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Abstract

This study, undertaken with 257 Japanese first-year university students at a Japanese university,
examines students’ self-assessment of their ability based on a portion of the CEFR-J can-do list. It
was conducted at the outset of the year with students who are English Language Communication
majors to examine their self-assessment of English ability prior to the beginning of university
English courses. These students are enrolled in a program that has them take nine hours of
compulsory English courses each week, primarily with non-Japanese nationality faculty members.
The findings reveal that, in general, more students stated they could do the framework proficiency
skills at the lower end of the scale (in the A0 to A1 CEFR bands) while fewer self-assessed
themselves as able to perform at the higher end of the scale. This study noted a few outlying
outcomes, most notably, that more students responded they could perform at a higher level than at a
lower level according to the CEFR-J rubric in two instances, and these apparent discrepancies are
explained herein. Moreover, while the overall study has a high reliability coefficient as measured
by the Cronbach alpha and the Mokken scale score, which measure the ranking order that a
participant who answered positively to a more difficult question is assumed to answer an easier
question appropriately, was rather low. These reliability factors are elucidated as well. The paper
concludes with further considerations for future can-do self-assessment research employing the

complete CEFR-J with Japanese university students.
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1. Introduction

In 2001, after more than twenty years of research,
the Council of Europe published The Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR) in both English and French.
published in forty languages, including Japanese

It is now

and was “designed to provide a transparent,

coherent and comprehensive basis for the
elaboration of language syllabuses and curriculum
guidelines, the design of teaching and learning
materials, and the assessment of foreign language
proficiency. It is used in Europe but also in other
continents" [1].

The CEFR outlines foreign language ability at six
discrete levels: Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2. In
addition, it denotes three “plus” stages (A2+, B1+,
B2+). With a foundation based on firsthand
experimentation with second language learners and
extensive input from linguists, educators and
researchers, the framework, according to its writers,
makes it possible: “to establish learning and
teaching objectives, to review curricula, to
design teaching materials and, to provide a
basis for recognizing language qualifications
thus facilitating educational and occupational
mobility” [2].

The CEFR document is far more comprehensive than
merely containing a collection of “can-do” statements that
outline discernable language skills that a learner is able to
proficiently do. This paper will concentrate primarily on
these “can-do” aspects of the CEFR in both it original
form and the CEFR-J [3] (a framework conceived and
organized solely for the English learning and teaching
context in Japan) [4].

Within CEFR document

Europe), two appendices focus on “can-do” statements.

the original (Council of

The first, Appendix C, provides self-assessment

statements as well as language tests and
feedback; this system is in place for learners,
those

studying one of the

primarily who are independently

following fourteen
European languages: Danish, Dutch, English,
Greek,
Irish, Italian, Norwegian, Portuguese, Spanish,
and Swedish [5].

seeks to outline “a set of performance-related

Finnish, French, German, Icelandic,

The second, Appendix D,

scales, describing what learners can actually
do in the foreign language ” [6]. There are
“can do” descriptors for each of the six levels.
These “can do” descriptors were created by the
Association of Language Testers in Europe
(ALTE).

While the CEFR was
European language learning context, it has
throughout the

all-purpose, broad construct for understanding

designed for the

expanded world as an

language ability from the perspectives of

studying, instruction, and evaluation. Tono
and Negishi [7] that,

eight-year analyses

argue based on an

period of inside and
outside of Japan, implementing the CEFR will
be a key instigator in the transformation of
English
O’Dwyer [8] concur with these researchers and
claim that the implementation of the CEFR
rubric in Japan has been generally beneficial
Three

examples can be shown to illustrate how the CEFR

education in Japan. Nagai and

for language education in dJapan.
has been applied in Japan at the governmental level.
First, Fenelly [9] points out that the December 13,
2013 “English Plan

corresponding to Globalization” document explicitly

Education Reform

mentions CEFR levels noting that junior high
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school English education be at the A1-A2 levels and
high school instruction be at the B1-B2 levels.

