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Abstract

The ever increasing explosion of highly attractive multimedia resources on offer has boosted the use of ICT in the teaching and learning of modern languages.  The use of ICT to assess languages is less frequent, however, although on-line testing is starting to develop.  This paper examines the national context for the assessment of modern foreign language proficiency in England, outlines the kinds of assessment currently available and the development of electronic forms of assessment.  It then describes an EU funded research project with partners in Denmark, England, Finland, Italy, Norway, Poland and Romania to develop a platform for creating web based language tests.  The purpose of the initial ON-LANG survey was to collect responses on what constitutes a valuable resource and represents existing good practice. Data, collected by a web-based questionnaire hosted on the ON-LANG website, represented the considered view of project members as language experts in their respective countries.  As a follow-up to this study the partner responsible for IT support to the project designed a platform for on-line testing and partners created language tests including multiple choice, fill-in-the-gap and open questions for listening, reading and writing tests.  It was agreed amongst partner institutions that 30 students in each country should complete the same agreed tests in Italian or English and report on their experience in order to assess the operation of the platform.  Questionnaires completed by learners and teachers across Europe were analysed to establish the effectiveness of the on-line platform as a tool for assessing modern languages and attitudes about the advantages and disadvantages of on-line testing in general. 

Introduction

Assessment plays a vital role in successful learning and certainly remains the focus of local and national attention, with debate around standards, external examinations, national tests and international comparisons. The apparently ever growing emphasis on evidence of learners’ achievements in tests and examinations demonstrates that assessment is seen outside as well as within the educational context as crucial in judging both learners’ and teachers’ performance.  The aims of this paper are:

· to set out in brief the national context for the assessment of modern foreign language (MFL) proficiency in England, the kinds of assessment currently available and the development of electronic forms of assessment
· to describe an EU funded research project to develop a platform for creating web based foreign language tests  

· to report an analysis of web based tests in English and Italian designed by European partners, conducted in the European partner countries and evaluated through questionnaires by learners and teachers across Europe to establish their effectiveness as a tool for assessing modern languages.   

Languages, ICT and assessment

Although ‘computers have been used for language teaching since the 1960s’ (Warschauer and Healey, 1998:57), widespread use of Information and Communications Technology (ICT) in language teaching and learning has only really occurred over the past decade with the development of multimedia resources and the Internet.  With the greater emphasis currently placed on an e-learning culture, developments are now taking place to find ways of assessing learning electronically (and, crucially, effectively).

Some examples of Computer Aided Assessment (CAA) in languages, as outlined in the ICT4LT website (Atkinson and Davies 2005) include computer based interactive exercises and tests,  on-screen marking of students' word-processed writing, revision software, email to send coursework and receive feedback and Web pages to set tasks for students and provide tutor support.
Multimedia can provide opportunities for pupil creativity, and learner confidence is increased by its non-judgemental correction of errors, (immediate feedback in terms of “right”, “wrong”, “try again”), allowing for ‘experimentation in a supportive environment’ (Dugard and Hewer, 2003: 29), and providing instant gratification for learners. However, there are limitations to this feedback as it is not necessarily adequately discriminatory or differentiated, nor does it set future targets or provide guidance on how to improve one’s learning in order to achieve these goals.  

English Assessment frameworks

Assessment of MFL learning in England uses national criteria during Key Stage 3 (ages 11-14) through teacher assessed National Curriculum (NC) levels, and public examinations at Key Stage 4, age 16 for GCSE and at Key Stage 5, age 17 for AS and age 18 for A level.  Both NC levels and GCSE place equal weighting on listening, speaking, reading and writing.  Although these levels have been equated by assessment bodies to Common European Framework (CEF) levels, the CEF is not widely used (nor generally recognised) as a means of describing pupils’ achievement in schools in England.  At GCSE and AS/A level the cultural and societal impact of ICT is acknowledged: e-mail messages feature in writing papers and authentic texts may come from a website, although the examinations themselves remain paper-based.  A new GCSE qualification in Applied French, first examined in 2006, features on-screen external assessment and places greater emphasis on productive language skills which can be applied to a specialist context (Business, Leisure and Tourism or Media and Communications). 

