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Abstract 
 

This paper addresses the issue of designing and implementing updated assessment methods to workplace 
spoken interaction skills in LSP teaching. With the advent of new CEFR descriptors, it has become 
necessary to reconsider the existing conventional assessment methods. The updated CEFR descriptors 
move away from the traditional model of assessing four skills, which is unable to encompass the complexity 
of communication. The revised scheme of language proficiency proposed by CEFR focuses on real-life 
language use, and specifically on interaction. Since communicative ability in real life has become the main 
criterion for assessment, it is important to adapt the existing forms of assessment to the new 
recommendations. Obviously, interaction skills cannot be assessed except in the process of communication. 
Therefore, it is worth choosing the forms of assessment that model or imitate the situations of L2 
professional interaction. These can be a business game or roleplaying of prototypical workplace scenarios. 
To demonstrate the potential of CEFR-aligned assessment tools in the context of teaching L2 spoken 
interaction to law and engineering students we specifically focus on the professional situations of providing 
legal advice and reporting research results. The range of assessment tools implemented include CEFR-
calibrated and context-driven rating scales, self-assessment activities, a digital portfolio, peer review, 
reflective activities. The results obtained confirm that the suggested assessment methods provide a reliable 
way to assess the formation of L2 spoken workplace interaction skills. 
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1. Introduction 

The importance of smooth and well-organized interaction at modern workplace is an established 

fact. Due to the globalization of working environments, new methods of professional interaction are 

emerging. Undoubtedly, workplace communication in a non-native language contributes to the complexity 

of interaction between partners belonging to different cultural or professional backgrounds. Because of the 

untimely response of LSP teaching community to the challenges of ever-changing workplace 

communicative practices, the issue of reliable and valid assessment of L2 professional interactional 

competence (IC) has not been sufficiently addressed. This predetermined the urgent need to find appropriate 

ways for the assessment of L2 IC when designing LSP IC-based curriculum.  

It is necessary to point out that interaction lies at the very core of recently reshaped and modernized 

CEFR-based descriptors, in which the traditional model of the four skills (listening, speaking, reading, 

writing) has been replaced by four modes of communication: reception, production, interaction and 

mediation. According to CEFR, this organization is “closer to real-life language use, which is grounded in 

interaction in which meaning is co-constructed” (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 30). Despite the merits of 

CEFR-based descriptors, they suggest “one-size-fits-all” approach to the assessment of L2 IC. The thinking 

of many practitioners is that CEFR-based descriptors are underspecified and incomplete, which is explained 

by their context neutral, multi-purpose and dynamic orientation (Martyniuk, 2010). Responding to critics, 

CEFR developers argue that this uniform framework has limited aims and describes the needs of learners 

as temporary visitors to other countries (Martyniuk, 2010; North, 2015). Accordingly, it follows that CEFR-

based descriptors should in no way be viewed as prescriptive or dogmatic. The appropriate answer to the 

above-mentioned concerns would be to “adjust the framework to suit local purposes” (Berger, 2020, p.87). 

Hence, in terms of IC-based teaching, rating scales designed to prepare interactionally competent students 

should both rely on CEFR recommendations and consider the context of communication and the individual 

learner factors where CEFR is insufficient.  

Our understanding of assessment is based on CEFR which defines it as “implementation of language 

competence, thereby focusing on learner performance and its analysis” (Picardo & Berchoud, 2012, p. 42). 

We take a broad look at the competence under consideration, viewing it as an essential component of 

professional competence which, in turn, ensures the student's readiness to participate in professional 

intercultural communication (Tareva & Tarev, 2018). Based on this assumption, the methods to assess L2 

workplace IC should embrace the principles of taking into account the learners’ future professional context, 

their individual characteristics, and level of education. Other recommendations include to combine explicit 

and implicit teaching, to use active and problem-based teaching methods, and develop context-driven 

criteria for the assessment done in diverse forms and types (Tareva, 2017; Tareva & Tarev, 2018).  

