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WHAT MAKES  
YOUNG 
LEARNERS   
DIFFERENT?
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Cogni&ve development
• Strategies for working memory use
• Abstract concept forma&on
• Reasoning abili&es
• Metalinguis&c awareness
• Execu&ve control
• Mind reading abili&es
(Meadows 2006)
 
Educa&onal, social, psychological variables
•Amount & quality of input, exposure to, experience with L2
•Social, cultural and educa&onal context of language use (text processing 
& interac&on)
•Development of literacy in L1 (different wri&ng systems)
•Theory of mind (use of complex discourse and narra&ve skills)
•Individual differences
•Scaffolding
(Cameron 2003) 



THE CEFR AND YOUNG LEARNERS
1. curriculum:  

CEFR adopted to inform and evaluate YL language curricula, to set targets 
2. teaching & learning:  

CEFR adapted to develop age-appropriate descriptors, to guide teaching 
and learning, to offer feedback, to inform scope and sequence in textbooks 

3. assessment:  
CEFR used to align existing YL tests, to design new tests, to set cut scores, 
to facilitate interpretation of test scores in test reports
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WHAT MAKES  
YOUNG 
LEARNERS 
ASSESSMENT  
DIFFERENT? 
TASK 
CONDITIONS
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1.   number of tasks

2.   amount of elements/people/objects/etc. involved

3.   reasoning demands

4.   spacio-temporal displacement: there-and-then vs here-and-now

5.   referen&al complexity, i.e. especially references by pronouns

6.   background knowledge: content new to candidate/no background knowledge exists for candidate

7.   generalisability/familiarity of task situa&on or task type: novel/par&cular/specific vs everyday

8.   amount of &me provided (planning &me and response &me)

9.   amount of contextual support (e.g. in terms of ques&ons before the text, visuals, layout, headings, etc.)

10.  clarity and sufficiency of instruc&ons, i.e. about task procedures and goals

11.  task goal/outcome (e.g. complex/differen&ated/convergent task goal/outcome)

12.  task solu&on: open/complex vs closed/simple task solu&on

13.  inferences required of learner, i.e. having to cope with what is implicit

14.  amount of interac&on required (both between par&cipants/interlocutors and/or between learner and text)

15.  informa&on flow: two-way vs one-way informa&on flow

16.  gender of partner in pairs in oral tests: different gender vs same gender

17.  familiarity of partner: previously unfamiliar vs familiar partner

18.  age or status of partner: different vs same age or status, i.e. power variables vs solidarity leading to

19.  communica&ve stress

20.  interac&onal schema, script or frame



WHAT MAKES  
YOUNG 
LEARNERS 
ASSESSMENT  
DIFFERENT? 
TEXT FACTORS  
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21.   length of text

22.   clarity of text

23.   familiarity of text used in task

24.   availability of input

25.   number of sources of input

26.   input complexity

27.   proposi&onal density

28.   frequency of vocabulary

29.   gramma&cal/structural/syntac&c complexity

30.   speech rate in spoken text

31.   number of speakers

32.   amount of informa&on to process

33.   familiarity of informa&on/topic/theme/domain

34.   explicitness of informa&on provided
35.   concreteness of informa&on/text/topic: abstract argumenta&on/explana&on vs concrete descrip&on/
instruc&ons/narra&on
36.   amount of shared knowledge/presupposed informa&on

37.   degree of task structuring

38.   degree of discourse structuring (with clear signalling, incl. textual coherence and organisa&on)

39.   familiarity of genre or text type

40.   relevance/interest of topic/content to target learner group in general



WHAT MAKES  
YOUNG 
LEARNERS 
ASSESSMENT  
DIFFERENT? 
ACTIVITY 
FACTORS
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41.   age-appropriate ac&vity: relevant/meaningful/purposeful/appropriate ac&vity for learner group in general

42.   complexity of ac&vity/response required, i.e. poin&ng/&cking vs copying vs crea&vely wri&ng/using lang

43.   amount of support/modelling/help available e.g. examples, prompts, visuals, charts, diagrams, key words

44.   opportunity to revise: repe&&on/rehearsal allowed

45.   audience awareness provided/suggested, i.e. hearer/reader needs explicitly specified for candidates