Second, Culture,

(MEXT)

released a document with five propositions and

the Ministry of Education,

Sports, Science, and Technology

clear guidelines for improving English for

worldwide communication that incorporates
measuring students’ proficiency with a can-do
inventory, as cited by Tono and Negishi [10].

Tono and Negishi maintain that this inventory

is inspired by the CEFR. Third, the
aforementioned two researchers state the
Nihon Hoso Kyokai (NHK), the Japan

Broadcasting Corporation, which is, in part,
funded by the
implemented the CEFR rubric for their foreign

Japanese government, has
language textbooks, and television and radio
programs.

At the governmental level, various methods
of incorporating CEFR are occurring; however,
Negishi’s research [11] revealed eighty percent
of university students in Japan are in the A or
B bands. Thus, the original CEFR A and B
levels were altered to more discretely classify
Al, A2, B1, B2 in the original
were divided up into nine groups (A1.1, A1.2,
A1.3, A2.1, A2.2, B1.1, B1.2, B2.1, B2.2). In
addition, a Pre-Al stage was
therefore, the CEFR-J has the resulting twelve
levels:

[Pre-A1], [A1.1, A1.2, A1.3], [A2.1, A2.2], [B1.1,
B1.2], [B2.1, B2.2], [C1] [C2]

learners [12];

incorporated;

2. Self-assessment Validity

From a pedagogical perspective, there are a

number of explanations for encouraging
language learners to conduct self-assessment.
In a language learning context, Oskarsson [13]
elucidates six reasons why a learner’s
self-assessment is helpful. First, it provides
the learner with experience in appraising
that then

development. Second, learners and instructors

proficiency aids in learning

gain an increased appreciation of

distinguishing degrees of proficiency. Third, it
on further

learner to focus

Fourth,

stimulates a

learning objectives. a teacher can

students with a variety of
Fifth,

have opportunities to engage in gauging their

present
self-measurement practices. students
own proficiency. Finally, students can carry
these self-assessment skills with them as they
continue studying once a course is completed.
As a result of being involved in self-assessment,
the language learner is can be an active
participant in the learning process.

While being beneficial, self-assessment
does have a number of weaknesses. According
Heath and Suls [14],

psychological factors are at work that result in

to Dunning, a few

defective self-assessments, and they sort them

into two main types. Firstly, inaccurate
self-assessment may occur because people
usually do not have all the necessary
information required to make a correct
appraisal, and they do not take into
consideration what 1s unknown. Secondly,
inaccurate self-assessment often occurs

because people do not pay close attention to

significant and advantageous information
which they do Another

drawback of self-assessments is that students

have. related
can deliberately lie when assessing their own
skills [15].

More an L2

learning context, Blanche and Merino [16], in a

pertinent to this study,

meta-analysis of the
that a

self-assessment stretched from being rather

accuracy of

self-assessment, found learner’s

accurate. In another
[17]

findings of Blanche and Merino.

accurate to very

meta-analysis, Ross corroborated the
However,
there are a number of caveats that require
[18]
recognized that people with higher proficiency

tended to

explanation. Kruger and Dunning

rate themselves as being less

proficient while less proficient students

tended to rate themselves more highly. In
research done on Japanese university
students’ English writing ability, Matsuno [19]
evaluated students’ self-assessment and
instructor assessment and found this tendency
that Kruger and Dunning noted as well: more
their

“was

underestimated
that this

proficient students

ability. Matsuno posits
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probably caused by the tendency of many
Japanese to display a degree of modesty” [20].
In addition to these factors, gender
appears to also possibly skew self-assessment
study [21]
affects

results. In a meta-analysis
that

self-assessment depending on the subject or

determined gender

In the language arts,
higher

self-efficacy beliefs; however, in the field of

content being examined.

females were shown to have

language arts when students of comparable

proficiency levels were analyzed, males

overestimated themselves more than females
[22].

to assess their proficiency themselves in the L2

There are various methods for students

context, and one study by Bachman and Palmer
[23] found that the most accurate question type
asked learners about the perceived difficulty
They
noted that the least effective type of question

with certain facets of English as an L2.

was the “can-do” question.
Students’ self-assessments cannot guarantee
measurements of true

objective ability.