Hence, it became apparent, that the process of assessing L2 workplace IC is rather demanding 

compared to the existing traditional forms of assessing language competence. This complexity is due to the 

need to design a context-driven criterion-referenced assessment approach and elaborate a multistage 

procedure including self, peer, and expert feedback to promote students’ reflection on their goal progress. 
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2. Problem Statement 

From both theoretical and practical viewpoint, the unpredictable nature of interaction “manifests 

itself as locally constituted and highly co-constructed on a moment-by-moment basis” (Salaberry & Kunitz, 

2019, p. 9). Unlike communicative competence, which can be “statically” evaluated using traditional testing 

methods, IC, as stated by Young (2008), is much more multifacted in nature, including several resources 

(identity, linguistic and interactional) brought to interaction by the participants in it. These features pose 

serious problems when it comes to assessing the ongoing process as well as interaction outcomes.  

This is not the only problem that has emerged. There is no denying that context-sensitive IC should 

be assessed within the process of close to real life professional interaction. What is problematic is the 

inability to reproduce in the classroom all the situations of workplace communication and provide a valid 

assessment of students’ workforce readiness. Thus, educators face the challenges of identifying the 

prototypical communicative acts and searching for the innovative and adequate forms of classroom 

assessment, including expert assessment.  

In this study we illustrate the methods of adapting the key principles of CEFR to the learning needs 

of law and engineering students in terms of measuring their progress in LSP IC-based curriculum. 

   

3. Research Questions 

The research questions for the current study are: 

1) How can CEFR-based descriptors be adapted to learning needs of tertiary students in terms of 

developing L2 professional IC? 

2) What are the reliable and convenient ways to judge progress in developing L2 IC of engineering 

and law students? 

 

4. Purpose of the Study 

With this paper we aim to encompass the principles of assessing professional IC mentioned above 

in designing assessment procedures around legal and engineering contexts consistent with the 

communicative situations suggested by the new version of CEFR: participating in formal meetings 

(reporting research results in public), interviewing and obtaining services (rendering legal advice) (North, 

2015). The skills assessed are 1) law students’ ability to follow lawyer-client interaction strategies while 

rendering legal advice and 2) engineering students’ ability to use nonverbal cues when interacting publicly 

with a wide range of audience. We report the results obtained from instructing and assessing Russian-

speaking bachelor and master's students of Kutafin Moscow State Law University and Moscow Institute of 

Physics and Technology.  

Bearing the problems with IC assessment in mind, this paper presents instructional techniques 

residing in the intersection of language, metacognition, metacommunication, reflexivity, consciousness and 

self-understanding. At the same time, the suggested solution is underpinned by the guiding principles of L2 

learning and assessment and action-oriented approach, learner autonomy, and integration of multimedia. 
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5. Research Methods 

5.1. Simulation-Based Assessment of L2 IC  

This section discusses the methodological issues related to the assessment procedure of L2 IC of 

law students in the context of delivering legal advice to foreign clients. In conducting this assessment, we 

rely on simulation – a well-established method of developing collective competence defined by Boreham 

et al. (2003) as a system involving a group to be trained, scenario to be played and one (or more) instructors 

controlling the playing of the scenario. The rationale for using simulation-based instruction is that it 

develops competence through action which is consistent with the action-oriented approach promoted by 

CEFR as a new dynamic vision of describing language proficiency (Piccardo & North, 2019).  

The assessment involved the following procedure: 1) self-assessment (input stage before the 

instructional intervention) using specially designed criteria; 2) a comprehensive (integrated) assessment 

(output stage after the instructional intervention) with the participation of external experts (French law 

students, fellow teachers, students). In the latter case, the assessment was based on the similar criteria. In 

this regard, it should be noted that this approach to tracking the development of Rissian-speaking legal 

students’ L2 workplace IC had been used before and proved its efficiency (Voskresenskaya, 2018).  

The designed assessment criteria had a twofold aim: they were the constructs to be measured and 

the learning outcomes implicitly presented to the students. Before the simulation the students were exposed 

to video recorded benchmark roleplay performed by a real lawyer and a native speaker acting as a client. 

Along with the learning objectives and a series of special preliminary activities it was supposed to raise the 

students’ awareness of the context of real-life legal counselling and the language used.  

