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This paper focuses on various perspectives and challenges language teachers face while
assessing language learners’ proficiency level and relying on standardised placement tests
in compliance with the CEFR. The aim of this study is to obtain a more critical insight into language testing
in terms of the relationship between a test form and test score; to provide an interpretation of the CE-
FR-based proficiency levels; and to address the inclusion of the CEFR scheme in the real-life, academic
language environment. Through a comparative, qualitative analysis, it examines the achievements of a
group of respondents, undergraduate students majoring in English, recorded in a standardised pen-and-
paper test focusing on their written language competence to determine their CEFR language proficiency
levels. It also analyses errors, and compares the results obtained at different levels within the CEFR context,
providing a theoretical background to the role and place grammar has in language teaching and learning.
The main findings of the research point out the commonest grammatical errors found at the B2 and C1/2
levels, also revealing inconsistent and unexpected types which contribute to a deeper understanding of
the complexities language assessment implies. This paper presents results which identify the areas that
could be improved in terms of testing grammatical competence within the CEFR framework.
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Introduction

Testing and assessment have been a critical aspect of applied linguistics ever since
the social context changed and became rather fluid in terms of education, intercultural
exchanges and influences, and job market and labour mobility. Although language testing

1 mprodanovic@singidunum.ac.rs

71



Marijana Prodanovic, Valentina Gavranovi¢, Nina Panteli¢ - Towards a Deeper Understanding ...

has been the centre of much concern for years, it is still considered to be a young disci-
pline (Fulcher, 2012, p. 2). As such, it has attracted much attention not only on the part of
teachers, educators, and linguists, but also of policy-makers in the field of language in the
broader sense.

The last decades have been marked by ongoing political, cultural, and social pro-
cesses, which have brought about significant changes to the educational framework.
Within such a newly created social and educational context, language teaching, learning,
and assessing have gained an entirely new dimension. This has prompted the authorities
from the Council of Europe to start the initiative of promoting “transparency and coher-
ence in language education” (Cambridge ESOL, 2011, p. 2), resulting in the creation of The
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, teaching, assess-
ment (CEFR).

Ever since the creation of the CEFR document, language teachers have relied heavily
on its main principles, and have been using various standardised tests in order to assess
their learners’ CEFR-based proficiency levels. The detailed and clearly stated descriptors
provided in the document greatly contribute to a better understanding and assessing of
students’primary language skills. In terms of assessing learners’ grammatical competence,
the descriptors are limited to defining grammatical accuracy at each reference level and
theorists around the globe aim to address them and provide insights into their nature
(e.g.in 2016, Bodri¢ gave a detailed theoretical background to this issue, providing gram-
matical descriptors for the A2, B1 and B2 levels). In this paper, we will refer to the main
principles of the CEFR, relying on a standardised form of placement tests — the Oxford
Placement Test - thus determining the CEFR language reference levels of a group of uni-
versity students majoring in English. The conducted research includes an analysis of errors
students made in this test, and a comparison of errors made at different levels. The aim
of this research is to provide a deeper understanding of language testing and to analyse
CEFR-based proficiency levels based on grammatical knowledge. One of the main tasks of
this research is to investigate how to overcome the challenges posed by the complex na-
ture of testing and assessment, and how to explore and exploit the existing standardised
tests in order to make their application more useful and meaningful.

The CEFR and Grammar Assessment

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages was published in
2001, and describes “learners’ability in terms of speaking, reading, listening and writing at
six reference levels” (Cambridge ESOL, 2011, p. 6). The authors of the CEFR intended to cre-
ate a framework, which could not only serve as help or as a guide for all parties involved
in language education, but also as a‘tool’ for various purposes.

The Framework points out the importance of various competencies language learn-
ers need to develop so that they can deal effectively with different communicative situ-
ations (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 9). In order to achieve this, the Framework defines an
exhaustive list of competencies: general competencies (including declarative knowledge,
skills, and know-how and ability to learn) and communicative language competencies
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(linguistic, sociolinguistic, and pragmatic). Linguistic competencies are mainly of primary
concern for language teaching and learning, and they include: lexical, grammatical, seman-
tic, phonological, orthographic, and orthoepic competencies. According to the Framework,
the range of lexical and grammatical competences is rather detailed, including lexical ele-
ments, such as fixed expressions, phrasal idioms, fixed frames, and phrases, single words,
etc,, and grammatical (morphology, syntax, and semantics) (Council of Europe/ALTE, 2011).