However, to compensate for some of these
deficiencies Ross notes that instructors “can
strengthen reliability through such strategies
as engaging students in rubric construction”
[24] and providing learners with training.
The present report is a summary of the
findings of a particular self-assessment of
skills outlined in the CEFR-J by a first-year
Japanese university students. It notes not

only the findings but also mentions

shortcomings and possible future research

along these lines.

3. Method

Participants

257 students in first-year English as a foreign

language courses of Tokyo International University

voluntarily participated in this study.
Participants were from three different
departments: Language Communication,
International Relations, and Economics. The

survey was administered at the beginning of April
2017.

Instrument

The survey was conducted in Japanese and

administered online using  Google Forms.
Participants were required to indicate “yes” or “no”
to indicate whether they can or cannot do a
skill based on 40 CEFR-J

The 40 can-do statements were taken
skills

speaking:

particular can-do

statements.
listening,

from all five (understanding:

reading; spoken interaction, spoken
production; and writing) from four of the CEFR-J
Al1.2, A2.1, B1l.1, and B2.1. The

statements were randomized (see Appendices 1 and

levels:

2 for the original Japanese questions and translated
English). The rationale for randomizing statements
“blind” to the
progression of difficulty inherent in the CEFR-J

was to have participants be
These particular levels were selected
Tokyo

International University placed, to varying degrees,

statements.

as 1incoming freshmen students at

in these levels on an in-house placement
paper-based test formulated on CEFR standards
which was administered at the end of March 2017,
prior to the commencement of 2017 spring term

classes.

4. Results and Discussion

As Figure 1. and Tables 1 and 2 reveal that
there were more positive responses at the Al
and A2 bands. Fewer positive responses were
found at the B1 and B2 bands.

and seemingly contradictory exception is the

One notable

spoken production skill category in the Al.2
and A2.2

responses for the more advanced level (A2.2)

levels. Here, more positive

were given than for the more basic level (A1.2).
There may be two reasons for this. One, each

question on the questionnaire asks
participants to respond in a binary fashion
(either “yes” or “no”). Students may have
subtle

questions asked and thus a Likert scale type

more diffuse or responses to the
format may have been more appropriate. In
addition, the two questions at the A1.2 level
(Question 25.1 can express simple opinions related

to limited, familiar topics, using simple words and
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basic phrases in a restricted range of sentence
structures, provided I can prepare my speech in
29. 1

descriptions e.g. of everyday object, using simple

advance. Question can give simple
words and basic phrases in a restricted range of
sentence structures, provided I can prepare my
speech in advance.) could be perceived as more
challenging as the A2.1 questions (Question 26. I
can introduce myself including my hobbies and
abilities, using a series of simple phrases and
sentences. Question 30. I can give a brief talk about
familiar topics (e.g. my school and my
neighborhood) supported by visual aids such as
photos, pictures, and maps, using a series of simple
phrases and sentences.). A possible rationale for
the perceived level of difficulty could be that
the

“restricted range of sentence structures” in the A1.2

participants concentrated on phrasing
questions. What is meant by this expression is open
to interpretation and each participant may be
unclear as to how to gauge the meaning of
Thus, these

statements in the questions at the A1.2 level may be

“restricted range”. modifying
perceived by participants as being more difficult.
Another apparent anomaly can be seen in the

second spoken production question (questions 29

through 32. See Appendix 1 and 2). Here, the
largest number of students (161) responded
positively to the B1l.1 level statement (154

participants stated “yes” for the A1l level statement
and 149 stated “yes” to the A2 level statement).
Here, two possible explanations can be provided for
Firstly, in the A1l and

A2 category questions, modifying phrases related to

this seeming contradiction.

grammatical structure (“restricted range of sentence
structures” in question 29 [A1] and “series of simple
phrases and sentences” in question 30 [A2]) which
do not exist in the B1 question may cause Japanese
students who are particularly sensitive to
grammatical points when speaking to not respond in
the positive. A second reason for the apparent
contradiction is the A1l and A2 level questions could
be perceived as connoting that the respondent will
give a public speech; the two questions explicitly

2

state: “...provided I can prepare my speech in
advance” (question 29) and “I can give a brief talk...”
(question 30). The B1 category question does not

explicitly or implicitly connote a public speech The

B1 category question does not explicitly or implicitly
connote a public speech as the language is vague (“I

can talk about....”).