According to the scenario of legal counselling suggested to the students, a French-speaking client 

sought legal assistance from a Russian law student. The task was designed in such a way that it involved 

conducting an interview and working out the ways to solve the problem voiced by a foreign client. Below 

we provide the example of one of the problems covered.  

I have bought a smartphone in a retail chain for a substantial sum of money. The next day I noticed 

that the start button gets stuck and stops working. I decided to return the device to the store to get a refund 

or receive a new one without defects, but they offered me a 20-day technical expertise to determine if it is 

a manufacturing defect. I would like to know whether the refusal to take back the product is legal. 

The descriptors of L2 IC in terms of legal counselling, presented in Table 1, were formulated in 

accordance with the level of language proficiency (B1) (Council of Europe, 2018) and content of the course 

(to deliver legal advice in the field of consumer rights protection).  

 

Table 01.  Descriptors of L2 IC for B1 law students trained to deliver legal advice in the field of 
consumer rights protection 

Competence components Descriptors (B1 CEFR) 
Grade (from 

0 to 10) 
Pragmatic component - SKILLS 

1) to initiate, maintain and 
finalize spoken interaction with 
a non-native interlocutor 

- can initiate and maintain a conversation by 
making relatively spontaneous inquiries about 
a particular experience or event; 

- can follow what is said, though he/she may 
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occasionally have to ask for repetition or 
clarification if the interlocutor’s speech is rapid 
or extended; 

2) to conduct legal interviewing 
and counselling 

- can use a prepared questionnaire to conduct a 
structured legal interview with some 
spontaneous follow up questions; 

- can conduct a prepared interview, checking 
and confirming information, though he/she 
may occasionally have to ask for repetition if 
the interlocutor's response is rapid or extended; 

 

3) to show understanding of the 
interlocutor  

- can understand the main idea of what was said. 
If necessary, can partially reproduce the 
conversation to confirm mutual understanding; 

 

4) to filter the information 
received from the interlocutor 
by asking clarifying questions  

- сan request additional information or 
explanations from the interlocutor to promote 
the discussion;  

 

5) to make notes during the 
interview 

- can summarize what he or she has heard in the 
form of a list of main points, provided that the 
topic is known, and the speaker clearly 
articulates, speaks in simple language; 

 

6) to make up a summary based 
on a client’s interview 

- can summarize the main idea of the discussion, 
helping to focus the conversation on it; 

 

7) to respond to a client's 
request by qualifying their 
problem in accordance with the 
current legislation and suggest 
ways to solve the problem 

- can take part in everyday formal discussions on 
well-known topics (exchange of factual 
information, discussion of solutions to practical 
problems), provided that standard forms of 
language are used. 

 

0 – unable to do it;  
1-2 – will experience very serious, almost insuperable difficulties;  
3-4 – the task is achieved, provided that the interlocutor is aware of his/her difficulties, assists in 
formulating the message, elicits responses, reacts to the request for clarification;  
5-6 – the task is achieved, but the learner is dubious about his/her abilities; 
7-8 – the task is achieved if preliminary training and preparation is provided;  
9-10 – will not experience any problems. 

Cognitive component –KNOWLEDGE (Grade from 0 to 5) 
1) features of legal interviewing and consulting the client in terms of consumer 
protection; 

 

2) features of L2 business communication considering the cultural background 
of the interlocutor; 

 

3) special terms from the field of consumer protection in L2;  
4) features of the analysis of the case and the development of a solution to it  

 

During the output stage, the students were asked to resubmit a diagnostic questionnaire, evaluating 

their progress after rendering legal advice to foreign clients. At the same time, their performances were 

evaluated by external experts (including teachers, fellow students) as well as communication partners. As 

soon as the students have resubmitted their feedback, an average value was calculated for the components 

of L2 IC, based on both self-and external assessment. At the final stage the learners were given an 

opportunity to compare their personal scores with those given by the experts in order to have a more 
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objective understanding of their overall performance as well as receive feedback both from the teacher and 

a foreign interlocutor. 