Overall, formal examinations in the English system place considerable emphasis on interaction, including spoken interaction and practical application of language. While this makes them more relevant and, hopefully, attractive to learners, it accentuates aspects which are more difficult to incorporate in e-learning systems.

The Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) E-learning strategy 

Over recent years assessment has evolved from traditional methods, mainly externally awarded grades, to include teacher assessed course work and portfolios. The English government envisages using e-learning systems to enhance the value of assessment through data analysis for the teacher and interactive feedback for the learner.  

The QCA (the body charged with overseeing and monitoring all awarding bodies in England) views on-line assessment as a means to overcome barriers such as time, location and cost through ‘on demand’ testing. 

Although currently national MFL examinations remain paper-based apart from a few exceptions, there are clear strategic objectives for QCA, for Awarding Bodies and for learning providers that by 2009 all new qualifications must include an option for on-screen assessment and that all existing GCSEs, AS and A2 examinations should be available on-screen (http://www.qca.org.uk/6877.html).
The Languages Ladder

The Green Paper, Languages for All: Languages for Life, A Strategy for England (DfES, 2003) proposed a new voluntary recognition system (the ‘Languages Ladder’) to complement existing national qualifications frameworks and the CEF.  This assessment system is being developed to give people credit for their language skills in Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing at all levels of competence from beginner to post degree level for all ages and in a wide range of languages with qualifications named ‘Asset Languages’ (http://www.assetlanguages.org.uk).  These include both external qualifications and a teacher-assessed scheme. Some assessments are being developed as on-line and just-in-time testing.  The first round of computer-based tests in reading and listening in a limited range of languages and levels became available in 2005 and piloting of writing and other levels continues to occur.  Whilst it is easy to imagine that listening and reading could be tested on-line, the testing of speaking and writing is considerably more problematic and would still require some form of human intervention.

The Project

The ON-LANG project (http://www.onlang.net) is timely in its objective to produce an e-learning resource to be used by teachers to formulate tests calibrated against the CEF; currently many tests are matched to national or proprietary frameworks and are not easily comparable across countries. This drastically reduces their value in permitting mobility, for example to take up courses or jobs in other countries, because potential course providers or employers cannot easily assess applicants’ language ability. 
Initially, project members (language teachers from secondary and higher education and teacher trainers from Denmark, England, Finland, Italy, Norway, Poland, Romania) agreed to report on e-learning resources for teaching and testing Modern Foreign Languages (MFL - i.e. teaching native speakers the language of another country) or at Teaching [a specified] Language as a Foreign Language (TLFL i.e. teaching the native language for educational or business purposes to speakers of another language) which were examples of good practice. The aim of the survey was to identify what aspects of current practice were valuable and should be included in the ON-LANG resource, and what features were currently not available but should be included in the ON-LANG resource (Results from this survey are available in Hunt et al. (in prep).) The findings from the survey indicate that speaking is inadequately served by on-line testing as tests currently focus primarily on receptive language skills.  The implications for future successful on-line testing include the incorporation of interactive skills and effective formative feedback.  
Subsequently, Hochfeiler (the partner responsible for IT support to the project) designed a platform for on-line testing and partners created tests including multiple choice, fill-in-the-gap and open questions for listening, reading and writing tests.  It was agreed amongst partner institutions that 30 students in each country should complete the same agreed tests in Italian and English and report on their experience in order to assess the operation of the platform. Questionnaires in English were drafted at a project meeting, comprising a short 10-question format for students covering their experience of the ON-LANG test (adequacy of time, enjoyment and the best and worst aspects) and three questions on using on-line tests in general and a matched but more complex questionnaire for teachers which asked about their students’ experience of the ON-LANG test and a wide range of questions about the advantages and disadvantages of on-line testing in general. Most respondents completed the agreed English versions but some completed them in Italian translation (which was checked against the original English version). Questionnaires were administered in paper format to staff, and by staff to the student groups they were teaching, and returned to the UK project member for processing. Data were analysed using SPSS 12.0.1. for descriptive statistics and crosstabulations with chi-square; where differences between groups are referred to below they were statistically significant
Student responses to the platform – closed questions