Table 1:

Positive

Raw Number of Participants’

Responses to CEFR-J Questions

According to Skill Group

CEFR-J Level Listening
Al.2 470

A2.1 405

B1l.1 238

B2.1 130
CEFR-J Level Reading
Al.2 445

A2.1 419

B1.1 230
B2.1 83
Spoken

CEFR-J Level Interaction
Al.2 432

A2.1 379

B1.1 239

B2.1 125
Spoken

CEFR-J Level Production
Al.2 323

A2.1 370
B1.1 256
B2.1 62
CEFR-J Level Writing
Al.2 449

A2.1 358
B1.1 181
B2.1 80

* Note: The number of students at a given
CEFR-J those
responded “yes” to CEFR-J can-do questions

level or above and who
exceeds the total number of participants. The
number at students at given CEFR-J level or
above is more than the number of participants
because students at the A2 or higher level

should, in principle, respond “yes” to questions
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at the A1.2 level; this would also be true for the
A2 and B1l levels for Bl and B2 students

respectively.
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Figure 1: Relationship among raw number of

self-ratings in five skill categories

Williams and Andrade, in a study of 243
Japanese university students studying English in
Japan, found that “anxiety was often associated
with tasks
others” [25].

giving a more formal public speech rather than

involving speaking in front of

Therefore, anxiety related to

simply talking about a topic could have skewed
responses.

The measure of internal consistency of
skill

groups in this study was statistically reliable when

participants’ self-ratings among the five
the raw responses of individual students was
compared with each skill category as the Cronbach
alpha was 0.9062. This scale is from 0 to 1.0 and
the higher the number, the
reliability. A reliability coefficient of 0.7000 or

higher is deemed “acceptable” in the majority of

more statistical

social science studies. The coefficient in this
present study mirrors the finding of internal
consistency that Tokeshi and Gao [26] had. In
their study that the Cronbach’s alpha value
among the five skill categories was 0.872 when

they calculated “the average self-ratings of

CEFR-J

Level Cronbach alpha
Al.2 0.744
A2.1 0.684
B1.1 0.799
B2.1 0.853

individual respondents for each skill category”
[27].
data is Runnels’ [28].
the reliability of the entire CEFR-J A level can-do
with 590

Japanese university students in Runnels’ study,

Another study with similar reliability

When calculating data on

statements first- and second-year

across all statements a strong reliability as

measured by Cronbach’s alpha 0.944 scale was

found.
Al1.2| A2.1 B1.1 B2.1
250 227 173
(1) (2) (3) 74 (4)
220 178
Listening (5) (6) 65 (7)| 56 (8)
227 222 77 30
(9) (10) (11) (12)
218 197 153 53
Reading (13) (14) (15) (16)
216 188 142 63
(17) (18) (19) (20)
Spoken 216 191 97 62
Interaction| (21) (22) (23) (24)
169 221 95 24
(25) (26) (27) (28)
Spoken 154 149 161 38
Production | (29) (30) (31) (32)
228 170 98 46
(33) (34) (35) (36)
221 188 83 34
Writing | (37) (38) (39) (40)

Table 2: Raw Number of Participants’ Positive
Responses to Each Question Along CEFRJ Skill

Groups (question number noted in parentheses)

Table 3. Cronbach Alpha for CEFR-J Levels
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As shown 1in Table 3., the A2.1 level
questions had a few anomalies and they may
explain the relatively lower Cronbach alpha
coefficient in comparison with the other levels.
A Mokken Scale analysis for the A1.2, A2.1,
B1.1, and B2.1

statements as group was

conducted (results displayed in Table 4. below).