46.   number of steps/ac&ons/cogni&ve opera&ons necessary to complete the task

47.   amount of organisa&on required of learner

48.   amount of monitoring and revision/edi&ng required/allowed

49.   level of facilita&on/ promp&ng supplied (back-up ques&ons, clarifica&on requests, repe&&on, etc)

50.   quan&ty of  learner output and task outcomes (i.e. in terms of number of words, length of response)

51.   quality of learner output and task outcomes/standards of performance expected

52.   requirement of task comple&on: exact response required/expected

53.   phonological control: accurate phonology required in terms of clear pronuncia&on/ar&cula&on, stress, intona&on

54.   amount of fluency/promptness expected: no hesita&ons, pauses, false starts, delayed or hal&ng responses allowed

55.   orthographical control: accuracy in terms of copying, handwri&ng, correct spelling, punctua&on, capitalisa&on

56.   range of lexis and grammar expected

57.   lexical and gramma&cal control: accuracy expected in terms of requirement of lack of obstruc&on of meaning

58.   sociolinguis&c knowledge/behaviour expected

59.   pragma&c knowledge expected (amount, level and appropriacy)

60.   proposi&onal precision: precise messages required
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Curriculum Teaching and learning Assessment Other standards

Curriculum to compare curricular aims

Teaching 
and 

learning

to see whether instruction 
follows curriculum aims 

and content

to identify best practice in 
teaching and learning

Assessment
to see coverage of 

curriculum content in an 
assessment

to see if classroom 
activities and test tasks 
are aligned in content

for conversion tables

CEFR 
(standards)

to inform language 
curricula, based on a well-

evidenced learning 
progression

to inform materials,  
set targets, guide scope &  
sequence, for classroom 

(self)-assessment

to facilitate 
interpretation of test 

scores

to compare 
standards across 

qualifications based 
on various curricula

ALIGNMENT/LINKING/MAPPING OF … WITH … IN ORDER TO …



AGE OF INNOCENCE 
AWAKENING & DISILLUSIONMENT 

REALISTIC ACCEPTANCE
9

ZIEKY (1994) ON STANDARD SETTING AND CUT SCORE METHODOLOGY



CURRICULUM 
AGE OF INNOCENCE 

10



planning 
backwards  
from learners’ 
real life 
communicative 
needs, with 
consequent 
alignment 
between 
curriculum, 
teaching and 
assessment  
(CEFR 2018:28)

NEEDS ANALYSIS
11



CEFR DESCRIPTORS  FOR YOUNG LEARNERS: TIM GOODIER
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Age groups? 

7-10  
11-15  
(Szabo and Goodier 2018) 

younger children: 5/6-8/9   
older children: 8/9-12/13   
teenagers: 13-17  
(Hasselgreen & Caudwell 2016) 

early teens: roughly 13/14 
mid-teens: roughly 14/15 
late teens 15-17 
(Morgan 2013)

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t-JbG7yih4w


NEW CONSTRUCTS  
FOR INTEGRATED MULTIMODAL COMMUNICATIVE PRACTICES: 
MEDIATION, ONLINE INTERACTION,  
PLURILINGUAL/PLURICULTURAL COMPETENCE

13

old skills described in new ways: collaborative problem solving, contributing to a shared understanding, helping others to understand



Specific 
Measurable 
Achievable 
/ Attainable 
Relevant / 
Realistic 
Time-
bound / 
Timely

TARGET SETTING
14



‘As a very rough guide,  
• A1 (Breakthrough) is appropriate to progress in the first foreign language 

at the 10 or 11 year primary / secondary interface,  
• A2 (Waystage) to around 14,  
• B1 (Threshold) to 16+, the lower secondary goal,  
• B2 (Vantage) to 18+, the comple&on of upper secondary educa&on, and 
• C1 and C2 to specialist university level’

TRIM (2005:4)
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Early Language Learning: Evidence from the ELLiE study34

to be relevant to much younger learners 
(p. 651). Given that these scales were 
not designed with younger learners in 
mind, it is unsurprising that they do not 
accurately reflect the more erratic and 
recursive development of young children 
in early FL learning. 