The sample

The sample comprised 51 students from Denmark, 29 from France, 94 from Italy, 27 from Norway, 30 from Romania, and 30 from the UK. Overall, more respondents were female than male; gender balance was roughly equal for Denmark, Italy, Norway, and Romania, with more females in the UK (where languages are widely seen as a ‘female’ subject and can be dropped at 14). The French sample was almost all female. There was therefore a highly significant difference between countries in the gender of respondents. Over three-quarters of the respondents were in the secondary phase; this included all respondents from Norway and almost all from Denmark, Italy and Romania. French and UK respondents were all in college/higher education. Again there was a highly significant difference between countries in the phase of respondents. Approaching two-thirds of respondents used the platform for English, one-third for Italian. All Danish and Norwegian respondents used it for English; a majority of French and UK respondents used it for Italian, and a majority of Italian students used it for English. There was a highly significant difference between languages in the phase of respondents; English was much more likely to be taken by secondary respondents, and Italian by respondents in college / higher education. However there was no significant difference between the languages concerning the gender of respondents, though more females than males used the platform in Italian; numbers were equally balanced for English.

Responses to the platform

Enough time to do the test?

Overall, respondents felt they had enough time (53%) or plenty of time (30%); only 3% felt they had far too little time. There was a significant difference between languages, with respondents tested in Italian more likely to feel they had had far too little time or not enough time while those tested in English were more likely to feel they had had enough time. This was not due to the country effects, as while there were highly significant differences between countries, these did not match the difference between languages. For the countries contributing to the test results in Italian, there was no significant difference between countries. However, for the countries where the test was taken only in English, Italian and Danish respondents were more likely to say they had plenty of time, Norwegian respondents to say they had far too little or not enough. There was also no significant difference related to phase, despite the difference between the languages in the phase of respondents mentioned in the previous section. It therefore seems that the best explanation for the difference between the languages in the adequacy of time available is related to differences in the design of the tests.  
Enjoyable to do this test?
Most commonly (38%) respondents had found it ‘a bit’ enjoyable to do the test, with 24% very much enjoying it. However 36% of respondents were less enthusiastic (not sure whether they enjoyed it – 14%, did not enjoy it much – 15%, did not enjoy it at all – 7%). This relates to the three questions on general attitudes to doing tests, reported at the end of the results.

Whereas time had been a problem with the Italian tests, significantly higher levels of enjoyment were reported by respondents doing the tests in Italian than by those doing the tests in English, who were more likely to report that they did not enjoy doing the tests much. However this may relate to a northern / southern divide in attitude to tests, as there were highly significant differences in countries in attitude to testing with Danish (where there is a lot of scepticism towards formal evaluation, testing and assessment, Mortensen 2005) and, more especially, Norwegian and UK respondents having found the tests less enjoyable: French and, especially, Italian respondents were more positive in their attitudes. There were no differences between phases in their enjoyment of the tests.

What was the best thing about doing the test?
The overwhelming reason for respondents enjoying the test (51%) was that they liked working on the computer. Subsidiary reasons were that the language of the test was at the right level (16%), the content was interesting (13%), the instructions were clear (10%), and respondents did not have to write anything (8%). Only a few respondents (3%) felt confident about their answers.