Runnels’ [29] research undertook similar
analysis and she pointed out that “Mokken
scaling is a statistical technique that assumes
the order of difficulty of items is not the same
across a population (van Schuur, 2003) and it
provides a measure of reliability by identifying
which Guttman
occurring at higher rates (Molenaar,
Sijtsma & Molenaar, 2002)” [30].

scaling 1is

items for patterning 1is
1997;
Guttman
utilized 1in surveys, tests or
questionnaires having binary items (“yes” or
“no” as in the one employed in the present
study). In a Guttman scale, items are
arranged in order so that if a participant
answers “yes” to an B2.1 level question, they
should also respond “yes” to lower proficiency
items (e.g. at the A1.2, A2.1, and B1.1 levels).
Thus, stating “yes” to an item at a higher level
implies that “yes” should be noted at all lower
Runnels [31]
Mokken scaling generates a ratio that displays
difficulty of

statement according to the self-rated ability of

level questions. writes that

the perceived each can-do
each participant and the degree to which a
higher
participants perceived the can-do statement

that 1is

larger number of proficiency

more challenging. The statistic

called the

homogeneity (H or H-value), and it reveals the

produced is coefficient of

structure of answers for each statement by
Thus, this

coefficient notes the reliability scale for each

means of item limitations.
can-do statement and exposes the degree that a

Guttman model can be seen for each answer.

Coefficients of homogeneity range from 0 to 1.0.

A higher H-score correlates with an element
that measures more in sync with Guttman’s
proposition (i.e. items are arranged in order so
that if a respondent answers “yes” to an B2.1
level question, they should also respond “yes”

to lower proficiency items; stating “yes” to an

item at a higher level implies that “yes” should
be noted at all
beneath the 0.3

unacceptable, and

lower level questions.).
threshold are

0.6 denotes

H-values
scores over

strong reliability [32].

Table 4. Mokken Scales Coefficients for Each
CEFR-J level Examined

CEFR-J Level H-coefficient
Al.2 0.394
A2.1 0.387
B1l.1 0.376
B2.1 0.485

Two hypotheses for relatively lower h-coefficient
results (all are on the lower cusp of acceptable results of
0.3 as aforementioned). Firstly, in contrast to Runnels’
study [33] where participants responded to the five A
levels in the CEFR-J (A1.1, A1.2, A1.3, A2.1, A2.2), the
present study took a larger view and examined a range
from of levels from Al.2 to B2.1.

conspicuous incongruities in participants’ answers to two

As previously noted,

A2.1 can-do statements relative to A1.2 and B1.2 queries
may have skewed reliability. Secondly, the present study
only had respondents select from binary options (“yes” or
“no”). Having a more restricted field of options, while
producing more discrete data, constrains and compels
participants in an either-or situation which may not truly
reflect participants’ ability. In a similar study, Runnels’
[34] utilized a five category Likert-scale response form
(strongly disagree to strong agree). Providing more
breadth of

co-efficient and diffuses the data.

responses possibly reduces the error
A number of weaknesses with this study must

be detailed. Firstly, the entire 110 CEFR-J can-do
list was not employed and thus while an overview of
the participants’ self-ratings can be recognized, a
group’s CEFR-J
This would be a

step for a further study. The rationale for this

complete picture of the

self-assessment cannot be seen.

limited survey was twofold; first, at the start of an
academic year appropriating time for freshmen
students to

participate in a voluntary-based

questionnaire is limited and therefore the
researcher decided to use an abbreviated version,
and second, at the outset of the academic year,

the students in question sat for an in-house
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placement test that was developed along CEFR
lines. The purpose of this test was to stream
students into sections so that students would
be with students at similar proficiency levels.
This

based on the Cambridge KET examination

in-house placement test was designed
(geared for A1l and A2 learners). Following
numerous pilot trials and follow-up analysis
and modifications, the in-house test revealed
measureable reliability to the KET test (0.753
Cronbach alpha). Thus,

questionnaire with queries from the A1, A2, B1,

administering a
and B2 levels was deemed suitable. A second
drawback of this study was the binary response
options (yes/no). With more nuanced options

in a Likert scale (e.g. “strongly agree, /
somewhat agree / somewhat disagree / strongly
disagree”) may have provided more telling and
informative data.
the CEFR-J can-do list may be unfamiliar to
thus

therefore result in misleading data.

