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Kasuuvka T. I, Ocioak B. B. Camoouinioeanna y HAGUAHHI 2zpamamuku: RNIOGUWLEHHA
zpamamuynoi 06iznHanocmi cmyoenmie-ghinonozie.

Y cmammi npononyemvca nepeanid poii camooyiHIOBAHHA MA B3AEMOOYIHIOBAHHA ) BUBHUEHHI
2pamMamury  CMyoOeHmamuy MOoGHUX chneyianvnocmeni. Onucamo excniiyumuy mooenb GUKIAOAHHS
2pamMamuKy, AKA CHNPAMOBAHA HA NIOBUWEHHA 2pAMAmuyHoi O00i3HAHOCMI CMYOeHmi8 3a PAaXyHOK
PO3BUMKY YMIHb KPUMUYHOZO0 OCMUCIEHHS SPAMAMUYHUX S6UW Mad CEI00MO20 3ACMOCY8AHHA iX Y
cninkysanni. OOIpYHMOBAHA NPAKMUKA CAMOOOYIHIOBAHHA U B83AEMOOYIHIOBAHHA GION08Ioac Yinam
BUKNIAOAHHA 2PAMAMUKU Y SUWIN WKOAI MAd CHUPAEMbCA HA YOMUPUEMAnHUNl npoyec @opmyeaHHs
epamamuyHoi Komnemenyii. AGmopu po3eaaoaroms epamamuyii 3SHAHHA K epekmuerull 3acib c8idomoco
BUBYEHHS THO3eMHOI MOBU MA NPONOHYIOMb 3AB0AHHA HA NIOBUWEHH 2PAMAMUYHOL O0OI3HAHOCMI
CMYOeHmI8 i3 3a1YHeHHAM CAMOOYIHIOBAHHS MA B3AEMOOYIHIOBAHMSL.

Knrouoei cnosa: camooyintoganus ma 63aEMOOYIHIOBANHS, eKCHAIYUMHe BUKIAOAHHS ePAMAMUKU,
2paMamuyHi 3HAHHA MA HAGUYKU, PO3GUMKY YMIHb KPUMUYHO20 OCMUCAEHHS 2PAMATNUYHUX AGULY.

Kasuukaa T. H., Ocuoax B. B. Camoouenueanue 6 00yueHUU ZPAMMAMUKU: HOGbIUEHUE
2PAMMAMUYECKOU OCOZHAHHOCIU CIYOEeHM08-PUT010208.

B cmamve nepecmampusaemcs porb camooyeHugaHusi U G3AUMOOOYEHUBAHUS 6 U3VHeHUU
2PAMMAMUKY CHLYOeHMAMU A3bIKOBIX CReYUAbHOCHEN 8 PAMKAX IKCHAUYUMHOU MOOeny Npenooasanus
spammamury. Yxazaunas Molenv HayeieHa HA NOGblUeHUe SPAMMAMMUYECKOU O0CO3HAHHOCMU
CMYOeHmo8 3a Ccuem pazeumusi YMeHUl KPUMUYeCKO20 OCMBICACHUS SPAMMAMUYECKUX SGNeHUll u
CO3HAMENbHO20 NPUMEHEHUs UX 6 pedu. AGmopvl paccmampusaiom zpammamudeckue 3HAHUSL KaK
ahpexmusHoe cpedcmeo COHAMETLHOLO U3VHEeHUS UHOCMPAHHO20 A3bIKA U NPeonazaiom 3a0anus Ha
NOSblUEHUE SPAMMAMUYECKOU OCOZHAHHOCMU CMYOEHMO8 C NPUBeYeHUeM NPAKMUKY CAMOOYEHUBAHUSL U
83aUMO00YEHUBAHUS.