There were significant differences between languages in the best aspect of the test; Italian tests scored more highly for having clear instructions and interesting content, while English tests scored better for having the language at the right level. There were also significant differences between countries, with respondents in Italy, Norway and Romania particularly enjoying working on the computer. However in this case the country differences did not appear to account for the differences between test languages, as UK respondents, who also did both languages, gave fairly positive ratings for the language being at the right level, but differed from other countries particularly in appreciating that they did not have to write anything. Similarly, French respondents, who did both languages, rated clear instructions highly; they also tended to feel that the content was interesting. For this question there was a difference between phases, with secondary respondents much more likely to nominate working on the computer as the best thing about the test (probably accounted for by the preferences of the Romanian, Italian and Norwegian respondents, mentioned earlier in this paragraph, as these respondents were mostly secondary-phase). Other reasons (not having to write anything, clear instructions, correct language level, interesting content) were correspondingly more mentioned by college / higher-education respondents.

It is also useful to look at how views about best features of the test related to views about the time available for the tests and enjoyment of the tests. There were highly significant differences in both of these relationships. Clear instructions and language at the right level were particularly mentioned by respondents who felt they had enough time to do the test, while those who had enjoyed the test very much stressed clear instructions and interesting content. Those who had enjoyed the test very much emphasised that they had enjoyed working on the computer; language at the right level was mentioned especially by those who had enjoyed the test a bit or were not sure about it. Not having to write anything was a ‘negative best’ aspect of the test, because it was stressed particularly by those respondents who felt they did not have enough time, or did not enjoy the test. Though working on the computer was the most frequently mentioned ‘best aspect’, it was mentioned by respondents at all levels of views, especially those who felt they had far too little time or did not enjoy doing the test much, and cannot therefore be seen as a purely positive ‘best aspect’.

What was the worst thing about doing the test?
Responses to this question were more evenly distributed than those about the best aspect of the tests: most commonly (31%) respondents were worried about their answers. Other common answers were that the test was boring (16%), too difficult (16%) or that respondents did not know what to do (13%). Less commonly, respondents did not like working on the computer (11%) or found the test too easy (6%).

Respondents doing the test in English were much more likely to feel that it was boring or that they did not understand what they had to do; those doing it in Italian were more likely to feel that the test was too easy or worry about the answers. As for the best aspect of the tests, there was something of a north-south divide with respondents in Norway particularly likely to feel that the test was boring; Danish respondents agreed to a lesser extent, but stressed especially that they did not understand what to do. By contrast, French and, especially, Italian respondents were prone to worry about their answers. UK respondents were more likely to feel that the tests were too difficult, and UK respondents also disliked working on the computer. These national differences appear to account for the phase differences; college / higher education respondents were significantly more likely to say that the tests were too difficult or that they did not like working on the computer (reflecting especially the UK view) and to worry about answers (reflecting the Italian view) and secondary respondents that the test was boring (reflecting especially the Norwegian view).

As for the best aspect of the test, it is possible to relate views on time and enjoyment to what was seen as the worst aspect of the test. Unlike answers about the best aspect of the test, there were different patterns of relationship between what was seen as the worst aspect of the test and views on whether there was enough time and on whether the test was enjoyable. For time, the strongest relationship was that those who had plenty of time had found the test too easy; those who had not had enough time were more likely to report that they disliked working on the computer or that the test was too difficult. Turning to enjoyment of the test, those who were worried about their answers also reported they had enjoyed the test a bit or very much; the other group who had enjoyed the test very much were some of those who had found the test too easy. However this group had divergent views, as others who had found the test too easy had not enjoyed it at all. Others who enjoyed the test a bit were those who reported they did not understand what to do! As might have been expected, respondents who had found the test boring had either not enjoyed the test at all, not much, or were not sure. 

General views about web-based tests

Three questions were asked about views on web-based tests in general. Firstly respondents were asked if they would want to do tests to learn their strong or weak points; overall 69% of respondents would want to do tests for this purpose. There was a highly significant north-south divide, with respondents in Norway (the only country where a majority were opposed) and Denmark opposed and respondents in Italy (especially) and France in favour. This national difference accounted for the fact that respondents taking the tests in English (the preferred language in Scandinavia) were significantly more opposed. There was no significant difference between respondents in different phases of education.