Thirdly, certain terms in

confusion and
As the

majority of participants in this study were

students and cause

first-year Japanese university students who

entered the wuniversity in April, questions
pertaining to a work environment would not
For
example, question 16 states “I can understand in
detail
reports written for my own field of work, provided I
Students in their

first year of studies at university in Japan most

necessarily pertain to respondents.

specifications, instruction manuals, or

can reread difficult sections.”

likely would not be exposed to interacting with
English in such a fashion and therefore may be at a
loss as to how to respond. A fourth weakness of
the study

speakers”

revolves around the term “native

which

throughout the questionnaire.

arises a number of times
The entire notion of
“native speaker” and its relevance to English
proficiency is a different topic (e.g. English as
lingua franca); however, germane to this study is
that numerous participants may not have had
opportunities to interact with “native speakers”.
Thus, a question such as number 24, “I can discuss
abstract topics, provided they are within my terms
of knowledge, my interests, and my experience,
although 1

discussions between native speakers” may have

sometimes cannot contribute to

confounded certain respondents.

6. Conclusion

This study offers introductory and narrow
results on the CEFR-J can-do statements and
measurement methods. While the consistency
of participants’ self-ratings among the five skill
groups was statistically reliable as measured by the
Cronbach the

individual students was compared with each skill

alpha when raw responses of

category, there were a number of areas where the
CEFR-J

investigation as to appropriateness and reliability.

scales appeared to require additional
The findings reveal, as measured by the Mokken
scale h-coefficient, that internal reliability was
this

weakness were commented on and further research

rather weak; possible explanations for

on CEFR-J can-do statements can take measured

steps to possibly decrease self-rating reliability

concerns. Further studies investigating the
internal reliability of the CEFR-J statements
should be wundertaken, noting one particular

weakness of this present study of using binary
option responses; employing a Likert-scale format
may reduce low Mokken scale coefficient results.
In addition, the limitations of self-rating, notably
with Japanese university students’ perceptions of
their English skill, and the possible gap with actual
proficiency as measured on the CEFR-J requires
more examination. One possible method to link
participants’ self-assessments with more objective
proficiency could be analyzing these self-rating
data points alongside KET scores (synced with the
original CEFR, not the CEFR-J).
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(Retrieved
http://www.tufs.ac.jp/ts/personal/tonolab/cefr-j/engl
ish/download.html)
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(English version)

(Retrieved from
http://www.tufs.ac.jp/ts/personal/tonolab/cefr-j/engl
ish/download.htm]l)

1. I can understand short conversations about
familiar topics (e.g. hobbies, sports, club activities),
provided they are delivered in slow and clear speech.

2. 1T can understand short, simple announcements
e.g. on public transport or in stations or airports,
provided they are delivered slowly and clearly.

3. I can understand the gist of explanations of
cultural practices and customs that are unfamiliar
to me, provided they are delivered in slow and clear
speech involving rephrasing and repetition.

4. I can wunderstand the main points of a
conversation between native speakers in television
programmes and 1in films, provided they are
delivered at normal speed and in standard English.

5. I can catch concrete information (e.g. places and
times) on familiar topics encountered in everyday

life, provided it is delivered in slow and clear
speech.
6. I can understand the main points of

séraightforward factual messages (e.g. a school
assignment, a travel itinerary), provided speech is
clearly articulated in a familiar accent.

7. I can understand the main points of extended
discussions around me, provided speech is clearly
articulated and in a familiar accent.

8. I can follow extended speech and complex lines of
argument provided the topic is reasonably familiar.

9. I can understand very short, simple, everyday
texts, such as simple posters and invitation cards.

10. T can understand explanatory texts describing
people, places, everyday life, and culture, etc.,
written in simple words.

