on their participation and performance on the activities supported on the 

web 2.0. As a consequence, most students did not read, but there were some 

cases of student who registered in the course basic 6, who had not done the 

previous activities and were not familiar with these regulations and maybe due to 
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that they read their comments instead of practicing speaking.  

Graphic 28. Activity development and learning results in activity 3 

 

All in all, initial assessment rubrics in the first web-based speaking activity were 

more specific, but they did not assess the activity development and the macroskill 

accuracy. Initially, self-assessment was promoted due to the fact that student felt 

reluctant to share the first recordings.  In activities 2 and 3, the three kinds of 

assessment were fostered, but assessment was recorded in written comments 

according to analytic rubrics that were designed. It was done that way because the 

rubrics allowed the teacher to assess the activity development, peer and self- 

assessment and besides each descriptor was more comprehensive so that more 

features of each rubric could be assessed. And it could be said based on the 

students’ comments that students incorporated more vocabulary and improved 

accuracy in their comments. Also, there was some progress in terms of fluency 

between the first and second recording, but communication strategies and 



	   122	  

pronunciation were still an issue for them. Some students interacted more during 

activity 3 and included some conversation strategies. In any matter, pronunciation 

was still an issue in activity 3. 

Graphic 23. Reflection about speaking practices 1 and 2  

 

In conclusion, students found more strengths than weaknesses in the use of a web 

2.0 to assess and practice the speaking ability during activities 1 and 2. As it can 

be seen in the picture shown above, they said they have improved accuracy 

specifically their pronunciation and fluency “I increase my vocabulary and 
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pronunciation”  (personal communication, November 29th, 2012).  Pronunciation 

improvement could be observed, specifically in regards to the pronunciation of past 

forms, since in the three activities they were asked to do so. Other student felt 

more self confident about his speaking, he said “I’m feeling more sure and I’m 

talking more fluid I think it’s a good exercise” (personal communication, November 

29th, 2012). On the contrary, new students in basic 6 who had just done one 

activity, said they had not noticed much improvement and they still needed to learn 

to control their nervousness and they needed to practice more “ I need to improve 

more and get by my emotions”  (personal communication, November 29th, 2012) 

and “the advance is very small because I need more practice for have good fluency 

and naturallity” (personal communication, November 29th, 2012). 

About assessment students wrote it was more personalized because they learned 

to self- assess, “with personal assessment because after recording I listen to it and 

identify my mistakes” (personal communication, November 29th, 2012).  Others 

said they could identify mistakes “while I listen my voice, I identify my mistakes, 

and what kind of mistakes I have, like pronunciation, punctuation and intonation 

and improve my grammar” (personal communication, November 29th, 2012). They 

peer-assessed because they said  “giving my own assessment, and listen the 

opinion of my classmate” ” (personal communication, November 29th, 2012). The 

topics discussed motivated them to participate “I feel more interesting in learn 

when the topics are interesting and you need to share with other person” (personal 

communication, November 29th, 2012).  Finally they felt they have learned to “lose 

the afraid to speak, to record and to use conversation strategies”  (personal 
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communication, November 29th, 2012).  

In order to know students’ opinions about the complete assessment process 

developed through the three activities, four interviews to two cases or profiles 

identified were done. The cases were one student whose speaking performance 

was good and it improved, two students who had difficulties and showed 

improvement during the process and a student who did not evidence improvement. 

These were the findings about the assessment of the oral ability.  

The student who had a good performance before the implementation said in 

regards to the continuum between the topics studied in class and the work done in 

the web 2.0 “Es como una compilación, se hace un sumario y se va trabajando 

paralelamente con la plataforma como otra herramienta” (personal communication, 

December 4th, 2012). Other student who improved her speaking proficiency, said 

that the web-based speaking activities complemented the work done in class and 

on the LMS, this is her comment: “Sí, se relaciona con lo que hemos visto en 

clase, claro porque los tasks son acuerdo de la unidad, hay socialización en clase 

en el task, en la plataforma se complementa la socialización en clase, y en el 

Voicethread” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). Other student said 

“los trabajos que ella deja en Voicethread, siempre están relacionados con lo que 

se vio y uno puede trabajar” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 

Other student said “como es combinado, es un complemento perfecto con la 

plataforma y los temas” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 
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5.4.8. Students’ opinions about self- assessment of the speaking ability 

mediated through the web 2.0 tool 

 

In regards to self- assessment the same student said “En cuando a la 

autoevaluación, me parece que es el juicio, que uno se haga, si tengo fallas en 

pronunciación yo tengo que acudir a otros programas en la lista que nos daba la 

teacher. Y lo que hace la teacher es muy valioso porque nos esta corrigiendo, 

aunque no sea tan personalizada” (December 4th, 2012). “Es bueno para practicar 

y uno mismo corregir los errores” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 

Other student said “para mi esto es una herramienta que me ha dado mas 

habilidades y me he vuelto mas auto crítico”  (personal communication, December 

4th, 2012).  

Two of the aspects most students mentioned were the benefits of awareness about 

the mistakes and self-correction.  

“Voicethread es muy independiente porque en clase uno comete 

errores y la profesora simultáneamente le corrige los errores y pero 

como estamos en un grupo entonces los errores no son tan 

notorios, pero cuando estoy solo, yo escuchándome y repito y se 

escucha los errores y los del compañero es mas notorio los errores 

y eso ayuda a que mejore que haga mas énfasis en la corrección 

en lo que debo mejorar”. (personal communication, December 4th, 

2012) 
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About self-correction other student said “es una buena herramienta para escuchar 

el speaking, para uno corregirse, porque uno puede hacerlo cuantas veces uno 

quiera, para la profesora escucha el avance” (personal communication, December 

4th, 2012) 

5.4.9 Students’ opinions about peer- assessment of their speaking ability 

mediated through the web 2.0 tool 

	  

Concerning peer assessment students said “con el programa de Voicethread uno 

puede escuchar que están diciendo los compañeros, tener la oportunidad de hacer 

una construcción personal, identificar errores y hacer la corrección de los mismos, 

escuchar lo que esta grabando y hacer correcciones que uno quiera”. (December 

4th, 2012). Nonetheless, they stated that for peer-assessment to work there should 

be classmates’ commitment with the process in the following comment. “tiene que 

estar muy ligado y muy comprometido el partner que le toco a uno. Porque si yo 

hago mi trabajo. Y mi partner no está comprometido no funciona” (personal 

communication, December 4th, 2012) 