Despite the above, CEFR descriptors 
are substantially evident in the policy 
documents for early start FLs across the 
ELLiE countries, with all seven countries 
specifying linguistic targets based on 
the CEFR. England, Poland, Croatia 
Italy and Spain anticipate an A1 level 
of achievement, whilst Sweden and the 
Netherlands plan for an achievement 
level between A1 and A2 by the age of 
eleven years. Croatia places a particular 
stress on oral communication, noting

the importance of a multisensory and 
holistic approach for the first four years 
of FL learning, making only limited  
reference to the CEFR descriptors (for 
further details on this see ELLiE policy 
summary 2010:7). A small sample of the 
kinds of outcomes that are expected for 
this age group is shown in figure 16, with 
extracts from policy documents of the 
seven countries.

It was beyond the remit of the ELLiE 
research study to document the various 
approaches to assessment for learning  
(AfL) and assessment of learning 
(AoL) that may be found in individual 
classrooms, schools or national systems. 
Chapter 6, however, provides much 
evidence on the language achievements 
of learners in the ELLiE study. 

Extracts on Speaking from ELLiE country policy documents 

Country Age Descriptors CEFR level

EN By 11 yrs Converse briefly, without prompts A1 

IT By 11 yrs Can exchange personal information about familiar topics A1+

NL By 12 yrs Can ask, or orally provide information and express themselves 
without anxiety

A1–2  

PL By 10 yrs Asks/answers simple questions briefly, describes people, places 
and activities and talks about themselves, their likes and dislikes.

A1  

ES By 11 yrs Interact in simple, familiar oral situations A1

SE By 11 yrs Say something simple about themselves; contribute
to simple discussions on everyday topics

A1–2  

HR By 10 yrs Develop sensitivity for another language code, based on 
multisensory and holistic approach and grounded in situation-
based oral communication

A1  

Figure 16: ELLiE study – Examples of expected outcomes (Speaking)



HASSELGREEN AND CAUDWELL (2016:34)

Age groups Limits of CEFR levels 
poten&ally adainable

Young children (roughly between 5/6 years 
and 8/9 years) A2

Older children (roughly between 8/9 years and 
12/13 years) B1

Teenagers (roughly between 13 and 17 years) B2

Excep&onal older teenagers C1
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TEACHING AND LEARNING: 
AWAKENING & DISILLUSIONMENT 
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SCOPE AND SEQUENCE 

right emphasis, predictable sequencing, and expected rates of growth



19

554

SSScccooopppppeeeeeee aaandddd ssseeeeeeeeqquueeeee cccceeeeeeeSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSScccccccccccccccccccccccccccoooooooooooooooooooopppppppppppppppppppppppppppeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee aaaaaaaaaaaaa dddddddddddddddddddd sssssssssssssseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeqqqqqqqqqq eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ccccccccccccccccccccccccccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeScope and sequenceSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSSS cccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccoooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooopppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppppeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaannnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnndddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddddd ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqqquuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeScope and sequence

Welcome  
  Vocabulary:    Numbers:  twenty-one to fifty 

  Days of the week:  Sunday, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday 
  Months of the year:  January, February, March, April, May, June, July, August, September, October, November, December 

  Structures  :  What’s your favorite day? My favorite day is Sunday. 
 When were you born? I was born in January. 
 Were you born in May? Yes, I was. / No, I wasn’t. I was born in June. 

Nature
  Vocabulary:    Nature:  birds, sun, clouds, trees, animal, pond, mushrooms, rock, insects, flowers, 

butterflies, wind, ants, sky, worms, spiders, roses, rainbow  
  Values:  Play outside. Play safe! 

  Cross-curricular:   
Math:  Plus, minus, equals 

  Phonics:   air, ear   
hair, year  

  Structures:   How many animals are there? There’s one purple animal. 
 How many birds are there? There are two blue birds. 
 There are some spiders. / There aren’t any spiders. 
 Is there a rainbow? Yes, there is. / No, there isn’t. 
 Is there any wind? Yes, there’s some wind. / No, there isn’t any wind. 
 Are there any ants? Yes, there are. / No, there aren’t. 

Me
  Vocabulary:    Physical characteristics:  blond hair, dark eyebrows, brown eyes, curly hair, gray 

hair, glasses, a black mustache, a short beard, blue eyes, red hair, black beard, 
white teeth, big chin, long eyelashes, pink lips, red nose, big mouth 

  Values:  Have good habits. Keep 
clean and healthy. 

  Cross-curricular:   
  Science:  Wild animals 

  Phonics:   ay, er  
say, dinner  

  Structures  :  I have glasses. 
 I don’t have glasses. 
He has dark eyebrows.
 She doesn’t have dark eyebrows. 
 Do you have long eyelashes? Yes, I do. / No, I don’t. 
 Does he/she have curly hair? Yes, he/she does. / No, he/she doesn’t. 