Knrwouesvie cnosa: camooyenusanue u 63aUMOOOYEHUBAHUE, IKCHIAUYUMHOE NPENn0OA8aAHUs.
SPAMMAMUKY, 2paMMamuiecKue 3HAHUSL U HAGLIKU, PA3GUMUE VYMEHULl KPUMUYECKO20 OCMbLCIeHUs!
SPAMMAMUYECKUX SL8TEHUIL.
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AN INSET COURSE ON LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT
FOR UNIVERSITY TEACHERS IN UKRAINE

The paper considers the needs in teacher training in language testing and assessment prompted by
the increased role of assessment for accountability at universities in Ukraine. The issues of language
testing literacy have been focused on by outstanding theoreticians and practitioners working in the field
for two decades now. The concept of language assessment literacy is crucial to defining the content area
of the in-service course for teachers who are required to implement assessments properly. Traditional
courses have included core topics such as validity, reliability, measurement control that tend overlook the
recent developments in language assessment (portfolio, self-assessment). Such courses do not consider
the immediate needs of classroom assessment providing theoretical basis mostly for standardized testing.
Classroom assessment calls for a certain reconceprualisation of key notions and bridging the gap
between “knowledge and skills” training models towards more teacher-oriented practice of learning to
develop tests. The ideas of training teachers to collegially plan, review and improve self-constructed tests
upon proper reflection based on evidence help reorient teacher training courses towards nurturing team
work, focusing on examination of test quality, considering feedback from colleagues and from students.
The paper presents a curriculum of a course targeted at Ukrainian university teachers and provides the
data of piloting one of its six modules. The course is comprised of traditional, core topics of language
testing complemented by a module on alternative assessment. The training model envisages a variety of
work modes such as contact, independent, team, and individual, includes versatile activities (readings,
discussions, tasks to do). The module was piloted in several universities in Ukraine, with its effectiveness
established with the help of several specially developed tools of measurement (a test of assessment
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literacy, test constructor and student trainee questionnaires, expert judgements). Interpretation of the
data suggests the perspectives of further research into the matter.

Keywords: language assessment literacy, in-service course on language assessment, course
content, training model.

Language testing and assessment (LTA), which has long occupied centre-stage position in
FL teaching and learning practices in the West, is rapidly gaining its significance in FL
education in this country. Accountability which accompanies the implementation of ECTS has
put forth the necessity to use language tests that are known as objective and practical tool of
summative assessment.

However, a test can only yield a true picture of students’ achievements if its designers
follow the major principles or guidelines for test construction and validation, adhere to the
testing cycle rules, administer tests properly. Using tests for summative assessment (mid-term or
end-of-year tests) urges the grass roots teachers to perform multiple roles of test designers, item
writers, test raters for which the majority of teachers are not prepared. This suggests that
classroom tests designed with violations of certain testing principles can hardly supply reliable
information about learning outcomes and may cause negative impact on language education both
in the local and national contexts.

The issue of LTA literacy of Ukrainian university teachers appears to be crucial under the
circumstances. So far this literacy has been developed through teachers’ participation in
trainings, workshops, conferences, self-study work. However important it has been for certain
individual representatives of teacher community, this work was mostly sporadic and should be
replaced by more systemic and such as involving more teachers from a variety of higher
educational settings in the country.

The present paper aims to describe the underlying principles, analyse existing theory and
practices and propose the content, structure and teaching methods as components of an in-service
teacher training course in LTA designed by the author. Initially, the analysis of the contemporary
research in the field of teacher training in LTA is offered.

The issues of teacher assessment literacy have been discussed by Western educationalists
since 1990s; a comprehensive account of this evolution is given by A. Green [6]. Since the
standards of general assessment literacy were first introduced by R. Stiggins [17] and American
Federation of Teachers the role of language assessment literacy (LAL) has been increasing due
to new societal needs and approaches to FL teaching and assessment.

Despite ongoing work on enhancing teachers’ LTA skills, Western educationalists
consistently point to a deficit in teacher LAL. The main reason for this is the systemic
shortcomings of modules/ courses on LTA included in pre-service and in-service curricula; they
are generally marginalized, are too short and often only optional [18]. Another reason lies in
difficulties of defining the range of assessment skills and the scope of training needed to develop
these skills properly. The analyses of existing courses undertaken by J. D. Bailey and K. Brown,
Y. Jin established that the course had similar constituents which had been only insignificantly
changed since mid 1990s [2, 371; 11]. The core topics of LTA training included principles and
practice of item writing, validity and reliability issues, item analysis, etc. which help teachers
learn to write language tests proper. As A. Green notes, such traditional course content makes
courses fairly conservative since they neglect newly developed assessments (such as learner’s
portfolio and self-assessment) and therefore fail to “meet teachers’ needs in rapidly changing
educational environments” [6, 14].