 

5.4.10 Students’ opinions about teacher in-class assessment compared to 

peer-assessment mediated through the web 2.0 tool 

Other student compared peer-assessment and teacher assessment in the next 

comment. “A mi me parece buena la corrección con los compañeros porque uno 

esta en las actividades mas tiempo con los compañeros en la interacción, a veces 

cuando pasa la profesora a uno le da miedo mientras que el compañero lo conoce 
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a uno y puede retroalimentar y puede llegar a hacer la corrección. Considero que 

con el grupo en el que estamos ahorita me parece que hay personas que saben 

del tema y pueden corregir a los compañeros, me parece que no debe ser solo la 

jerarquía del profesor que hace el proceso evaluativo”  (personal communication, 

December 4th, 2012). In regards to teacher-assessment of the voice recordings,  

although the teacher provided students with feedback about the voice recordings 

through individual conversations, some students said they would prefer to have 

had feedback in the web 2.0 tool. “A mi me gusta pero yo le añadiría tanto el 

comentario del estudiante con el comentario de la docente. Yo se que a veces es 

difícil pero de pronto uno o dos” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 

5.4.11 Students’ recognition of criteria to assess the speaking ability 

	  

Students recognize some criteria to assess their speaking proficiency, “Qué es 

accuracy pronunciar, la gramática y fluency speaking naturally” (personal 

communication, December 4th, 2012). “Fluidez es hablar según el tono que tenga, 

hablar más rápido, naturalmente” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 

Other student defined fluency as “la gesticulación correspondiente”. And about 

accuracy one student defined it as “Accuracy es la que maneja grammar”  (R. 

Gomez, personal communication, December 4th, 2012). 

About their performance in the light of these criteria, a student who had been part 

of the three courses basic 4 to 6 and had not had much improvement said “me 

cuesta lo de la fluency” (Personal communication, December 4th, 2012). And “lo 

más difícil es la fluency porque hay veces uno no consigue hablar en inglés” 
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(personal communication, December 4th, 2012). The student who said this 

comment was new in the group basic 6.  Other students said “siento un progreso 

continuo” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). In the final speaking 

proficiency test, some of these opinions could be confirmed, because although 

there were more students rated as A2 fluent users, there were some students who 

were still considered as A1 users of the language in terms of fluency. 
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5.4.12 Changes in students’ speaking proficiency after the implementation of 

the assessment cycle supported on a web tool 2.0 

	  

The final speaking proficiency test included two tasks as well as the first one, the 

same constructs were evaluated and the following were the test specifications 

Chart 2.  Speaking proficiency 2 tests specifications  
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Graphic 29. Results of the first task in test 2. 

Graphic 30. Results of second task test 2 

 

In both tasks, none of the students were rated in the level below in any of the 

speaking features assessed. Which was a difference compare to the baseline 

speaking proficiency test, since 6,6% of students’ use of vocabulary, grammar 

pronunciation and use of linking words was below in task 1. 6,25 % of students’ 

use of vocabulary and grammar was below and 25% of students’ use of linking 

words as well. The significant changed was the reduction in the number of users  

rated as below in regards to the use of conversation strategies, from 80% (in task 
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1) and 75% (in task 2) test 1 to 0 % in test 2. 

There were less students graded as A1 users, namely, in accuracy in terms of 

grammar the percentages fall from 93,33% in test 1 (tasks 1 and 2) to 45,45% in 

test 2 (tasks 1 and 2). In terms of fluency, the number of students graded as A1 in 

delivery of ideas in tasks 1 fall down from 80% of students in first test, to 54,54% 

in the last test.  And it also decrease in the second tasks, from 66,50 % in the first 

test to 27,27% in the last one. The number of students rated as A1 users in the use 

of conversation strategies declined as well. In the first task, it decrease from 80% 

of students, to just 45,45% of students in the test two. In the second task, the 

number of A1 users went down from 75% to just 36,36 in the second test.  In terms 

of coherent topic development, there was a slight decrease, from 20% in task 1 

test 1 to 18,18% in task 1 test 2 and a significant fall from 37,50% in topic 

development task 2 to 9,09% in task 2, test 2. All in all, it could be concluded that 

there was a sweeping reduction in the number of A1 users in regards to Grammar, 

delivery of ideas, conversation strategies and coherent topic development, as 

opposed to the number of students who were rated as A2 users.  

There was an upward trend in the number of students graded as A2 users in terms 

of accuracy. Grammar use percentage increased steadily from 13,33% (in task1) 

test 1 to 54,54% in tasks 1 and 2 (test 2). Vocabulary use rise dramatically from 

(26, 26% in task 1 and 15, 5% in task 2 of the test 1 to 90,9% (in tasks 1 and 2) of  

test 2. Similarly, pronunciation rate went up sharply from 12,5% in task 2 of test 1 

to 100% in task 1 and 90,9% in task 2 of test 2.  
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There was an upward trend in terms of coherence, topic development, there was 

a marginal increase from 80% in task1, test 1 to 81,81% task 1, test 2. And there 

was a sharp rise from 62,5 % task 2 of test 1 to 90, 9% task 2 of test 2. By the 

same token, logical development increased slightly from 93, 33 % in task 1 of test 

1 to 90,9% in task 1 of test 2 and it rose markedly from 75% in task 2 of test 1 to 

100% in task 2 of test 2. The upward trend in terms of use of linking words was at a 

peak of 81, 81% in both tasks 1 and 2 of test 2 whereas in test 1 it was just at 6, 

66% only in task 1. . 