Pets
  Vocabulary:    Animal body parts:  tail, beak, wings, feathers, claws, fins, paws, whiskers, skin, fur 

  Animal characteristics:  soft fur, a hard shell, sharp claws 
  Adjectives:  cute, scary, fast, slow 

  Values:  Take care of your pet. 

  Cross-curricular:   
  Science:  Animal life cycles 

  Phonics:   ea, oi  
tea, oil

  Structures:   What does it look like? It has a tail. It doesn’t have wings. 
 What do they look like? They have whiskers. They don’t   have fins. 
 Do you have a dog? Yes, I do. It’s cute. / No, I don’t. 
 Does it have soft fur? Yes, it does. / No, it doesn’t. 

Home
  Vocabulary  :   Furnishings:  picture, stove, sofa, shower, sink, mirror, trash can, TV, computer, 

plant, closet , window
  Prepositions:  next to, behind, above, below, in front of 
  Household items: toothbrush, towels, pots, blankets, comb, shelf, pans, plates  

  Values:  Help at home. 

  Cross-curricular:   
  Art:  Mosaics 

  Phonics:   a_e, i_e, o_e  
cake, time, home  

  Structures  :  There’s a plant in the living room. 
 There are two plants in the living room. 
 The plant is below the mirror. / It’s below the mirror. 
 The plants are below the mirror. / They’re below the mirror. 
 Is the computer in the bedroom? Yes, it is. / No, it isn’t. It’s in the living room. 
 Are the plates on the shelf? Yes, they are. / No, they aren’t. They’re in the sink. 

Clothes  
  Vocabulary:    Clothing:  a baseball cap, a sweatsuit, a polo shirt, shirt, shorts, jeans, a belt, 

a uniform, a jacket, a sweatshirt, flip-flops, sneakers, sandals, beanie, hiking boots, 
scarf, tights, ski jacket, wool sweater 
  Material/style:  plain, colorful, fancy 

  Values:  Be polite. 

  Cross-curricular: 
Social science: 
 Household chores 

  Phonics:   sc, sk, sm, sn, sp, squ, 
st, sw  
 scarf, skate, smell, snip, spoon, 
squid, star, swim 

  Structures:   What are you wearing? I’m wearing a baseball cap/sandals. 
 What’s he/she wearing? He’s/She’s wearing a baseball cap/sandals. 
 Are you wearing a baseball cap/sandals? Yes, I am. / No, I’m not. 
 Is he/she wearing a baseball cap/sandals? Yes, he/she is. / No, he/she isn’t. 
 This is my favorite scarf. 
 These are my favorite tights. 
 I love my scarf/tights. 

Sports
  Vocabulary:    Abilities:  do taekwondo, catch a ball, play tennis, run, play baseball, ride a bike, 

play basketball, play soccer 
  Sports facilities:  gym, baseball field, basketball court, running track, stadium, 
ski slope, beach, swimming pool, tennis court, soccer field 

  Values:  Be active. 
Exercise every day. 

  Cross-curricular:   
Health:  Exercise 

  Phonics:   bl, fl, gl, pl, sl  
 black, flag, glass, plate, sleep 

  Structures:   I/He/She can run and jump. 
 I/He/She can run, but I/he/she can’t jump. 
 Can you/he/she play tennis? Yes, I/he/she can. / No, I/he/she can’t. 
 I/He/She was at the gym. 
 I/He/She wasn’t at the gym. I/He/She was at the baseball field. 

Food
  Vocabulary:    Fruit/vegetables:  peas, mangoes, carrots, cucumbers, plums, oranges, peaches, 

potatoes, tomatoes, strawberries, beans, broccoli, lettuce, spinach, cabbage, pears, 
apricots, avocadoes, cherries 

  Values:  Stay healthy. Eat more 
fruit and vegetables. 

  Cross-curricular:  
 Science:  Healthy eating plate 

  Phonics:   br, cr, dr, fr, gr, pr, str, 
tr  
 brown, crab, drop, frog, green, 
press, string, train 

  Structures:   Do you like peas? Yes, I do. / No, I don’t. 
 Does he/she like peas? Yes, he/she does. / No, he/she doesn’t. 
 Is there any broccoli? Yes, there is. / No, there isn’t. 
 Are there any pears? Yes, there are. / No, there aren’t. 