 

5.2. Portfolio-Based Assessment of L2 IC 

As global educational trends unfold, traditional teaching methods are undergoing major 

transformations. Many of them stem from the ongoing digitization of education. In the new CEFR 

Companion Volume, students’ goal-oriented collaboration in online environment is regarded as a 

prerequisite for gaining proficiency in a foreign language to make learners face the contemporary world. In 

the context of assessing L2 IC, the search for the options to introduce online technologies into this process 

is coming to the fore. This section discusses such a flexible instructional tool as a digital portfolio and 

describes the experience of Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology in implementing it in the 

procedure of assessing technical students’ L2 nonverbal interaction skills when reporting research results 

to the public. It is equally important that a digital portfolio is most widely used in the higher education 

system as a tool for building critical professional skills such as information literacy, critical thinking, 

leadership, creativity, and cooperation skills (Misseyanni et al., 2018). In terms of developing and assessing 

L2 IC, a digital portfolio enhances the personalization of learning, generating students’ interest and 

engagement, and developing learner autonomy through reflexivity.  

The concept of a portfolio as a robust and reliable instruction and assessment tool is not new. 

According to one of the earliest formulations, “a portfolio is a purposeful collection of student work that 

exhibits the student's efforts, progress, and achievement in one or more areas. The collection must include 

student participation in selecting contents, the criteria for selection, the criteria for judging merit, and 

evidence of student self-reflection” (“What makes a portfolio a …” n.d., p. 60). The advent of technology 

has vastly extended the potential of a portfolio contributing to students’ partnership and collaboration, as 

well as transparency – a key parameter of CEFR-calibrated assessment. As Ciesielkiewicz (2012) points 

out, a digital portfolio is a dynamic repository of student learning artifacts – knowledge, competencies, 

skills used for tracking the progress, providing and receiving feedback, assessment, reflection and planning. 

Given that a digital portfolio encourages students to take charge of their own learning and take a more 

active role compared to the traditional approach, it has found the most application in active teaching 

methods that involve high-order mental operations (analysis, synthesis, evaluation), which makes it an 

efficient means of developing metacognitive strategies (Ciesielkiewicz, 2012; Yesenina, 2019). 

The type of portfolio we used to asses the students’ non-verbal skills was a progress portfolio 

defined as “collections of work intended to illustrate learners’ development over time” (Renwick, 2017, p. 

9). The portfolios were managed by a teacher who created a folder for each student’s speech samples and 

hosted them on her Youtube channel. Throughout the learning, at least 3 speech samples for each student 

were video recorded and uploaded online. To assess L2 non-verbal interaction skills, a special “Can do” 

rating scale was designed with the descriptors relevant to the content of the course. The descriptors provided 

reflect the prosodic patterns required to relize informational and interactional strategies in public speech 

(Freydina, 2015, p. 16; Tareva & Polushkina, 2018). The students were required to rank their own nonverbal 

interaction skills and those of their peers on a scale from “poor” to “excellent” (Table 2). There was also 

an option for students to provide free-form feedback on their performances.  
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Table 02.  “Can do” rating scale for the triple assessment of L2 nonverbal interaction skills 
I can… Self-assessment Peer review Teacher assessment  
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V
er

y 
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d  
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k  
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y 
go

od
 

G
oo

d  

O
k  

Po
or

 

Ex
ce

lle
nt

 

V
er

y 
go

od
 

G
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d  

O
k  
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divide the speech 
flow into shorter 
segments to 
enhance clarity 

               

avoid breaks in 
speech flow with 
long pauses  

               

recognize the 
main stress in a 
neutral 
connected 
speech 

               

use falling tone 
in neutral 
statements to 
signal the end 

               

use rising tone in 
linking and 
signaling words, 
in enumerations, 
in general 
questions or to 
signal 
incompleteness 
or uncertainty 

               

recognize the 
emphatic stress 
in the connected 
speech 

               

vary speech rate 
on key segments 
to avoid 
monotonous rate 
and keep the 
audience 
engaged 

               

vary loudness on 
key segments to 
avoid 
monotonous 
loudness and 
keep the 
audience 
engaged 

               

 

The teaching algorithm included the following steps: 1) initial diagnosis of the existing L2 nonverbal 

interaction skills through self-assessment and external assessment → 2) mid-term assessment through self-

assessment and peer review → 3) final assessment through integrated triple assessment (self-assessment, 

peer review, external assessment). At the first stage the students’ existing level of the required skills set 
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was assessed by external experts. These experts were 40 Russian and foreign employees of a multinational 

company – a global leader in information technology. Among the factors contributing to the experts’ 

objectivity was their acquaintance with the industry requirements and expertise in L2 workplace interaction. 