Nonetheless, changes in fluency were varied.  Delivery went up from 20% to 45, 

45% in tasks 1 of tests 1 and 2 respectively from 31,25% (test 1) to  72,72% (test 

2) in the second task.  There was an increased between the results of use of 

phrasal expressions in test 1 and 2; from 60% to 81% in test 1 (tasks 1) and from  

25% in test 1 to 63% task 2, (of test 2), but there was a plunge between task 1 and 

task 2 in both tests; from 60% (in task 1) to  25% (in task 2) in the first exam and 

from 81 % (in task 1) to 60% (in task 2), in the final exam. This downward trend 

between the tasks of each exam may be due to the level of complexity between 

them, being the second more complex than the first. There was a regular increase 

in the use of conversation strategies from 20% to  54,54 % in the first task, and 

there was a  severe rise from 6,25%  (in test 1) to  63, 63% (in test 2) in the second 

task. 

As it can be seen in students’ results most of the students were rated as A2 users 

of the language. However, there are many reasons why these results were 

obtained. To say some, students’ commitment to the class and autonomous work 
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and students’ participation in tasks and class activities, therefore, it could be said 

that students’ performance in regards to their speaking proficiency could have 

been influenced by the implementation of speaking activities supported in a web 

tool, but this factor was not the definite reason for students improvement in regards 

to their speaking ability. However, it could have been one of the reasons why 

assessment was more informed and students could identify and correct flaws that 

they would not have identified otherwise. 

5.4.13 Effects of the support on a Web 2.0 tool to undertake the assessment 

process 

Graphic 31. Students’ opinions about the use of the web 2.0 tool 

 



	   135	  

Students said about the use of Voicethread that  “el Voicethread, algo muy bueno 

al principio no me gustaba pero después ya le va cogiendo la caña” (personal 

communication, December 4th, 2012)  

Some students mentioned pitfalls they faced before and after using Voicethread. “A 

mi me parecía jarto entrar a usar una herramienta, la cual no conocía y que fue 

traumático para mi la primera semana pero después como que le va cogiendo el 

cariño y ve que es algo positivo hacer uso de las herramientas” (personal 

communication, December 4th, 2012).  In class conversations, most students felt 

overwhelm the first time they had to record themselves. It increased anxiety, 

however, to reduce that negative emotional effect, students should self- assess in 

the first activity and in the next ones they should share their recordings to one 

person. 

In regards to self-assessment and peer-assessment, they said, “con el programa 

de Voicethread uno puede escuchar que están diciendo los compañeros y hacer 

corrección de los mismos y lo mismo sucede con la producción personal uno tiene 

la posibilidad de tener acceso a Voicethread o a las paginas que me permiten 

grabar la voz y luego hacer la corrección o una retroalimentación pues es mas fácil 

que vayas mejorando tu habilidad en el ingles” (personal communication, 

December 4th, 2012). Other student said “en mi opinión personal yo creo que 

puedes escuchar cuantas veces quieras, y ayuda a que interactúes, practiques 

pronunciación y fluidez” (personal communication, December 4th, 2012). Students 

could recognize problems they had not noticed they had when they had interacted 

in class, because by means of this tool, they spent more time reflecting about their 
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speaking proficiency and self-correcting. 

One drawback students mentioned about the tool was the time required to develop 

the activity, for instance one student claimed “para el profesor de pronto pues sí, si 

sirva, para ver cómo es mi desempeño, aunque realmente personalmente en mi 

caso, por el tiempo y todo.  A veces esas herramientas tecnológicas le quitan a 

uno tiempo.  Uno no puede, a veces uno, uno digo que en vez de estar haciendo 

esto yo puedo estar repasando. Pues digamos no tanto en el Voicethread porque 

uno se esta grabando, pero a veces que le toca a uno mirar imagines, colocar 

imagines eso quita tiempo, si me parece bueno pero considero estos aspectos” 

(personal communication, December 4th, 2012).  Students had to spend some time 

preparing the Voicethread layout, brainstorming their ideas, and using other web 

tools for pronunciation practice, so these comments reflect some students’ 

perceptions about having to do the voice threads. 

On the other hand, one student affirmed it was a flexible tool “you can use this in 

any hour of the day” (personal communication, October 28th, 2012) specifically 

about the use of images, she said “and have the interesting things for to made your 

Voicethread more interesting” (personal communication, October 28th, 2012). The 

graphic layout allowed students to use images to recall information relevant to the 

topic they should talk about and made their recordings appealing to others. 

To sum up, 4 students had technical difficulties either with the microphone or while 

registering. The other students said after the second activity, that they did not have 

any difficulties recording (personal communication, October 28th, 2012). And most 
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students stated they liked to use the tool mainly because they could listen to 

themselves and correct their mistakes (personal communication, October 28th, 

2012). 

5.5. Functioning of the metaphor of the continuum 

As it was mentioned in the theoretical framework, the metaphor of the continuum is 

used by Osorio (2008) to describe the alignment between the theoretical and 

methodological course design as well as the aligned participation of teacher and 

students in the continuous learning process to generate knowledge; in which 

participants’ interactions are a key element. By the same token, the metaphor of 

the continuum on this research was intended to be a unit of analysis of the learning 

environment. Therefore, the main aim of analyzing the instructional design was to 

identify the course pedagogical cornerstones and how there was a continuum 

between the theoretical principles of the courses and the methodological ones. It 

was concluded that there were not assessment in-class procedures and moments 

suggested in the syllabus. There were not construct-based assessment tasks and 

rubrics that could be aligned or kept a continuum between the class methodology 

and the final assessment rubrics.  

For all of those reasons, the design of construct-based speaking assessment 

activities was done. The first main concern was to keep a continuum between the 

course instructional design, learning objectives and the activities. It was also 

important to guarantee a continuum between the in-class assessment activities 

and the assessment out-of-class activities supported on a web 2.0 tool. Beyond the 

structure and functioning of the class, the activities were designed to involve 
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students in a continuous reflection and participation in the assessment process of 

the speaking ability. It was done so, to increase students’ autonomous work and 

empowerment of their learning process in regards to their oral expression. Besides, 

by involving students in the constant reflection about their proficiency, they could 

identify progress in regards to specific features of the speaking ability and become 

critical about their ability to speak in a foreign language.  

Similarly, teacher’s assessment was more informed and students’ comments 

helped the teacher understand why they made some mistakes and proposed more 

focused feedback to find solutions to their specific needs as well as changes in the 

way assessment tools were used in class. In fact, inferences about students’ 

speaking performance were based on the mutual construction of knowledge about 

it done between students and the teacher during reflections referred to in this 

paper. 