  Things we do  
  Vocabulary:    Actions:  listening to music, walking, sleeping, reading, doing homework, drinking, 

eating, cleaning, dancing, playing the piano, playing the trumpet, playing the flute, 
playing the violin, singing 
  Adverbs of manner:  quickly, quietly, terribly, loudly, slowly 

  Values:  Learn new things. 
Develop your talents. 

  Cross-curricular:  
 Science:  Flying machines 

  Phonics:   ft, mp, nd, nt, sk, 
sp, st  
 left, bump, wind, paint, ask, wisp, 
nest 

  Structures:   What are you doing? I’m sleeping. 
 What are they doing? They’re sleeping. 
 What’s he/she doing? He’s/She’s sleeping. 
 Are you singing? Yes, I am. / No, I’m not. 
 Is he/she singing? Yes, he/she is. / No, he/she isn’t. 
 Is he/she singing quietly? Yes, he/she is. / No, he/she isn’t. He’s/She’s singing loudly. 

1
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Council of Europe Publishing

This publication is targeted at:

•  Primary school teachers
•  Teacher educators
•  People involved in language assessment

Primary school teachers are increasingly faced with the task of assessing the
literacy of pupils in a language other than a pupil`s mother tongue. The hand-
book presents practical issues and principles associated with this assessment.
The section on writing also contains a step-by-step guide for training teachers in
the use of the material.
Teachers will find tips for how to get pupils to write, how to assess their writ-
ing and how to give feedback. This is illustrated by pupils‘ texts and teachers‘
comments. In addition, the project website contains downloadable material for
assessing writing. Samples of pupils‘ writing across a range of levels are provi-
ded exemplifying how to use the proposed material, with comments demon-
strating how the assessment can be used as a basis for feedback to the pupils.

For further information and materials relating to this publication, visit the website:
http://ayllit.ecml.at

The Council of Europe has 47 member states, covering virtually the entire continent of Europe. It
seeks to develop common democratic and legal principles based on the European Convention on
Human Rights and other reference texts on the protection of individuals. Ever since it was founded in
1949, in the aftermath of the second world war, the Council of Europe has symbolised reconciliation.
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2.2 Writing in the upper primary school  
 

A glance at the curricula extracts for literacy in English in the four countries, in Chapter 1, 
shows that these are quite diverse. This is to be expected, since curricula aims are composed 
in such a variety of ways, due to differing national contexts. However, certain key ideas 
seem to emerge from them, which gives a broad picture of what might be expected in 
writing at this stage. Pupils are expected to be able to write at some length, and in a 
“communicative” and creative way. They should be able to write on personal topics, in a 
descriptive and narrative way. And in one case, writing is cited as a source of pleasure.  

This concept of upper primary writing in a foreign or second language seems to concur 
well with what has been described in the literature. And while writing across an 
expanding range of genres is generally regarded as important at this stage, the place of 
personal narratives and the need for real communication are recurrent and central 
themes. Pinter (2006: 77) states that older children “may begin to see clear reason for 
writing such as … to write their own stories …”. Cameron (2001: 156) strongly 
advocates writing for an audience, through letters or simple stories for others. Drew 
and Sørheim (2009: 88) maintain that children “usually have stories to tell about 
themselves and the world they live in, which they are keen to share with others”. The 
idea that children enjoy telling others about themselves and their lives, through writing, 
was fundamental to the way writing was conducted in the AYLLIT project.  

  

 
 

Figure 2: Extract from a pupil’s text 
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Summy! 
My summar holiday. 
Aim hvas in Mallorca and am sunbrathling, that was very fun! That was a 
experienle of the live, and am stay as a camping place, wit my Grandmum 
and my Grandad, and we fising and have fun that summer. We also play 
Gitar and Singing and 1 day we go to shopping I don’t bay so much. 

1. Spelling: copy these words 
carefully 
Summer 

Was 
Fishing 
Guitar 
Buy 
With 

Now correct the spelling of the 
words shaded in your text. 

 

2. Grammar:  
When we tell about things that 
happened at a time in the past, 
we use the past tense of verbs. 

The underlined verbs in the text 
should be in the past tense. Find 
the past tense of these verbs and 
write them in the phrases below. 