What makes the CEFR a valuable document are the clearly stated, detailed descrip-
tors and guidelines for a vertical progress through all language skills. However, even
though grammatical competence is given attention in the Framework, it is defined rather
broadly, and its authors do not provide descriptors which explain learners’ grammatical
competence for each reference level. Their attention is limited to a list of grammatical cat-
egories and parameters (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 114) and a rather general description
of grammatical accuracy expected to be attained at each reference level. The status of
grammar-related descriptors within the CEFR document has remained almost unchanged
even within the supplementary document (Companion Volume with New Descriptors,
from 2018), aimed at enriching the initial document content.

Despite the fact that the CEFR analyses various aspects of language education, it
seems that testing and assessment have received most attention. However, the way the
CEFR document refers to assessment has resulted in various interpretations and has given
rise to rather opposing views, among which are those endeavouring to determine how to
assess grammatical competence.

Defining grammatical knowledge has provoked much debate among linguists for
decades, and it has yielded much discussion and research. Language teachers undeniably
emphasise the importance of the role grammar plays in language learning and testing,
and explicit grammar testing is still an integral component of internationally-recognised
English language tests, such as IELTS, TOEFL, TOEIC, CAE, CFE, etc. (Bodri¢, 2016, p. 163);
however, what has changed considerably over the years are the aspects of grammar se-
lected to be tested and the ways to test grammar (Purpura, 2005, p. 4).

As much as the CEFR is praised, there are a number of critics (Deygers, Gorp, & De-
meester, 2018; Fulcher, 2012) who have a different view of the values of the CEFR, its ap-
plication and, particularly, the testing and assessment that claim to be linked to it. One of
the limitations refers to the lack of exactness and, consequently, the levels it prescribes
cannot be taken as standards, and are of a mere descriptive nature (Deygers et al., 2018,
p. 2). On the other hand, there is a completely opposite view, which criticises the Frame-
work for having a negative impact on language learning due to the insistence on stan-
dardisation. There are also serious objections relating to the involvement of factors oth-
er than purely educational and professional, and they refer to the context which goes
beyond language and learner-focused interest, making the CEFR language-independent
(Harsch & Martin, 2012) and frequently very difficult for interpretation (Papageorgiou,
2010, as cited in Deygers et al., 2018, p. 2). Furthermore, a number of theorists claim that
one of the most prominent drawbacks of the CEFR is its lack of empirical nature (Fulcher,
2012), and that it also unequally addresses language skills (Staehr, 2008), and does not to-
tally adhere to the principles arising from language acquisition theories (Alderson, 2007,
as cited in, Deygers, Carlsen, Vilcu, & Zedler, 2017, p. 2).
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Research Methodology

The research includes the analysis of a corpus of tests taken by a group of 22 under-
graduate students majoring in English, aged 19-20 years. The main purpose of this study
was to test their grammatical competence at the end of their second year of studies so
that the language teachers could use the results in order to determine their CEFR lan-
guage proficiency level. The test was also meant to serve as a diagnostic tool which could
help the teachers plan and organise lessons as regards teaching materials and further
activities for the next academic year so as to make language learning the most effective
for the students.

The test respondents took represents a standardised, pen-and-paper test - Oxford
Placement Test 2 (Allan, 2006) — and it has been used as one of the instruments with the
potential for identifying the CEFR levels. It contains 100 items belonging to the scope of
grammar, all of which are presented in MC form (pick and choose option), and the allotted
time for its completion is a maximum of 50 minutes (it is worth noting that the section of
the Oxford Placement Test 2 pack involving Listening comprehension has not been used).
The items are divided into six sections, all but the very last one being context-providing
portions of language material — addressing different general knowledge topics. This in-
cludes multiple writing forms — there are descriptive, biographical parts, but also a letter
format section. Although the mentioned sections of tasks are regarded (and named) as
Grammar Part 1 and Grammar Part 2 - they are not arranged in a graded order - both parts
contain more and less demanding items.