6. DISCUSSION 

In the following lines, I discussed the general concept of assessment; the specific 

in-class assessment supported on a web tool 2.0 and assessment of the speaking 

ability. To do so, the discussion is based on the theoretical framework and the 

findings of this research. By doing so, I attempt to interpret and present such 

findings in the light of the theoretical cornerstones of this paper. 

6.1 Assessment 

Assessment can be defined as the estimating of the level of a person’s attribute 

determined by an ongoing process of gathering evidence (Brown & Abeywickrama, 
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2010).  Such process is a cycle for Butler & McMunn (2006) controlled and 

comprehended by the teacher to improving students’ performances. In practice, I 

faced a dilemma, and it was how to assess rather than simply test measure or 

evaluate (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010), and beyond that how to improve 

students’ performance through it. In Butler and McMunn’s words (2006) the 

curriculum is “an entry point that can provide the foundation” (p.17) for instruction 

and assessment. In this research, at a small scale of the curriculum, I analyzed the 

syllabus of the courses basic 4, 5 and 6 to identify the approach given to 

assessment and thus its definition. 

In the syllabus, I found general characteristics of assessment such as peer-

feedback and self and peer correction (Underhill, 1987; Grez, Valcke and Roozen, 

2012). Also, I could interpret that assessment was formative, not because it was 

stated as such in the syllabus, but because the final assessment rubrics in the 

syllabus should be assigned according to each student’s learning process. Yet, 

formative assessment involves recognizing the learning objectives, planning 

activities to assess them and provide feedback to close the gap between students’ 

actual level and the target one and to promote students’ recognition of flaws and 

ways to overcome them autonomously (MacMillan, 2003). Therefore, I concluded 

that assessment relied on the teacher’s work but involved students as well. By 

undertaking MacMillan’s (2003) definition, I could see that formative assessment is 

not only testing, evaluating, and measuring and that definition paved the way for 

me to understand how to improve students’ performance. 
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6.2. In-class assessment and assessment supported on a web 2.0 tool 

I could find that assessment occurred in the classroom when construct-based tasks 

or speaking activities (Luoma 2003), and specific rubrics were created. Students 

were involved in the assessment process because the activities were based on 

their expectations or needs as Butler & McMunn, (2006) suggested. They were 

also involved because the rubrics (checklists or analytic rubrics) were clarified to 

them and used to assess and provide feedback to guarantee fairness (MacMillan, 

2001). I included techniques such as peer, teacher and self-assessment.  

Nevertheless, feedback was more precise when checklists were used and students 

could become critical and provide specific feedback. I could find that when 

students just gave comments to each other without a checklist, comments were not 

specific. Besides, teacher’s assessment was still time consuming, not in-detailed 

and limited to the moments when I could observe each student’s performance. 

On the contrary, the assessment mediated through a web 2.0 tool with the same 

procedures of the in-class one was more in-detailed and guided through self, peer 

and teacher’s assessment. By self-assessment (Underhill, 1987), students could 

develop self-regulated skills (Grez, Valcke & Roozen, 2012) since they recognized 

specific flaws and ways to overcome them. Also, the grades obtained from self-

assessment were not higher than the teacher’s grades as Grez, Valcke and 

Roozen’s found in the research works they reviewed (2012). Instead, students 

under-rated themselves, maybe as Underhill (1987) stated to stay in their comfort 

zone. These results helped me recognize students’ perceptions about themselves 

(Underhill, 1987) and I could also make sense of their mistakes since students 
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explained why they made them. Oppositely, when students peer-assess as stated 

by Underhill (1987) none of them under-rated classmates, instead they gave each 

other comments about strengths and weaknesses. Teacher’s assessment did not 

differ from self and peer- assessment. 

Opposite to what Grez, Valcke and Roozen (2012) found on some of the studies 

they reviewed, on this research peer and self-assessment did not differ from 

teacher’s assessment because it was guided through the use of specific criteria or 

rubrics and evidence of performance was recorded. Furthermore, students could 

have developed self-regulating skills (Underhill, 1987) since the web 2.0 tool gave 

students the opportunity to correct their mistakes as many times as they wanted to. 

By means of peer-assessing students felt empowered, it lowered their anxiety 

(Grez, Valcke and Roozen, 2012) and increased their self-confidence. 

	  

6.3 Assessment of the speaking ability 

I assessed the speaking ability according to Luoma’s (2003), construct-based task 

or activities. The speaking features I assessed within the constructs were 

competences, macro, micro skills (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010), communication 

strategies (Bygate, 1987) and reasoning skills or cognitive levels (Reynolds and 

Livingston, 2006). Initially, I only assessed linguistic and pragmatic competences 

and students could provide specific feedback about these aspects using checklists. 

They could identify flaws and discuss ways to overcome them. As students had 

difficulties with the use of conversation strategies and fluency, I included and 

monitored the use of conversation strategies, macro skills and the reasoning skills 
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to promote more elaboration on students’ ideas and therefore their fluency in the 

last activities. 

Some students said their fluency had improved. Actually, their results in terms of 

fluency, could have improved due to the reasoning skills established, namely: 

explain (comprehension level) and judge the information they presented 

(evaluation level according to Reynolds and Livingston, 2006). Students identified 

improvements in terms of accuracy and acknowledge difficulties to pronounce new 

words, and link sounds.  

Luoma’s focus on construct-based tasks and the inclusion of reasoning skills 

allowed the researcher to break down overall targets in the syllabus, into specific 

goals and performance and therefore provide detailed feedback. Nonetheless, 

although the teacher-researcher could identify definite features, students on the 

other hand, only recognized them in general terms when they were asked about 

them in the interviews, for instance for them, accuracy meant the use of grammar, 

or fluency involved speaking naturally. As a conclusion, for students to identify 

specific features of speaking that should be improved, they ought to have an 

assessment tool either checklists or rubrics to be able to recognize those aspects. 