Secondly, respondents were asked if they would want to do tests to practise for exams and this gained a similar overall level of support (71%). This attracted a similar response across countries to the previous question, with respondents in Norway (the only country where a majority were opposed) and Denmark opposed and respondents in Italy (especially) and France in favour. Again the national difference accounted for less positive attitudes by those taking the test in English though this difference was not statistically significant, and as for the previous question there was no difference between educational phases.

Finally, respondents were asked if they would prefer to do tests on-line or on paper; the level of support was again very similar (69%). The pattern of national differences diverged from the previous two questions, with respondents in the UK being strongly opposed (the only country where a majority would prefer paper) and Norway, France and Italy particularly in favour. The national difference accounted for a difference between phases, with college/higher education respondents significantly less positive than secondary respondents: there were no significant differences related to the test language.
Although the questionnaire did not ask for open comments, many UK respondents gave detailed feedback.  Most criticism related to frustrations at the lack of clear instructions or the layout of the test (small font and artificially long lines).  Positive suggestions were made to make words and text visible simultaneously on the screen. The count-down feature was also stressful to some students, and one student suggested a practice area.    

‘The layout of the exercises could be better – having to scroll up and down between the list of words, the text with the gaps and the entry fields at the bottom is not easy and wastes a lot of time’. (UK, female)

‘Perhaps there should be an introductory page before the test that states whether or not we can use dictionaries and maybe suggest that we may want a notepad handy (I would have liked this because I couldn’t see everything on the screen at once and often forgot what answers were still available)’. (UK, female)

Teacher responses to the platform
A small scale survey of teachers based on a sample of 17 teachers, of whom 10 were from Italy, and 2-3 from France, Romania and the UK revealed that all respondents had used fill-in-the gap tests, and almost all had used multiple-choice and open-question tests (with 1 and 2 exceptions from the UK respectively). Writing and listening tests had been used by almost all respondents and reading tests by 12 out of 17. However only 2 respondents had used a task-based test, one had used an interaction test and none had used a speaking test, with testing equally split between English and Italian. 
All or virtually all respondents (i.e. one respondent opposed) supported the following advantages of on-line tests: that learners could work at their own pace, that they could choose their own level, that the tests provided immediate feedback, that results were recorded, that the tests provided practice before formal examinations, and that the teacher could tailor the test for learners’ needs. There was almost as strong support (only 2 or three opposed) for the following advantages; that learners could choose their own time, and that the tests allowed progress to be tracked. However views were more evenly split about whether it was an advantage that the tests could remove the need for teachers to mark results; nearly half the respondents considered teacher monitoring of on-line tests was necessary. There were no systematic national variations in any of these views.

Among the strongest perceived disadvantages of on-line tests, mentioned by all respondents were technical problems, and teacher confidence in designing and administering tests, mentioned by all except one.  As one respondent commented:

‘The emphasis should be put on showing how the platform could be used to support these more difficult-to-operate but more valid assessment modes. As a teacher-uploader myself, I, too, have fallen into the comfortable way of producing yet more discrete-item comprehension activities, because that is the route the software seems most capable of facilitating. However, it would be a great pity if the sheer volume of these 1960’s style tests swallowed up what some partners are trying to experiment with in Task-Based and Productive language areas’. (UK, College/higher education, female)

Almost as many (all except 2-4) respondents mentioned the limits of on-line testing in all 4 language skills and failure to cater for all learning styles (both mentioned by 14 out of 16 respondents), and access to computer facilities, and time needed to devise tests (both mentioned by 12 out of 16 respondents). 
However several potential problems were seen as less serious by respondents; student confidence in using computers (only seen as a disadvantage by 5 out of 15), failure to allow for peer evaluation (mentioned by 5 out of 12 and an issue especially for French and Romanian respondents) and, especially, confidentiality of the results (mentioned by 2 out of 16). Except for peer evaluation, there were no systematic differences between countries.  
Discussion