Theoretically, LAL received multiple definitions. The most frequently cited definition was
made by G. Fulcher according to which LAL is “the knowledge, skills and abilities required to
design, develop, maintain or evaluate, large-scale standardized and/or classroom based tests,
familiarity with test processes, and awareness of principles and concepts that guide and underpin
practice, including ethics and codes of practice. The ability to place knowledge, skills, processes,
principles and concepts within wider historical, social, political and philosophical frameworks in
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order understand why practices have arisen as they have, and to evaluate the role and impact of
testing on society, institutions, and individuals” [5, 125]. D. Dunkley, in his turn, calls this
definition restrictive as it contains a description of teachers’ competence and excludes LAL of
other stakeholders [4, 105]. This criticism is in line with L. Taylor’s considering LAL of
different groups of stakeholders and specifying several assessment skill profiles relevant for
these groups (core, intermediary, and peripheral levels). Teachers’ assessment needs, in her
view, belong to the intermediary level and relate primarily to language pedagogy, knowledge of
technical skills, sociocultural values and local practices; the core level concepts of LTA
(knowledge of theory, principles and concepts, scoring and decision making) are only
complementary to the list of basics needed by teachers [18]. Indeed, teachers need less theory
than testing professionals and more practical classroom-relevant assessment skills.

K. O’Loughlin seems to have given the most concrete definition of LAL expressed in
terms of setting objectives of LTA courses for student teachers. The course should envisage
enabling students “to develop (a) a sound understanding of key concepts in second language
assessment; (b) their ability to critically evaluate existing assessment documents, and (3) their
capacity to design or adapt assessment instruments for the particular teaching context” [16, 73].

Coming back to practical considerations about the course content, it is obvious that it
should reflect the levels of LAL proposed by L. Taylor and, therefore, place “the emphasis in
professional development — at least initially — on the role of assessment in the learning process
rather than on theoretical and statistical issues in testing [Brindley 2001, 129, cited in 16].
Content of courses, aka teaching, is inseparably connected with and/or is based on the existing
LTA course books. The latter are criticized by O. Inbar-Lourie [10] and G. Brindley [cited in 16,
14] for being too arcane for non-specialists and, more importantly, for giving little or no
attention to the issues of classroom based assessment. The most popular text books (e.g.
Bachman and Palmer, 1996) [1] recommended today for course reading were published over 20
years ago, offer little guidance on development of either classroom based tests or alternative
assessments and are hardly relevant to the changing reality of FL teaching and assessment.

All this calls for redesign of LTA courses, their content and text books as well as the
training model itself. A. Davies suggested filling the gap within a “knowledge + skills” training
model with “scrutiny of testing practice” including evidence of performance on tests and its
consequences [Davies 2008, 328, cited in 16, 15). Moreover, applied linguists oppose principles
of standarised and non-standardised test designing and propose reconceptualisation of validity
and reliability applied in classroom based assessment [Moss and Brokhart 2000, cited in 16, 19)
or even reformulation of the competencies needed for conducting assessments in the educational
context [10]. These suggestions along with ideas of embracing sociocultural paradigm within
LTA courses and developing assessment and/or testing cultures belong to the future. To date,
however, “classroom assessment should be judged according to the traditional standards for test
validity” [6, 18) and, therefore, LTA courses for teaching practitioners should provide the
trainees with solid theoretical grounding and practical skills of constructing, validating and
interpreting assessments.

A. Green summarises the principles of developing effective assessments by the acronym
PRICE: Planning and Reflection lead to Improvement, when supported by Co-operation and
informed by Evidence [7, 21-25]. These suggest that teachers preparing language tests should
work methodically and collegially, contribute to discussion of test construct, techniques
employed, and further reflect on what and how has been done, provide feedback on items written
by each other: in A. Green’s words test designers should follow the plan-do-review schedule [7,
21]. Teachers should learn to work in teams during the whole process of test preparation and
accept possible critique from colleagues. Moreover, it is essential for them to learn to collect and
analyse evidence of the ability of a test to yield true picture of learners’ achievements. So far the
quality of teacher constructed tests has not been questioned by their users although a study by
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D. Coniam [3] suggests the opposite. O. Kvasova provides a detailed examination of major faults
within teacher-made MCQ test-tasks written by Ukrainian university teachers [14].