The first one is done for you. 
We have “We had” 

I am 
We stay 

I play 
We go 
I don’t 

Now correct all the verbs 
underlined in your text. 

 
Figure 5: Example of corrective feedback 

 
Once this has been done, the pupil is in a better position to revise the text. The few 
remaining errors can stay uncorrected, unless it is vital that the text is perfect for some 
reason, in which case the teacher can write the correct version of these above the error. 
It is very important for teachers to explain in advance, to parents and children, why 
they are using this type of feedback. Once it is understood, it will be beneficial in both 
a formative way and a psychological one – there is nothing more demotivating than a 
text covered with red ink. 

Finally, a word about sharing the criteria with the children. It is important that they, 
and their parents, are aware of how they are being assessed, in order to help them to 
understand the assessment, and to develop as writers. This can be done by drawing 
attention to the four main categories used in the descriptor grid, for example by 
displaying these in simple language on a poster in the classroom, or by using them as 
the basis for a simple self-assessment form. Figure 6 below shows an extract from a 
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communicate effec&vely in English  

at level A2 (CEFR Basic User), with some 
elements of level B1 (CEFR Independent User)

Version 1
Please check the syllabus page at www.cambridgeinternational.org/0472  
to see if this syllabus is available in your administrative zone.

Syllabus
Cambridge IGCSE™

English (as an Additional Language) 
0472
Use this syllabus for exams in 2023, 2024 and 2025.
Exams are available in the June series.



CURCIN AND BLACK (2019) GCSE FRENCH, GERMAN AND SPANISH
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LANGUAGE SKILLS FOR SUBJECT LEARNING (HISTORY AND MATHS) (2015)
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Moe, Härmälä et al (2015) found that 

• students at the age of 12/13 are required to 
have a minimum level of language 
competence mirroring B1 in all skills in order 
to succeed in history/mathema&cs. 

• 15/16-year-old students need a B2 
competence in the same skills/subjects.



LANGUAGE SKILLS FOR SUBJECT LEARNING (HISTORY AND MATHS) (2015)
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ASSESSMENT 
REALISTIC 

ACCEPTANCE 
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WHAT TO ASSESS? WHY? 
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29trial design for LT123’s Junior Entrance and Exit tests for Richmond Learning Plalorm

Sector Grade Age

15 items 
(5 x L,  
5 x G,  
5 x V)

15 items 
(5 x L,  
5 x G,  
5 x V)

15 items 
(5 x L,  
5 x G,  
5 x V)

15 items 
(5 x L,  
5 x G,  
5 x V)

15 items 
(5 x L,  
5 x G,  
5 x V)

Lower 
Primary

3 8 - 9 year 
olds Pre-A1 A1 A2

4 9 - 10 year 
olds Pre-A1 A1 A2

Upper 
Primary

5 10 - 11 
year olds Pre-A1 A1 A2 B1 B2

6 11 - 12 
year olds Pre-A1 A1 A2 B1 B2

Lower 
Secondary

1 12 - 13 
year olds Pre-A1 A1 A2 B1 B2

2 13 - 14 
year olds Pre-A1 A1 A2 B1 B2

Upper 
Secondary

3 14 - 15 
year olds A2 B1 B2

4 15 - 16 
year olds A2 B1 B2



STANDARD SETTING
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MINIMALLY COMPETENT LEARNER
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CRITERIAL 
FEATURES 

Barely B1:

he *walk, he *cans

I expect to *can cycle

*What reads Kim?

*Kim drives not.


[Parodi 2008)

“At what CEFR level can a 
test taker already answer the 
following item correctly?” 
(Council of Europe 2003:91)
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The key characteristics of a minimally competent A1 learner in understanding oral and written text would a high level of non-
comprehension or very limited comprehension. Written discourse would have severe constraints in the range and accuracy of 
orthography, grammar and lexical knowledge and interactive discourse would be hesitant, difficult to understand, have frequent 
misunderstanding and limited to fixed phrases and stock (and possibly repeated) answers. Primary age minimally competent 
A1 learners would be severely restricted in generative terms, not being able to produce the language they might wish to 
produce and inserting first language phrases into their language production.