Together with this, the students were asked to complete self-diagnostic activities to assess their initial level 

of L2 non-verbal interaction skills. For this purpose, they had to compare their video recorded performances 

in a digitial portfolio with some benchmark public speeches delivered by engineers. After that the students 

were introduced to the results of expert assessment and were asked to collectively discuss and analyze the 

observed performances. Thus, the combination of two types of assessment enabled educators to implicitly 

make the students aware of the learning objectives through reflective group discussion and encourage them 

to set individual learning priorities in mastering L2 non-verbal interaction skills.  

During the mid-term assessment, after some instructional intervention, the students had to conduct 

self-assessment and peer-review by recording the fragments of their performances and uploading them to a 

social network. They were further asked to choose a partner and share the results for peer assessment. This 

procedure was followed by a reflective session when students had an opportunity to discuss their progress 

or reestablish their learning priorities.  

At the final stage, the students were given a greater deal of autonomy when reviewing their digital 

portfolios and preparing for the unguided test activity. In this unguided activity the students had to 

demonstrate their newly learned skills in a realistic, job-related task, specifically, reporting research results 

to a group of stakeholders in a clear, expressive and engaging manner. The educators then were able to 

upload the videos of the students’ performances and initiate the procedure of triple assessment using the 

rating scale presented in Table 2. The expected outcome of the suggested assessment method was the 

students’ acquisition of L2 non-verbal interaction skills appropriate for spoken communicative strategies 

of engineering discourse.   

 

6. Findings 

 The analysis of the scores received from law students and experts enabled us to1) register positive 

dynamics regarding the development of L2 IC among Russian-speaking law students; 2) observe the 

students’ tendency to underestimate themselves which requires extra encouragement of the students on 

behalf of external experts and communication partners. The final stage of simulation-based instruction 

involved audio or video recording which has opened up possibilities to carry out a detailed analysis of the 

students’ speech samples. This analysis provides room for the further classification of the most common 

errors (e.g.: misuse of terms, inappropriate reaction, mistakes related to misunderstanding of the 

interlocutor and leading to a communicative failure). This error classification could be used when designing 

remedial activities.  

As a result of the triple assessment of L2 nonverbal interactional skills via digital portfolio, the 

engineering students and the experts got similar scores which indicates the students' strong perception skills 

and awareness of the benefits of using non-verbal cues in public speech. The students’ engagement and a 

high level of reflection is reflected in their free-form comments. In the future, the best speech samples could 

be used as a sound reference source and benchmarks of non-verbal interaction with the audience to show 

students the feasibility and achievability of these skills and raise their level of educational and professional 
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motivation. Another advantage of using a digital repository of students’ speech samples is the permanent 

access, which enables students to view the footage of their speech samples that illustrate the process – 

including struggles – after the teaching period. This could enable learners to reproduce the algorithm for 

improving L2 spoken interaction skills at any point of their professional development. 

   

7. Conclusion 

For the past decade IC has gained unprecedented attention as a critical prerequisite for becoming an 

efficient interactant in the target language. At the university level, IC has been adopted as the institutional 

target of instruction in the L2 curriculum. Evidence has made it significant to choose the activities designed 

to assist the teaching and assessing L2 IC. This study illustrates the rationale for avoiding uniform 

assessment approach in terms of developing L2 IC due to its unpredictable nature and a myriad of ever-

changing contexts it takes place in. Since any adequate assessment approach should be theoretically 

founded and research-based the approach suggetsed in this study relies heavily on the recommendations 

and marking grid design principles of CEFR seen as a reference point. Since context-driven assessment 

hinges on continuously evolving requirements of stakeholders, the types of IC assessment presented in this 

paper (simulation- and portfolio-based) should not be viewed as exhaustive or dogmatic, but as a dynamic 

framework  with the criteria expected to vary according to teaching purposes, content covered, contexts 

and individual learner needs.  
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