On-line assessment in languages is developing rapidly and needs to be evaluated carefully, just as it is important to evaluate the use of computers in teaching and learning: ‘the image of learners simply switched in to computers and learning in isolation is not part of a positive vision’ (Hood, 2000:134).  On-line testing presents various challenges.  One concern is that new technology will drive assessment back to Neanderthal methods, testing knowledge of a language instead of language skills.  According to Warschauer (1996) despite its potential, multimedia software has not really made the expected impact, mainly because of the often questionable quality of the programs which have often been left to commercial developers who do not always base their programs on sound pedagogical principles.  ‘Technology should not merely replace current practice for the sake of novelty, but must contribute to it and improve it’ (Bax, 2000: 209).  Teachers are vital for planning, guidance and extra support, accordingly it is crucial to evaluate the tests available in language programs to ensure that they are able to test or assess what is the important part of learning and therefore make the assessment effective, not merely the type of tests computers are able to perform and therefore focusing on what it is possible to test.  If the tests are not pedagogically sound, there is also the risk of reduced effectiveness in teaching methodology if teachers start teaching to the test. One teacher respondent made this comment specific to the platform tests:
‘The modes of testing supported best by the platform depend on the very convergent (only one right answer) and discrete-item styles of gap fill and multiple-choice. These do have their uses but these days (after 30 years of ‘Communicative Language’ Teaching) for classroom assessment (and even some public exam) purposes, the weight of professional opinion would prefer assessment procedures to be more concerned with judging the capacity to engage in interaction, to handle discourse (texts and contexts above sentence level) and to produce speech and writing in different conditions. These are the values put forward in the Common European Framework.’ (UK, College/higher education, female)

It is also vital to consider how all the different language skills can be tested in an appropriate way.  It is critical that tests focus on strategic skills and productive skills, both oral and written, yet this is not what was encountered in much of the material evaluated in the original survey. On the contrary, what is currently available, and indeed what has been developed so far by the On-Lang platform, is much more “old tests in new technology”.  Evaluating all the parameters of full interactive discourse is well beyond the scope of current machine processing.  However, one aspect of the On-Lang project has been the development of teacher assessment by means of assessing interactive dialogue after it has been recorded on the computer and of recording contextualised help on the discourse produced by each individual (Fynn, 2006).  The main task in developing on-line testing will be to ensure that what is important when it comes to language learning is what is tested and that effective pedagogy is not compromised by the technical limitations of the medium.

Furthermore, it is vital to ensure that students taking on-line tests have the required IT skills as well as functioning hardware and software.  Whilst the majority of participants enjoyed working on the computer and preferred on-line tests, there was still a significant minority who were opposed.  The fact that the majority of UK participants preferred tests on paper perhaps reflects the composition of the group as more mature adults on leisure language courses who were not proficient in using the computer.  
Clearly, there is still some work involved in making the On-Lang platform more user friendly and in educating teachers in creating appropriate tests.  As tests will generally be generated by teachers and there will be no central proof-reading process, clear guidelines or formats will need to be made to ensure the validity of tests both technically and linguistically. 
‘I would use the platform to upload tests that had already been trialled and that I wanted to present to my students in this mode, but I would be cautious about downloading tests if I did not know the provenance and was not sure that the tests had been proofread and ‘deglitched’. I am aware that the spirit of the internet is sharing and free-wheeling access to other people’s work but, since assessment can have serious consequences for learners (from the face-losing level to the actual life-chance level) I am not so relaxed about editorial matters as I would be about teaching materials…’.(UK, College/higher education, female)