6.4 Web 2.0 support 

The implementation of a web 2.0 tool was done within the framework of the 

constructivist, alternative and performance-based assessment identified in the 

syllabus. I could use the chosen web 2.0 tool as the space for students to peer and 

self assess their speaking ability because of its flexibility and user friendliness. And 
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the asynchronous nature of the recordings permitted students to repeat and 

improve their recordings. Thus, I could see as Borrás (1998) stated that 

constructivism implemented in online learning is based on the transformation of 

knowledge through active thinking (by experimenting and error).  

On the other hand, the inclusion of this web tool was supported on the metaphor of 

the continuum (Osorio, 2008), since one of the main concerns I had was to 

guarantee a continuum of the theoretical course design and an expansion of the 

classroom practices to improve classroom assessment. As Haddad (n.d.) said the 

aim in using web 2.0 tools is to “rethink learning objectives and teaching 

methodologies, and to align learning technologies with them” (Haddad, n.d, p. 56). 

By designing construct-based activities in which the learning objectives could be 

assessed and by using a web 2.0 tool to develop such activities, the in-class 

assessment, was not longer only based on the teacher’s viewpoint, but mainly on 

students’ self and peer assessment compared to the teacher’s one, therefore, 

assessment became more democratic and objective.  

7. CONCLUSIONS 

The research question was “How can the in-class assessment system of the 

speaking ability be redesigned to assess the accuracy, fluency and interaction 

features of the speaking ability of A2 students who belong to a block of courses 

basic 4 to 6 at Centro Colombo Americano?” To find an answer or answers to it, a 

critical analysis of the institutional context and redesigned of the in-class 
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assessment was proposed. Thus, findings are presented below, per each research 

objective, related findings and answers to the question are presented as well. 

The first goal of this research was “to identify the flaws and/or gaps in the 

assessment of the speaking ability established in the basic courses 4 to 6”. As part 

of the syllabus analysis shortcomings in the theoretical continuum in the course 

basic 4 were found as well as in the methodological continuum of the courses 

basic 5 and 6.  

At the beginning of basic 4, students expected that assessment of the oral ability 

was more personalized and clear. The researcher found that students’ doubted 

whether the self or peer assessment was useful in their learning process, since 

they did not feel confident to assess and feedback did not responded to their 

needs.  

For the teacher, it was necessary that assessment of the speaking ability should be 

designed to be more in-detailed and aligned to the course syllabus.  In terms of 

students’ initial speaking ability, I designed two speaking proficiency tasks by doing 

reverse engineering and validated it through statistical analysis and experts 

revision.  The speaking proficiency test results, I obtained in this diagnosis, shed 

light on students’ oral ability flaws. For instance, I could see that in accuracy 

(students were rated as A1), fluency (delivery of the topic A1) and conversation 

strategies use (rated as below A1).  

To tackle these gaps, I initially included Osorio’s metaphor of the continuum (2008) 

to establish the theoretical and methodological continuum between goals and 
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assessment activities. Then, I designed and implemented the construct-based  

(Luoma, 2003) in-class and out-of-class activities supported on a web 2.0 tool. The 

activities were part of the in-class assessment cycle undertaken in this research 

(Butler & McMunn, 2006). I chose this cycle to gather evidence of performance, 

provide feedback and modify instructional plans if needed. I also considered the 

characteristics of quality of assessment (MacMillan, 2001). 

After, I did the implementation described above its effects were analyzed. It was 

done so to reach the second objective of this research “to determine the effects of 

the implementation of in-class and online assessment tasks of the oral ability in the 

classroom assessment.  

Regarding assessment, I could find that checklists improved the quality of 

feedback from peers and the self-assessment in class. On the other hand, peer 

and self-correction seemed to be more effective when it was mediated through a 

web 2.0 tool, because it provided an unlimited space of practice where students 

could improve their performance. Also, the analytic rubrics I used to assess the 

activities on the web tool 2.0 allowed the researcher to cover more learning targets, 

but their design was time consuming.  All in all, students peer and self assessment 

was guided through the use of the rubrics and students claimed to have learned 

from this experience, since they recognized and corrected own mistakes, 

interacted with others and learned from the corrections others suggested or they 

identified in peers’ comments.  
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Regarding speaking assessment, the establishment of constructs, allowed me to 

increase my knowledge and understanding of the features that may constitute the 

speaking ability depending on the theoretical framework approached. In the 

research questions aspects such as fluency, accuracy and interaction were the 

main concern. The design of the speaking activity, help me found a linkage 

between the theoretical approach to these speaking features and the practice 

students could do in class of those features.   

This approach to speaking grounded in theory provided a holistic view of the 

speaking ability to students, so that their feedback was based on specific features 

of pronunciation, accuracy, fluency and interaction. Some of those features were in 

regards to pronunciation: making linking sounds and intonation. In terms of 

accuracy an aspect analyzed was the use of specific language structures or past 

forms. About fluency, the aspects mainly assessed were the topic development, 

the use of linking words or phrasal expressions. Finally, in regards to interaction, 

the main emphasis was the use of specific conversation strategies. This way, 

assessment of the speaking ability changed from analysis of broad aspects such 

as pronunciation to specific features like intonation or linking sounds that related to 

each student’s needs. Therefore, feedback and remedial work was more profiled 

and some students could notice improvements in areas such as fluency (using 

phrasal expressions and developing of the topic) and accuracy (using past forms), 

others still had fluency difficulties (using phrasal expressions and developing the 

topic), and most of them improved the pronunciation of verb forms in past, but still 

had difficulties to link sounds in questions. Actually, the final proficiency test 
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implemented showed improvements in fluency and accuracy since most students 

were rated as A2. I observed improvements in the interaction feature in class.  

Finally in order to reach the third objective that was “to determine the effects of the 

online tools that supported the online tasks, in the learning environment” I could 

say that, the use of web 2.0 tool was meaningful in the learning environment. Its 

use was supported on the metaphor of the continuum, and because of that I could 

find information about students’ performance that contributed to reach the course 

learning objectives regarding speaking. They could practice what was learned in 

class and self assess accordingly on the web 2.0. Furthermore, they identified the 

alignment between the activities developed on the web 2.0 tool and in-class work.  