The issues of designing LTA courses for pre-service and in-service contexts were
discussed in numerous papers of J. D Brown and K. Bailey K. M., D. Coniam, C. Hatipoglu,
L. Herrera and D. Macias, Y.Jin, R.Johnson et al., O.Inbar-Lourie, R.C. Kleinsasser,
K. O’Loughlin, Tempus ProSET project (www.proset-tempus.net); the work of Erasmus+ TALE
project aimed at designing nine on-line training courses is in progress now (http://taleproject.eu).
The study of these theoretical and practical researches as well as own practice of conducting
workshops on test writing allows to formulate the goal and objectives of the Course developed
specifically for Ukrainian university teachers.

The overall goal of the Course is to promote the enhancement of LTA literacy of university
foreign language teachers, to enable them to carry out high quality classroom assessments and, in
the long run, to maximize the efficiency of FL teaching and learning. The attainment of the
major goal is ensured through achieving the following objectives: systematizing the knowledge
of Methods of teaching foreign languages obtained by teachers during pre-service training course
and, especially, its part devoted to language assessment; systematizing teachers’ own experience
of carrying out various forms of assessment; introducing the teachers to the fundamentals of
LTA through presentations of LTA theory, participating in workshops and through reflecting on
own practices; developing teachers’ skills of constructing quality test items/task/ tests of
different types (objective and subjective) intended to measure students’ various skills (language
use, reading, listening, writing, oral interaction and oral production); getting the teachers familiar
with the statistics applicable in the classroom to determine the validity of self-made test tasks,
encourage their ability to interpret the data and use it in order to improve own test items/tasks;
promoting the development of teachers’ reflective skills to carry out fair self- and peer-
assessment; encouragement of team-work skills as well as skills necessary for proper logistics
and mechanics; encouraging teachers’ readiness for life-long learning, extensive reading on
LTA, participation in workshops of experts, willingness to share own expertise, acceptance of
newly developed forms of assessment.

The structure of the Course is made up of six modules that cover the major theoretical and
practical aspects of LTA. Each module consists of identical parts:

1 Independent individual (pre-session) work (4 hours). This invites teachers to a) study the
recommended literary sources on LTA issues and check its acquisition by answering the offered
questions; b) doing a practical assignment.

2 Training session (4 contact hours). This envisages participation in two workshops on the
topic that combine theoretical input and doing practical task and are aimed to build relevant
skills in LTA. The workshop may be conducted either on the same day or on two subsequent
days.

3 Independent team (post-session) work (12 hours). This suggests teaming up teachers (2-
4) in order to do the following: a) construct test tasks to measure a particular language skill using
the checklist for item writers; b) try out the constructed tasks and modify them if necessary;
¢) administer the test tasks in their own student groups, mark and grade them; d) do the statistical
analysis appropriate for classroom based assessment; e) interpret the data focusing on the
validity of the test tasks, discuss the quality of the tasks, suggest ways to further modify and,
possibly, enter into the test task bank; f) collect feedback from testees, discuss the possible
impact of the test on the testees’ further learning of English; e) answer questionnaires, reflect on
their achievements or failures, elaborate plans for further development.

4 Follow-up conference (2 contact hours). The teachers are invited to a) present the
outcomes of their team work; b) get feedback from colleagues and trainers and share their
impressions of other teams’ test tasks; c) give feedback on the efficiency of the module
implementation, suggest improvements, make own plans about doing the next module/s.

On successful completion of all tasks that are offered by any of the modules of the Course
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teachers receive a Certificate of completion. The teachers who successfully completed the tasks
of all modules receive a Certificate that will allow them to plan and conduct their own teacher
training.

The sustainable outcomes of the Course lie in: a) development of banks of quality test
tasks to measure various FL skills which can be used at universities across the country;
b) dissemination of the outcomes of the Course by its participants through university/national
conferences, scholarly articles, own workshops and master-classes.

In the long-term perspective the Course could entail: a) cooperation with acclaimed experts
on LTA who could be invited to make presentations, conduct workshops and training accessible
for grass roots FL teachers from all over Ukraine; b) setting Centres/Resource Centres for
enhancing assessment literacy of Ukrainian university teachers in all regions of the country;
¢) introduction of Master’s programmes in LTA; d)implementation of research into LTA
including PhD studies; e) setting up an e-platform for all teachers’ independent use and self-
study.