Test 2 also comes with a diagnostic Key and Levels chart - so it helped the authors
of this study check the answers easily, grade the tests, and, at the same time, determine
their students’ reference levels. The grading scale served as a framework for the analysis
of errors students made followed by a description and comparison of errors. These errors
were classified into typical and less frequent, and the obtained results were used to pro-
vide a deeper insight into the nature of grammar assessment, including the analysis of the
discriminatory value of certain items.

Research Results and Discussion

Analysis of Students’ Performance in the Placement Test

According to the formal scale provided by the test designers, the students achieved
the following scores: 9 students performed at the B2 level, and 13 of them were either at
the C1 (7 students) or C2 levels (6 students).

The analysis of the results obtained from these tests, and the comparison of errors
made at the same level showed that there are errors made by all students or the majority
of them, which we could consider as typical for the specific level. Apart from these typical
errors, we will also point out the errors made by some of the students at certain levels,
which were taken into consideration in our analysis because they show some unexpected
tendencies and could have indicative implications for language planning policies. Prior to
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illustrating them, it should be noted that the term “error’, throughout this paper, is used
to denote a lack of knowledge. And the paper does not introduce the differentiation be-
tween errors and mistakes.

Errors Made at the B2 Level

The analysis of test results, which were evaluated to be at the B2 level, shows that
there is a pattern of repetition of the same errors in some grammatical categories in all test
results, or the majority of them, which we refer to as typical errors. Other errors, though
not that frequent, are also studied and analysed in this work for the purpose of further
analysis and implied directions of investigation.

- Typical errors all students made at this level are:

a. the use of questions tags with the adverbs “hardly” and “rarely” (e.g., He’s rarely

been away for this long before, has he?).

b. the use of the gerund after prepositions and the form “be used to” (e.g., Children
seem to find computers easy, but many adults aren’t used to working with microtech-
nology.).

c. the uses of the Perfect forms. The use of the Past Perfect was problematic for all
students at this level. Half of them recognised its use in separate sentences which
had either another past action or the prepositional phrase by + time (e.g. By 1956
he had joined Santos and had scored in his first game). However, all students showed
a lack of knowledge of how and when to use the Past Perfect in context — within a
text that demanded a deeper understanding of the sequences of actions.

d. Similarly to the above-explained typical mistake, the use of other verb forms pres-
ent in longer contexts was also problematic, especially if the sequence of tenses
was present in sentences. None of the students at this level could properly deci-
pher which tense is used in a longer text for which congruence the understand-
ing of the sequence of tenses is needed. The analysis of their tests shows that
they made rather illogical combinations, which illustrates a lack of understanding
of the use of tenses in a broader context. Nobody answered correctly any of the
sentences that contained verbs in tenses with a reference point in the past - for
example: It was the first time that professional teams had played for a world title.

- Typical errors the majority of students (over 70%) made at this level are the following:

a. the use of non-finite verb forms:

- the use of the bare infinitive after the verb make (in the sense of to force somebody
to do something), e.g. His father made him practice every day.

- after phrasal and prepositional verbs, especially after the verb to look forward to.

- the difference between the use of the gerund and infinitive after the verb go on,
e.g., Italy, who won, went on to win the 1938 final.

- the use of the gerund after it’s no use.

b. the use of verb forms:

- be going to for past predictions, e.g., He thought he was going to be able to play in
the finals in Sweden.
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- the use of The Present Perfect after the clause It’s the first time.

c. the use of the relative pronoun who after a proper noun denoting a country, but in
the sense of a team from that country (e.g., ltaly, who won, ...)

d. the use of the Perfect Infinitive after modal verbs to refer to the past, e.g., It’s the
first time I've lived with anybody before, but | might have guessed what would happen.

e. the omission of the article the in front of most (meaning majority, not a part of the
superlative form), e.g., Climate is important in most people’s lives.

f. the use of the indefinite article after quite (but they all recognised its use after
such), e.g., The history of the World Cup is quite a short one (they chose the answer where the
noun phrase does not contain the indefinite article),

g. the use of the causative have, e.g., ...then the authorities would have needed to have
the original World Cup replaced.

h. the use of the active and passive forms in sentences. Students did not recognise
whether the subject of these sentences is the doer of the action or the object of its active
counterpart, e.g., In 1957 he was picked for the Brazilian national team.

i. the use of question tags in shortened forms, e.g., Wed better not delay reading this
any longer, had we? At this level, the majority of students also made errors if a question tag
was added to complex sentences, e.g., So you think he'll be back before November, do you?

j. would rather — at the level of recognition of the use of the bare infinitive after the
form, e.g., Some people would just rather not have anything with computers at all.