The web 2.0 was a means to the end of improving speaking assessment through 

students’ active inclusion in the assessment cycle (peer and self-assessment). The 

findings I obtained from students’ work on the web 2.0 were useful to modify 

instruction and to include activities in which students could practice difficult 

features of speaking for them, such as the use of conversation strategies, topic 

development, and using linking sounds. The constant self and peer-correction 

through the web 2.0 also changed students’ perceptions about the value of peer 

and self- assessment in their learning process. Students became self-critical and 

critical to the process to the point that they identified aspects in the research that 

could have been improved and affected the assessment process, such as peer’s 

commitment, own commitment to speak instead of reading and time constraints on 

the teacher’s side to provide individual feedback in all the activities. 
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7.1 Teacher-researcher’s learning, research limitations and future work 

By means of developing this research, I learned to identify the importance of the 

metaphor of the continuum (Osorio, 2008) as a continuum between the theoretical 

and methodological design of the courses and as the inclusion of students’ 

interactions and contributions to the course design.  

I also learned to design syllabus-aligned assessment activities, rubrics and guide 

self and peer correction. In this research, both checklist and analytic rubrics 

allowed the participants to peer and self assess specific features of speaking, 

being checklists more practical than analytic rubrics, and the latter more 

comprehensive. Nevertheless, time constrains during the course could be a 

limitation to design rubrics. Thus, further work could be done to analyze the 

practicality of some brief analytic rubrics and checklists.  

I could increase my understanding of the nature of speaking and the importance of 

tackling cognitive and metacognitive levels when designing learning activities, so 

that I could promote the development of life skills such as self-assessing and 

reasoning skills by means of explaining ideas and judging situations orally on a 

foreign language.  

Time constrains could be other limitation to applying this kind of learning activities, 

however, further work could be done to include some guidelines to design 

assessment activities of this kind at the syllabus level.  Besides, as the 

development of high order thinking skills or reasoning skills was not the emphasis 
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of this research, further work could be done to analyze the effects of including them 

in the design of learning activities and their assessment. At a linguistic level, 

aspects such as interlanguage in the students’ oral proficiency and error correction 

mediated through a web 2.0 tool could be analyzed in future research. 

7.2 Action Research 

Action research as the methodological research framework, allowed me to 

recognize the learning and institutional context, look for solutions to the issue of 

assessing students’ speaking ability in class and made a continuous reflection 

about the findings. AR four stages established by Kemmis (1989) permitted me to 

scaffold the implementation of the three speaking activities and thus improve them 

every time.  

 According to Noffke (1994) some roots of AR traced back in time to Lewin’s work, 

and they were aimed at “understanding and changing human actions, often around 

issues of reducing prejudice and increasing democratic behaviors” (Noffke, 1994, 

p.10). In that matter, I could say that in this research paper, understanding in-class 

assessment practices and changing them provided a more democratic role for 

students in the assessment process. Noffke (1994) also states that specifically, 

Kemmis put their efforts in curriculum planning. Thus, future developments or 

applications of this paper results could be considered when planning or modifying a 

language curriculum. 

 As it was stated in the metaphor of the continuum (Osorio, 2008), the knowledge 

is part of a continuous construction, and so knowledge about assessment 
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generated in this AR is not ended and final. AR spiral cycle advocates for a 

continuous reformulation of findings, in that sense, this research attempts to 

contribute to the continuous improvement of the assessment process of the oral 

ability in a foreign language.  

 

8. BIBLIOGRAPHIC REFERENCES 

 

 Arango Pardo, J.A. (2004). Las tecnologías de información y comunicación 

(Tics) como apoyo en el proceso de enseñanza aprendizaje de las instituciones de 

educación superior, estudio de caso politécnico Grancolombiano. Tesis de 

maestría en dirección universitaria. Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá. 

Brad, A. G. (1997). What research says: training teachers for using technology. 

Journal of Staff development, 17(1),1-9. 

Borrás, I. (1998). Enseñanza y aprendizaje con el internet: una aproximación 

crítica. Retrieve on October 9th of 2009 from Web de Google Academic: 

http://teleformacion.cujae.edu.cu/repositorios/crcrea/recursos/documentos/240315

a415/3165.pdf/ 

(Bransford et al., 2004) How people learn. Retrieved on November 3rd 2011 

from www.nap.edu/books/0309070368/html/   



	   151	  

Bradford, S.B & Kozlowski, S.W.J (2006, April 1st). Distributed learning system 

design: a new approach and an agenda for future research. Center for advance 

human resource studies DigitalCommons@ILR, 06 (07), 2-44. Retrieved on 

October 11th of 2011 from digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cahrswp/406/  

Brown, H & Abeywickrama, P. (2010). Assessment concepts and issues. In D. 

Belfiore, J. Brezinsky, T. Munz, N. Flaggman, J. Lieber, L. Minovitz, K. Steiner & J. 

Stem. (Eds.), Language assessment principles and classroom practice. (pp.3-24). 

United States: Pearson Longman. 

Brown, S. (2010). From VLEs to learning webs: the implications of Web 2.0 for 

learning and teaching. Interactive Learning Environments, 18 (1),1–10. March 

2010. 

Brown, S., Rust, C., & Gibbs, G. (1994) Strategies for diversifying assessment 

in higher education, Oxford, Oxford Centre for Staff Development. Retrieved on 

June 10th, 2012 from http://www.londonmet.ac.uk/deliberations/ocsld-

publications/div-ass5.cfm 

Bruffee, K.A. (1993).  Collaborative learning and cooperative learning. 

Collaborative Learning higher education, interdependence and authority of 

knowledge (pp. 80-92). Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University 

Press. 

 



	   152	  

Butler, S. M., & McMunn, (n.d.). (2006). A teachers’ guide to classroom 

assessment understanding and using assessment to improve student learning. 989 

Market Street, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass a Wiley Imprint. 

Bygate, M. (1987). Understanding speaking. Speaking (pp. 3-49). Walton 

Street, OxfordOX26DP:Oxford University press.  

Bygate, M. (1987). The methodology of oral interaction. Speaking (pp. 53-96). 

Walton Street, OxfordOX26DP:Oxford University press.  