The most noticeable characteristics of primary age learners with a minimally competent level of A2 level discourse are the lack 
of consistency and limited range and accuracy in understanding and expressing simple social situations and communicative 
functions and engaging in, maintaining and closing interactions about. for example their reactions to a film or TV programme or 
their plans for the weekend. Oral and written speech which primary age learners with a minimally competent level of A2 level 
discourse might produce will contain some accurate language but the same structure might occur inaccurately later on. 
Speech production will remain hesitant and not necessarily well pronounced and rely on frequent repetition and reformulation 
from an interlocutor.
As well as inconsistent control, range and understanding of varied simple familiar language contexts, a key characteristic of 
primary age learners with a minimally competent level of B1 level discourse is a certain lack of flexibility and ability in 
maintaining interaction and communication (e/g/ interaction and communication may be evident in some familiar topics but 
limited across other contexts). Another key characteristic of primary age learners with a minimally competent level of B1 level 
discourse is their inconsistency in expressing what they want to and maintaining and sustaining flexibility and duration of 
interaction. While learners with solid levels of B1 competency would be able to keep going without excessive hesitancy to plan 
and produce vocabulary and structures, learners with a minimally competent level of B1 level would pause more, produce 

While a just qualified primary age B2 leaner might display a wider linguistic inventory and range than those shown by a 
characteristic B1 learner, the ability to monitor and produce accurate discourse might be inconsistent or wrongly implemented. 
The ability to express themselves in some familiar areas but not others. They might be able At core B2 level competence, 
primary age learners can demonstrate a express argument, but not give appropriate justification for points of view. I would 
anticipate a variability of language output and inconsistency in comprehension with stretches of secure production mixed in 
with intrusive errors which detract from effectiveness of the message conveyed.



Items are easy if:  
• the text is structured in a way which makes the correct answer easy to spot;  
• the answer is located close to the beginning of the text;  
• the same wording is used both in text and ques&on, making the correct answer 
easy to spot;  
• the answer can be copied directly from the text.  

Items are difficult if:  
• the test candidates have to make inferences;  
• there is a lot of informa&on to consider;  
• there is informa&on compe&ng for the readers’ aden&on;  
• the vocabulary in general and/or single words makes things difficult to understand.

MOE (2009) JACK OF MORE TRADES? COULD STANDARD SETTING SERVE SEVERAL FUNCTIONS?
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WHAT IS EASY? WHAT IS DIFFICULT? IN LISTENING AND READING



ZEIDLER (2014)GETTING TO KNOW THE MINIMALLY COMPETENT PERSON
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WHAT IS EASY? WHAT IS DIFFICULT? IN LISTENING AND READING



36LT123’s Junior Entrance and Exit tests for Richmond Learning Plalorm

How to establish cut scores? (Kaftandjieva 2010) 

1. tradition: The cut score will be 70% correct item responses because it has always 
been like this 
2. authority: The cut score will be 60% correct item responses because I think it is 
3. Goldilocks: The cut score will be 80% correct item responses because 70% is too little 
and 90% is too much 
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judged CEFR level Item# ItemID Pre-A1 MCC A1 A1 MCC A2 A2 A2+ MCC B1 B1 B1+ MCC B2 B2 B2+

Below A1 Example01 Starters L P5 Q1 
2018 Sample 2

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

A2 Example02 METGo! R P1 Q1 
Vocab and 

0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

A2 Example03 Flyers L P4 Q2 v115 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

A1 Example04 Movers RW P2 Q1 
wriden dialogue

0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Above B1 Example05 TOEFL J R P3 Q2 
Acamedic text

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

B1 Example06 METGo! R P2 Q1 
Email

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1

A2 Training01 LU_A2_57 0 0 0 0.375 0.75 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

B1+/MCCB2 Training02 LU_B1_26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.125 0.75 0.75 0.875 1 1

A1 Training15 L_PreA1_20 0 0.375 0.75 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

A2 Training16 R_A2_31 0 0 0 0.125 0.875 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

A2 Prac&ce12 L_A1_21 1.25 0 0.25 0.75 0.875 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

B1+/MCCB2 Prac&ce13 L_B1_40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.875 0.875 1 1

MCCB1>B1/B1+/MCCB2 Prac&ce14 R_B1_21_2 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.625 0.875 0.875 0.875 1 1

A1/MCCA2 Prac&ce15 R_PreA1_18 0.125 0.25 0.875 0.875 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

B2 Prac&ce16 R_C1_29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.125 0.625 1

B1+/MCCB2 Prac&ce17 R_B1_1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.75 0.875 1 1