- Other Errors Made at the B2 Level - some students made other errors that could
not be described as typical for this level, but nevertheless occurred in more than 20% of
analysed test results, and they are as follows:

a.the use of the Present Perfect with the adverbs for and since, e.g., Football has been
played for over a hundred yeatrs.

b. the omission of articles in front of abstract nouns, e.g., In Madeira they have good
weather almost all year.

c. the use of quantifiers in negative sentences, thus, some students opted for an-
swers such as There aren’t no...

e. the difference in meaning between little and a little, e.g., Even now there is little we
can do to control the weather.

f. the use of the plural form of nouns, e.g., He was only ten years old (half of them opt-
ed for He was only ten years.)

g. the use of the modal should after the verb suggest, e.g., She suggested we should
share the house and share the costs.

h. the difference between as and like in simple examples, e.g., Learning a computer
language is not the same as learning a real language.

h. the use of the infinitive of purpose, e.g., In hot countries people wear light clothes
to keep cool.

i. the use of the Future Perfect Continuous, e.g., At the end of this month we'll have
been living together for a year and a half.

j. the use of the Past Simple of the verb to be in the sentence He was born in 1940.
Instead of was, some of them opted for the Present Simple form is.
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Errors Made at the C1 Level

Even though the number of typical errors made at this level is smaller than at the
B2 level, there are still noticeable patterns of errors students made at both C levels. The
total number of students who performed at the C level is 13 and, according to the scale, 7
students scored at the C1 level, with the other 6 at the C2 level.

- Typical errors that all students made at this level are the following:

a.

b.

C.

the use of question tags after sentences which contain the adverbs hardly and
rarely.

the use of tenses within a text, with the focus on the sequence of tenses

the use of the gerund after prepositions

- The analysis showed that the majority of students made the following errors:

a.
b
C
d

e.

the use of the relative pronoun who in the sentence Italy, who won...

. the use of question tags in complex sentences

the use of the Perfect Infinitive after modals

. the use of a preposition + gerund after a noun, e.g., Everyone has difficulty in learn-

ing (they opted for the plural form of the noun and the infinitive).
the use of the infinitive/gerund after the verb to go on.

- Other errors students made at this level

Although the number of students who made other errors at this level is less than
50%, which could not be referred to as typical, the errors made in their tests are pointed
out in this analysis because they belong to the lower level of grammatical difficulty, and
therefore will be discussed later in this work. These errors are as follows:

a.

b.

o

the use of the article the in front of most, when most refers to the majority of, and
not a part of the analytical comparison (most people’s lives)

the use of the active and passive forms — at the level of recognition whether the
sentence is active or passive, which influences the choice of verb

the use of the gerund after the phrase it’s no use

the use of the modal should after the verb suggest

the basic use of the Future Perfect Continuous

Errors Made at the C2 Level

The results showed that 6 students performed at the C2 level and, unlike with the
previous levels, there is no example of an error that was recurrent in all students'tests. Still,
there is a clear pattern of errors that could be found in the majority of these tests, and they
are as follows:

a.

b.

the use of tenses in a text, with the focus on the sequence of tenses

the use of question tags after the sentences which contain the adverbs hardly
and rarely

the use of the gerund after prepositions

the use of the Present Perfect after It’s the first time

the use of the article the in front of most, when most refers to “the majority of”,
and not a part of the analytical comparison (most people’s lives)
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f. the use of the Past Perfect in a text
g. the use of the infinitive/ gerund after the verb to go on.

Students also made some other mistakes at this level that occurred in more than one
test, and are taken into consideration in this analysis because they could be significant for
further studies and language teaching implications, which will be discussed in the next-
section. These errors are the following:

a. the use of the active and passive forms — at the level of recognition whether the
sentence is active or passive, which influences the choice of the verb
the use of the gerund after the phrase it's no use
the use of the infinitive to indicate purpose
the use of the modal should after the verb suggest
the basic use of the Future Perfect Continuous
the use of the relative pronoun who in the sentence Italy, who won...