One of the course modules was piloted in universities of Kyiv, Kharkiv, Cherkasy, Lviv
and proved effective. Below are the content and structure of the piloted module.

MODULE 2:
Construction and validation of classroom reading test tasks
Independent individual (pre-session) work (4 hours):

a) study the recommended sources:

Kvasova O. Learning to ensure good testing practice (notes on a workshop) // Inozemsi
MoBH. — 2011. — Nel. — C. 62-66 ta // Inozemni moBu. — 2011. — Ne 4 (68). — C. 57-60.

0) do the task:

construct two test tasks (MCQ and T/F) to check the understanding of the recommended
texts.

Training session (4 contact hrs.):
Workshop 1. Constructing reading test tasks
CEFR descriptors for reading skills. Expeditious and careful reading (skills and
subskills).Objective and subjective test formats. How to construct MCQ andT/F/NG. Analysis of
MCAQ tasks. Faulty items. Standardized rubrics.
Workshop 2. How to write valid reading test tasks
Basic statistics for teacher-made test tasks (item difficulty, item discrimination, distractor
analysis). How to interpret the data. Analysis of some MCQ items/tasks and interpretation of the
data.

Independent post-session work (12 200.):

a) study the recommended sources:

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: learning, teaching,
assessment. Council of Europe. — Cambridge: CUP, 2001. — Pp.68-82.

I'nanoBcebka JI. B., KBacoBa O. I'. OuiHioBaHHS BMiHb YWTAHHS: 3 JIOCBiNy MUIOTYBaHHS
TECTOBHX 3aBJaHb B Mexax [IpoekTy He3ale)XHOTro TeCTyBaHHS 3 1HO3eMHHX MOB // [HO3eMHI
MoBHU. —2007. — Ne 2. — C. 3-10.

Kgacora O. I'. TectoBa nepeBipka piBHSI chOPMOBAHOCTI aHTIIOMOBHOI KOMITIETEHTHOCTI Y
YUTaHH1 y MaiiOyTHIX ¢imosnoris // [HozemHi MoBu. — 2014. — Ne 3 (79). — C. 38-44.

Hughes A. Testing for Language Teachers. — Cambridge University Press, 1989. —
Pp. 161-162.

b) do the task:

contruct, pilot, modify and administer two own test tasks (MCQ and T/F/NG) in your
classroom. Do the statistical analysis and interpret the data.

Follow-up conference (2 contact hrs.):

Present your tasks, the data of statistical analysis and its interpretation. Discuss your tasks

and the tasks of your colleagues.
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As is seen from the excerpted module, the coursework contains both independent and
contact work, individual as well as team work, readings and discussions, and tasks to be carried
out. The course presents the balanced and versatile selection of activities which will strengthen
the participants’ sense of agency and stimulate and motivate them.

Apart from workshop materials, several tools were designed to collect the data of LAL and
scrutinize teachers’ progress. To measure the initial level of teachers’ assessment literacy a test
comprised of twenty questions was developed and offered to trainees. It intended to check the
trainees’ familiarity with the introductory content area of LTA. Another tool — a test constructor
questionnaire — was aimed to collect feedback from teacher trainees upon completion of the
module; it provided useful information on the further improvements of the course including the
content of learning, techniques and organisation and management related issues. Since the
constructed tests were piloted by teachers in real-life context, in their academic groups, a special
questionnaire was compiled to elicit students’ feedback on the test tasks offered to them, and
compare their quality with that of test tasks from IELTS or FCE examinations. Finally, the
quality of tests developed by teachers and the materials of statistical analysis performed by them
was thoroughly examined by the researcher and two other experts.

These tools appeared quite efficient to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the
proposed methodology of teacher training in LTA. As a result of participation in the training the
teachers were credited by the heightened quality of self-constructed test tasks although it would
be erroneous to claim that all of them excelled in preparing the assessment. The trainees also
expressed positive evaluation of the module’s content and the variety of techniques used by the
trainer, although suggested that the course should be delivered over a longer period allowing
more time for post-session independent and team activities (constructing, piloting, reflecting,
reviewing, modifying test tasks).