MCCA2 Anchor38 LU_A1_35 0.00 0.13 0.38 0.88 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

B1+/MCCB2 Anchor52 R_B1_5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.25 0.50 0.88 1.00 1.00

average % 0.03 0.04 0.11 0.21 0.37 0.46 0.52 0.66 0.75 0.85 0.96 0.99
prov. cut score (out of 52 
items)

1.5 2.1 5.8 10.8 19.0 23.9 27.3 34.3 39.1 44.0 49.9 51.6

prov. cut score rounded up 2 3 6 11 19 24 28 35 40 45 50 52



NEW TEST DESIGNS: MST
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Medium
(Pre-A1/A1) 

A2-B1 
(B2/C1)
20 items

Easy/Medium
Pre-A1/A1/A2/B1

12 items

Very Easy
Pre-A1/A1

8 items

Low Medium
A1/A2
8 items

Medium/Hard
A2/B1/B2/C1

12 items

Medium
A2/B1
8 items

High Medium
B1/B2

8 items

Very Hard
B2/C1

8 items

A

B

C

D

F

G

I

K

Design 3d
Stage 1: 

Routing GV
Stage 2:

L & R
Stage 3:

L & R

µ=.0

µ=-0.625

µ=0.625

µ=0.0

µ=-1.375

µ=-0.875

µ=0.875

µ=1.375

0-3

0-3

4-8

4-8

9-12

9-12

0-10

11-20



INTERNAL VALIDATION
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Rater reliability was checked, employing consensus and consistency measures. Consensus, i.e. the 
extent to which independent raters provided the exact same rating, was estimated by calculating the 
exact agreement index. Consistency, which focuses on the relative ordering or ranking of the items 
rated, was estimated by calculating the mean Pearson correlation coefficient (for other indices, see 
Kecker and Eckes 2010). The degree of consistency depends on many factors, such as raters’ prior 
experience in the area of testing and item writing as well as the duration and the nature of the 
training activities before the actual rating exercise. 

Results 
 
Results in Table 7 show fairly low exact agreement by whole CEFR level (71%) between the item 
writer and the panel as a group. 
 
Table 7 

 Group CEFR 
Intended CEFR PreA1 A1 A2 B1 B2 C1 Total 
Pre-A1 42 51     93 
A1 4 98 43 1   146 
A2  16 163 6   185 
B1   11 153 21  185 
B2   1 52 93  146 
C1     43 50 93 
Total 46 165 218 212 157 50 848 

 
 
184 items (22%) had a slightly different sub-level than the intended level, including items which 
are borderline between two adjacent levels.  
 
Yet sufficiently high agreement was shown among the raters themselves. This is shown by the 
mean Pearson correlation coefficient indicating high level of agreement among the 3-4 raters on 
each item.  
 
enter analysis of the mean Pearson correlation coefficient HERE 
 

Item review/test construction 
 
The panel rating exercise was an important step in the quality assurance and initial validation of the 
NGL OPT. During the rating, some items were identified for improvement. Revisions to these 
items were made before test construction. Finely-grained agreed CEFR sub-levels were assigned to 
each item. Using the confirmed target CEFR sub-level of each item, and following the test 
blueprint, test construction took place in Nov 2020 to create 12 panels (using a total of 848 items). 
The panels were transferred to the digital templates on the LMS (Avallain Unity, the test delivery 
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REPORTING  
HOW TO GIVE RESULTS?
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discipline diligence progress presenta&on

exemplary outstanding

merit/commendable excellent

good variable neat

bearable

insufferable

failing

negligent

sufficient

insufficient

not neat enough

exemplary

commendable

un&dy



SUMMARY
1. The CEFR is useful in YL assessment for target setting and tracking progress. 

2. It also defines new constructs that can be assessed in innovative ways which will help 

elaborate new language syllabuses and textbooks. 

3. Research on empirically validated longitudinal YL learning sequences is needed, 

important for the right emphasis, predictable sequencing, and expected rates of growth 

among various YL groups to be able to accurately chart their pathway through the CEFR. 

4. Assessment should make learning as effective as possible: challenging but not too 

frustrating, have diagnostic power, focus on the “sweet spot”, address difficult areas. 

5. Cut scores need to be set by expert panels familiar with YL learning sequences.  

6. Reporting of results should be made more helpful, especially for YLs and their parents.
43
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