Chapelle, C.A. (2007). Second language learning and online communication. In 

Andrews R. & Haythrornthwaite, C. (Eds). The sage handbook of e-learning 

research (pp. 371-393). Los Angeles, London New Delhi, Singapur: Sage 

Publications. 

Common European Framework of reference (n.d). Retrieved on July 10th, 2012 

from http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/linguistic/source/framework_en.pdf 

Cumming, A. (2007). Springer International handbook of education. New 

directions in testing English language proficiency for university entrance. Retrieved 

on July 22nd, 2011 from 

http://www.springerlink.com.biblioteca.uniandes.edu.co:8080/content/j2790r46x26v

v344/fulltext.pdf 

Dans. E, (2009). Education Online: plataformas educativas y el dilema de la 

apertura. Revista de universidad y sociedad de conocimiento, 2 (1), 22-30. 



	   153	  

Debsky, R. (2003). Technology and second language learning through 

socialization. . In S. Naidu, (Ed). Learning &teaching with technology principles and 

practices (pp. 129-145).  Great Britain and EE.UU: Routledgefalmer Taylor  & 

Francis group. 

Díaz Barriga, F. (2003) Cognición situada y estrategias para el aprendizaje 

significativo. Revista Electrónica de Investigación Educativa, 5 (2). Retrieved on 

November 20th 2009 from http://redie.ens.uabc.mx/vol5no2/contenido-arceo.html . 

Fernandez-Garcia and Martine-Abelaiz, (2002). Negotiation of meaning in 

nonnative speaker-nonnative speaker synchronous discussions. CALICO Journal, 

19(2).  Retrieved on November 21st of 2009, from 

https://calico.org/html/article_427.pdf 

French, D. (1999). Preparing for internet-based learning. En D. French, C. Hale, 

C, Johnson & G. Farr, (Eds). Internet based learning (pp.9-24).  Sterling, Virginia, 

EE.UU: Stylus. 

Gass, S.M. and Selinker, L. (2008). Input, interaction and output. Second 

language acquisition (pp. 304-366).  New York and London: Routledge Taylor and 

Francis Group. 

Grez, L. D., Valcke, M., and Roozen, I. (June 28th, 2012). How effective are 

self- and peer assessment of oral presentation skills compared with teacher’s 

assessment? Active learning in higher education, 13(2), 129-142. Retrieved on 

January 30th, 2013 from http://alh.sagepub.com/content/13/2/129.full.pdf 



	   154	  

Harris, D. (1999). Creating a complete learning environment. En D. French, C. 

Hale, C, Johnson & G. Farr, (Eds). Internet based learning (pp.139-164).  Sterling, 

Virginia, EE.UU.: Stylus. 

Fumero, A. & Roa, G. (2007). Redes Web 2.0. Retrieved on April 15th 2010 

from: http://www.fundacionorange.es/areas/25_publicaciones/publi_253_11.asp. 

Haddad, W.D. (n.d.). ICTs for Education A Reference Handbook. ICT-in-

Education Toolkit for policy makers, planners and practitioners. Retrieve on august 

20th from 

http://www.ictinedtoolkit.org/usere/pdfs/ICTs_for_Education_Analytical_Review.pdf 

Hattie, J. (2003). Formative and Summative Interpretations of Assessment 

Information. Retrieved on June 30th, 2012 from 

http://www.education.auckland.ac.nz/webdav/site/education/shared/hattie/docs/for

mative-and-summative-assessment-(2003).pdf 

Khan, B. (2005). Managing e-learning Strategies Design, Deliver, 

Implementation and Evaluation. Hershey, London, Melbourne, Singapore: 

Information Science Publishing. 

Kwisnek, V.F. (2005). Assessing the effectiveness of E-learning.  En P. 

Darbyshire, (Ed). Instructional technologies: cognitive aspects of online programs 

(p.192-220). Hershey, EE.UU: IRM Press (an imprint of Idea Group Inc.) 

Menendez-Lopez, M (2009). Assessment and feedback in an oral presentations 

module. A report for the TeNT Award. June 30th, 2009. Retrieved on July 1st 2012 



	   155	  

from http://www.surrey.ac.uk/cead/awards/tent/2008-09/Marga_Menendez-

Lopez_report.pdf 

Mendoza, B.P. (1999). Metodología de análisis diseño y desarrollo de 

ambientes educativos computarizados basados en internet. Tesis de grado 

facultad de ingeniería. Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia. 

Miura, A. & Shinuara, K. (2005). Social intelligence design in online chat 

communication: a psychological study on the effects of congestion. Retrieved on 

April 15th  20101 from Springerlink. 

Moreira, M.A. (2005). Internet y calidad de la educación superior en la 

perspectiva de la convergencia europea. Revista española de tecnología, 63, 

(230), 85-100. Retrieved on September 25th 2009 from 

Morueta, R.T., Carreño, A.B., Franco, M, G. (2008, diciembre). Efectos de las 

interacciones en la creación de comunidades virtuales de práctica. RED. Revista 

de educación nacional, (21). Retrieved on September 3rd 2009 from 

http://www.um.es/ead/red/21. 

Mueller, J. (2008). Authentic Assessment toolbox. Retrieved on September, 8th, 

2012 from http://jfmueller.faculty.noctrl.edu/toolbox/tasks.htm#top 

Noffke, S. (1994). Action Research. Towards the next generation. 

Educational Action Research, 2(1), 9-12. Retrieved on August 28th, 2012 from 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/09650799400200010 



	   156	  

Leal Fonseca, D.E. (2001). Aplicación del método de casos en ambientes 

virtuales de aprendizaje una aproximación.  Tesis de maestría  en ingeniería de 

sistemas y computación. Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia. 

Lyman (1999) Internet-based learning what´s in it for the adult learner?. In D. 

French, C. Hale, C, Johnson & G. Farr, (Eds). Internet based learning (pp. 97-117).  

Sterling, Virginia, EE.UU: Stylus. 

Luoma, S. (2004). The nature of speaking. In J.C. Anderson & L.F. Bachman 

(Eds.) Assessing Speaking. (9-28) United Kingdom: Cambridge University Press. 

Ordoñez, C.L. (2004, December). Pensar pedagógicamente desde el 

constructivismo de las concepciones a las prácticas  pedagógicas. Revista de 

estudios sociales, (19), 7-12. 