By comparison with project members and students in countries, UK staff and students placed greater emphasis on language use in realistic situations and the related skills than their Southern European counterparts, but their Scandinavian counterparts tended, in line with the student-centred nature of other aspects of Scandinavian education, to be yet more wary of assessment for its own sake.
With the current emphasis on assessment for learning (see Black and Wiliam, 1998; Brooks, 2002; Wiliam and Black, 2002) it will be crucial to develop CAA so that it provides genuine formative feedback to individuals and offers practice so that learners can progress, not just a judgement on attainment.  The DfES are clear in their vision, though we are yet to see the fruits of this: ‘we want to see pilots of a wide range of applications of e-assessment: immediate feedback to learners and teachers, online tests, personalised diagnostics, online assessment and accreditation of e-skills, and inclusion of e-skills in the assessment of all curriculum topics.’  (DfES 2005:31) 

References 
Asset languages, available at http://www.assetlanguages.org.uk, accessed 1.8.06 
ATKINSON, T AND DAVIES, G (2005) ICT4LT Module – Computer Aided Assessment (CAA) and language learning, http://www.ict4lt.org/en/index.htm (accessed 16.11.05)

BAX, S. (2000) Putting technology in its place: ICT in MFL teaching, in: FIELD, K. (Ed.) Issues in Modern Foreign Languages Teaching (London, Routledge/Falmer, pp208-219).

BLACK, P. AND WILIAM, D. (1998) Inside the black box: raising standards through classroom assessment. Phi Delta Kappan, Volume 10 (see http://www.pdkintl.org/kappan/kbla9810.htm, accessed 20.6.02, and www.kcl.ac.uk/depsta/education/publications/blackbox.html)

BROOKS, V. (2002) Assessment in Secondary Schools: the new teacher’s guide to monitoring, assessment, recording, reporting and accountability. (Milton Keynes, Open University Press).

A Common European Framework of Reference for Languages Learning, Teaching, Assessment available at http://www.culture2.coe.int/portfolio/documents_intro/common_framework.html (accessed 16.12.05)

DfES (2003) Languages for All: Languages for Life.  A strategy for England.   (Nottingham, DfES publications).

DfES (2005)  Harnessing technology; Transforming learning and children’s services. available at http://www.dfes.gov.uk/publications/e-strategy/  (accessed 30.11.05)

DUGARD, C. AND HEWER, S. (2003) Impact on learning: What ICT can bring to MFL in KS3. (London, CILT).

FYNN, J. (2006) The voice forum.  A solution to the problem of teaching and testing oral skills. Available at http://www.on-lang.net/newsletter/netletter4.pdf accessed 2.8.06

HOOD, P. (2000) Logging on to learning: ICT, modern languages and real communicative classrooms? in: GREEN, S. (Ed.) New perspectives on teaching and learning modern languages (Clevedon, Multilingual matters, pp.124-137).

HUNT, M. NEILL, S., BARNES, A. (2006?) The use of ICT in the assessment of modern languages: the English context and European viewpoints.  Submitted to Educational Review.

Languages Ladder (DfES, 2005) available at  http://www.dfes.gov.uk/languages/DSP_languagesladder.cfm (accessed 14.11.05)

National Curriculum for England, Modern Foreign Languages (1999) (London, DfEE, QCA)
MORTENSEN, P. O. (2005) Why Danes detest tests.  The Danish approach to curriculum thinking – a remnant from the past or a model for the future? On-Lang Netletter 2 available at http://www.on-lang.net/newsletter/netletter2.pdf accessed 1.8.06

ON-LANG available at http://www.on-lang.net/ (accessed 12.12.05)

QCA e-assessment vision available at http://www.qca.org.uk/6877.html (accessed 14.11.05)

WARSCHAUER, M. (1996) Computer assisted language learning: an introduction available at http://www.gse.uci.edu/markw/call.html (accessed 12.12.05)

WARSCHAUER, M. AND HEALEY, D. (1998) Computers and language learning: an overview, Language Teaching, Volume 31, Number 2, pp.57-71.

WILIAM, D. AND BLACK, P. (2002) Working inside the black box (London, Department of Education and Professional Studies King’s College).