The case of piloting the module together with the research data and implications for
reviewing and modifying the course were publicized [14] and reported at the 12" Annual
Conference of European Association for Language Testing and Assessment (EALTA)
(Copengahen, 2015). The perspectives of further research depend upon decisions stipulating the
introduction of the Course at universities within in-service teacher training programmes.
Meanwhile, this experience is disseminated via activities of Ukrainian Association for Language
Testing and Assessment (UALTA).
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Keacosa O. I. Kypc nioguuienns KomnemeHmHoOCmi y MOGHOMY MeCMYS6AHHI 014 8UKIA0AUI6
YHigepcumemie Ykpainu.

Y cmammi nponounyemuvcs o6rpynmysants nomped y Kypci RiOSUWEeHHs Keanigikayii y MogHOMY
Mecmy8aHHi 8UKIA0A4i6 IHOZEMHUX MO8, WO Npayrms 8 yHisepcumemax Yxpainu. Cxapaxmepuzosame
nowamms “KOMNEMeHMHICMb Y MOGHOMY MeCMmy8anHi ma OYiHIO8AHHI”, HA OCHOBI 4020 BU3HAYEHUU
npeomem HaAgYauHa y medxcax Kypcy. Onucani smicm ma cmpykmypa Kypcy. Hasedenuii npukiad oonozo
i3 MOOY1i6 Kypcy, sikutl Oy8 RIIOMOSAHUN A8MOPOM cmammi y KLIbKOX YHieepcumemax kpainu. Bucnoexu,
3pobneni Ha NiOcMaei OaHux RNIIOMYBAHHA, MONCYMb CAY2Y8Amu NIOSPYHMAM Ol NOOAIbULOL
00CHIOHUYLKOT pOOOMU Y YbOMY HANPAMKY.

Knrouosi cnosa: xomnemenmuicme y mecmy8aHHi ma OYIHIOBAHHI, KYPC NIOGUWEHHS
KOMNEMeHmMHOCMI ) MOBHOMY MEeCmYy8anHti, 3MICM i CIMPYKmMypa Kypcy.

Ksacosea O.I. Kypc nogviuienun KOMHEMEHMHOCHMU 6 A3bIKOGOM MECHMUPOSAHUU U
OUeHusanuu 01 npenooasameeil yHUGePCUMemos YKpaunol.

B cmamve npeonazaemcs obocrnosanue nompebHOCMU 8 Kypce NOGblUleHUs. KOMNEeMEeHMHOCMU 6
A3LIKOBOM MECMUPO8aHuy npenooasamenell UHOCMPAHHBIX A3bIKOS, pabOMaOWux 6 YHUBepCUmemax
Ykpaunuvl. Oxapakmepuzoearno nonsamue “2pamomnocms 6 A3bIKOBOM MeCMUPOSAHUU U OYEeHUBAHUU ', HA
0CHOBe ue2o onpedenen npeomem 00yyenus 6 makom Kypce. Onucanvl cooepaicanue u CmMpyKmypa Kypca.
Ilpeocmasnen od0un uz mooyieu Kypca, npowleOwiuli HUIOMHYI0 Anpodayuld 8 HEeCKOIbKUX
YHUSepcumemax cmpawnsl. Bvigoovl, cOenanmvie Ha 0CHO8e OAHHLIX NULOMUPOBANUS, MO2YM OblMb
UCNIONIb308AHBL 8 OAbHEUWUX UCCAEO0BAHUAX NPOOTIEMbL.

Knioueevie cnoga: komnemenmmnocmv 6 A3bIKOGOM MECMUPOBAHUU U OYCHUBAHUU, KYPC
NOGblULEHUS, KOMNEMEHMHOCMU 8 A3bIKOBOM MEeCMUPOBAHULL, COOEPICAHUE U CMPYKMYPa Kypca.
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Kobylianska 1. V.

ERROR CORRECTION IN FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHING

This article analyzes approaches and methods in foreign language teaching which relate to the
correction of errors committed by the learner of a second language, in this case English. The difference
between the term error and mistake as understood by linguists is established. The types of error which
are typically committed by the learner, error analysis, the error treatment and various techniques
available to the teacher providing positive feedback are considered. The final part of article describes the
ways in which errors might be corrected in the language learning situation and considers the diversity of
approaches is taken up in the Common European Frame work.

Keywords: learners’ errors, treatment of errors, classifying errors, corrective feedback, positive
feedback.

70