Osorio, L. A. (2008). Interacción en ambientes hibridos de aprendizaje metafora 

del continuum estudio de caso de un programa de especialización de la 

Universidad de los Andes. Non published doctoral dissertation. Universitat Oberta 

de Catalunya, Bogota, Colombia. 

Paulus, T.M. (2005). Collaborative or cooperation? Analyzing small group 

interactions in educational environments.  En T.S. Roberts, (Ed).  Computer-

supported collaborative learning in higher education (pp.100-124). Hershey, 

EE.UU: Idea group publishing. 

 Picca, T, (1994). Review article research on negotiation: what does it reveal 

about second-language learning conditions, processes and outcomes? Language 



	   157	  

Learning, 44,(3). Retrieved on November 21st 2009 from 

http://www.uwec.edu/ESL/minors/TESOL/FLG378picaNegotiation%20of%20Meani

ng%20Overview.pdf 

Reynolds, C.R. & Livingston, R.B. & Willson, V. (2006). The initial steps in 

developing a classroom test, deciding what to test and how to test it. In A.E 

Burvikovs &, K. Hopkins (Eds). Measurement and assessment in education (pp. 

163-173). New York, NY, US: Pearson 

Savery, J.R. & Duffy, T.M. (1996). Problem based learning: An instructional 

model and its constructivist framework. In B.G. Wilson (Ed). Constructivist learning 

environments: case studies in instructional design (p. 134-147). Englewood Cliffs: 

Educational technology publications, Inc. 

Stacey, E. (2005). A constructivist framework for online collaborative 

learning: Adult learning and collaborative learning theory. In T.S. Roberts, (Ed).  

Computer-supported collaborative learning in higher education  (pp. 140-158). 

Hershey, EE.UU: Idea group publishing. 

Stacey, E. & Smith, P. (2003). Socialization through CMC in differently 

structure environments. In S. Naidu, (Ed). Learning &teaching with technology 

principles and practices (pp. 165-176).  Great Britain and EE.UU: Routledgefalmer 

Taylor  & Francis group. 

Swan, K. (2003). Developing of social presence in online course 

discussions. En S. Naidu, (Ed). Learning &teaching with technology principles and 



	   158	  

practices (pp. 147-164).  Great Britain and EE.UU: Routledgefalmer Taylor  & 

Francis group. 

Underhill, N. (1987). Testing spoken language a handbook of oral testing 

techniques (4th priting). New York and Melbourne: Cambridge university press.  

Zapata, M. (1999). Internet y educación (2). Retrieved on October 5th 2009, 

from: http://www.newsmatic.e-

pol.com.ar/index.php?Accion=VerArticulo&NombreSeccion=Clase%205&aid=3183

0&pub_id=111. 

Moallem, M.  (2001). Applying Constructivist and Objectivist Learning 

Theories in the Design of A Web-Based Course: Implications for Practice. 

Educational Technology and society. Retrieved on March 19, 2012, from: 

http://www.ifets.info/journals/4_3/moallem.html 

Nam C, S. & Smith-Jackson, T, L. (2007). Web-Based Learning 

Environment: A Theory-Based Design Process for Development and Evaluation. 

Journal of Information Technology Education, 6, 2007. Retrieved on March 20th, 

2012 from http://jite.org/documents/Vol6/JITEv6p023-043Nam145.pdf 

Zvacek, S. (1999). What’s my grade assessing learners progress. Tech 

trends, volume, (43), issue 5, p 39-43. Retrieved on august 10th, 2012, 

from:http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2FBF02818164?LI=true	  

 Acuerdo No. 364 Por el cual se institucionaliza el programa “Bogota bilingüe 

en diez años”  y se dictan otras disposiciones (2005). Retrieve on June 9th,2012 



	   159	  

from http://www.alcaldiabogota.gov.co/sisjur/normas/Norma1.jsp?i=18098 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	   160	  

9. ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1. Checklist used in class. 

Criteria Yes No Example 

Accuracy    

 He or she  made linkings    

He or she marked the intonation    

He or she used vocabulary learned in class    

He or she used new vocabulary about 

appearance. 

   

He or she made comparisons among decades, 

styles or people. 

   

He or she described people’s appearance.    

He or she used expressions to identify people.    

He or she talked about past events accurately.    

He or she narrated events using simple past 

and past continuous. 

   

Fluency and interaction    

He or she asked questions about the person’s    
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appearance. 

He or she uses actually to correct ideas.    

He or she encourages people to say more.    

He or she said I mean to correct ideas.    

He or she used do you mean?   to check 

information. 

   

He or she said what do you call?  to recall 

ideas. 

   

He or she used other conversation strategies.    

He or she hesitates frequently    

His or her ideas were sometimes confusing    

He or she said many ideas about the topic 

(minimum 6) 

   

Coherence    

He or she used the connector although    

He or she used the connector however    

He or she used the connector so    
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He or she used the connector because or 

since 

   

He or she used the connector then    

He or she used the connector while    

He or she used the connector when    

Your classmate explained his or her opinion    

All the topics were explained     

 

Attachment 2. Checklist used in class 

Criteria Yes No Example 

Accuracy    

 He or she made linkings    

He or she marked the intonation in... 

 

   

He or she used vocabulary learned in class.    

He or she used new vocabulary about … 
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He or she used the expressions  to talk about 

preferences… 

   

He or she responded with the expressions  to 

say similarities… 

   

Other    

Fluency and interaction    

He or she asked questions in    

He or she said actually to …    

He or she expanded his or her ideas     

He or she said I mean to correct ideas.    

He or she used echo questions.    

He or she asked additional questions….    

He or she showed emotions….    

He or she hesitates frequently….    

His or her ideas were sometimes confusing    

Other    

Coherence    
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He or she connected ideas with but,    

He or she connected ideas with and    

He or she connected ideas with because    

His or her ideas were related to the topic in the 

conversation 

   

He or she gave complete answers    

Other    
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Attachment 3. Analytic Rubric used in activities supported on web 2.0 

 



	   166	  

 



	   167	  

 

 



	   168	  

 



	   169	  

 

	  

	  