11. I can understand the main points of English
newspaper and magazine articles adapted for
educational purposes.

12. I can read texts dealing with topics of general
interest, such as current affairs, without consulting
a dictionary, and can compare differences and
similarities between multiple points of view.

13. I can understand very short reports of recent
events such as text messages from friends' or
relatives', describing travel memories, etc.

14. I can understand short mnarratives and

biographies written in simple words.

15. I can understand clearly written instructions
(e.g. for playing games, for filling in a form, for
assembling thingsg

16. I can understand in detail specifications,
instruction manuals, or reports written for my
own field of work, provided I can reread difficult
sections.

17. I can respond simply in basic, everyday
interactions such as talking about what I can/cannot
do or describing colour, using a limited repertoire of
expressions.

18. I can give simple directions from place to place,
using basic expressions such as "turn right" and "go
straight" along with sequencers such as first, then,
and next.

19. I can express opinions and exchange information
about familiar topics (e.g. school, hobbies, hopes for
the future), using a wide range of simple English.

20. I can discuss the main points of news stories I
have read about in the newspapers/ on the internet
or watched on TV, provided the topic is reasonably
familiar to me.

21. I can exchange simple opinions about very
familiar topics such as likes and for sports, foods,
etc., using a limited repertoire of expressions,
provided that people speak clearly.

22. 1 can get across basic information and exchange
simple opinions, using pictures or objects to help
me.

23. I can maintain a social conversation about
concrete topics of personal interest, using a wide
range of simple English.

24. 1 can discuss abstract topics, provided they are
within my terms of knowledge, interests, and my
experience, although I sometimes cannot contribute
to discussions between native speakers.

25. I can express simple opinions related to limited,
familiar topics, using simple words and basic
phrases in a restricted range of sentence structures,
provided I can prepare my speech in advance.

26. I can introduce myself including my hobbies and
abilities, using a series of simple phrases and
sentences.

27. 1 can talk in some detail about my experiences,
hopes and dreams, expanding on what I say by
joining together words, phrases and expressions I
can readily use to make longer contributions.

28. I can give a prepared presentation with
reasonable fluency, stating reasons for agreement or
disagreement or alternative proposals, and can
answer a series of questions.

29. T can give simple descriptions e.g. of everyday
object, using simple words and basic phrases in a
restricted range of sentence structures, provided I
can prepare my speech in advance.

30. I can give a brief talk about familiar topics (e.g.
my school and my neighborhood) by visual aids such
as photos, pictures, and maps, using a series of
simple phrases and sentences.

31. I can talk about familiar topics and other topics
of personal interest, without causing confusion to
the listeners, provided I can prepare my ideas in
advance and use brief notes to help me.

32. 1 can develop an argument clearly in a debate by
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providing evidence, provided the topic is of personal
interest.

33. I can write short texts about matters of personal
relevance (e.g. likes and dislikes, , and school life),
using simple words and basic expressions.

34. 1 can write invitations, personal letters, memos,
and messages, in simple English, provided they are
about routine, personal matters.

35. I can write a description of substantial length
about events taking place in my immediate
environment (e.g. school, workplace, local area),
using familiar vocabulary and grammar.

36. I can write business documents (e.g. e- mail, fax,
business letters), conveying degrees of emotion, in a
style appropriate to the purpose, provided they are
in my professional field.

37. 1 can write message cards (e.g. birthday cards)
and short memos about events of personal relevance,
using simple words and basic expressions.

38. I can write texts of some length (e.g. diary
entries, explanations of photos and events) in simple
English, using basic, concrete vocabulary and simple
phrases and sentences, linking sentences with
simple connectives like and, but , and because .

39. I can write coherent instructions telling people
how to do things, with vocabulary and grammar of
immediate relevance.

40. I can write reasonably coherent essays and
reports using a wide range of vocabulary and
complex sentence structures, synthesising
information and arguments from a number of
sources, provided I know something about the
topics.
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