~pPongT

If we compare typical errors the students made in their placement test, we can no-
tice that there is a clear pattern of their occurrence at all levels — from B2 to C2. These
errors concern primarily the use of verb forms, the category in English which is the most
developed and, at the same time, the most complex. They therefore pose difficulties for
students in deciphering subtleties and various forms and meanings.

The comparative analysis of tests shows that the following grammatical aspects
were the most problematic for students, and resulted in typical errors including:

a. the use of tenses in a broader context

b. the use of the perfect forms (present, past, and future)

c. the use of question tags after the sentences which contain the adverbs hardly

and rarely, and after sentences with the shortened form of auxiliary verbs.

d. the use of non-finite verb forms. Students showed a lack of knowledge in terms

of the use of the infinitive or gerund to complement other verbs/ nouns/ phrases.

e. the use of articles when there are similar forms which go along or without any

article.

f. the use of the active or passive forms in contexts where students are asked to

recognise whether the subject of the sentence is the doer of the action or is the
object of the active sentence.

In this analysis, we will compare the typical errors students made at levels B2 to C2
with the descriptors in the CEFR. What is most striking is the consistency in errors the
students made at the C levels. According to the CEFR document, the language user at the
C2 level is proficient, and in terms of grammatical competence and accuracy “maintains
consistent grammatical control of complex language, even while attention is otherwise
engaged (e.g., in forward planning, in monitoring others' reactions)” (Council of Europe,
2001, p. 28). The language at the C1 level is also considered to be that of a proficient user
who performs at a high level, and “consistently maintains a high degree of grammatical
accuracy; errors are rare and difficult to spot” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 28). According
to the CEFR at the C1 level, a user also has “good grammatical control, occasional slips or
non-systematic errors and minor flaws in sentence structure may still occur, but they are
rare and can often be corrected in retrospect” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 28).
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The analysis of the typical errors the C1 or C2 learners made in this placement test
shows that they occur in the sentences which illustrate grammatical categories, structures
and uses taught at the lower levels, as presented in coursebooks and grammar books
which rely on the principles and descriptors stated in the CEFR. The most common errors
students made were in the two parts of the test that contained a broader context, or, as it
is stated according to the CEFR document, language in use.

Another issue which arises here is: if students do not recognise a complex gram-
matical structure containing verb forms affected by the sequence of tenses, how can we
expect them to use it effectively and correctly in communicative situations? According to
the CEFR, if learners want to participate in communicative situations, they “draw upon a
number of competences developed in the course of their previous experience” (Council
of Europe, 2001, p. 101). The qualitative aspects of spoken language use describe a C1
language user as someone who “consistently maintains a high degree of grammatical ac-
curacy, errors are rare” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 114), while a C2 proficient language
user “maintains consistent grammatical control of complex language” (Council of Europe,
2001, p. 114). The findings obtained through this study do not comply with these state-
ments since there are instances of lack of consistency of grammatical control.

The errors students made at the C1 and C2 levels do not support the explanation of
propositional precision of how well leaners need to perform at these levels, i.e., “convey
finer shades of meaning precisely by using, with reasonable accuracy, a wide range of
qualifying devices’, or “give emphasis, differentiate and eliminate ambiguity” (Council of
Europe, 2001: p. 129).

The CEFR describes B2, C1 and C2 language users as independent language users.
According to the CEFR descriptors for grammatical accuracy, the B2 learner “shows a rela-
tively high degree of grammatical control” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 114). A B2 learner
also “does not make errors which lead to misunderstanding” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.
114). However, the findings shown in the section describing the errors made at the B2
level are not congruent with this claim, because these types of errors were recurrent in
many test results at this level.

What also strikes as incongruous with regard to the CEFR descriptors is the interfer-
ence of the students’mother tongue, which occurs in several instances at all levels, although
“noticeable mother tongue influence” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 114) is referred to only at
B1 and lower language levels. Recurrent errors illustrating this interference are as follows:

He is born in 1940. (Instead of He was born); There aren’t no easy ways (Instead of There
are no easy ways), It's no use to try (Instead of It’s no use trying), In some countries is dark all
the time (Instead of In some countries it is dark all the time), He was only ten years (Instead of
He was only ten), and many examples referring to the sequence of tenses.

The analysis of errors and comparison of their occurrence at all of these three levels
reveals another oddity relating to the application of the CEFR principles to the interpreta-
tion of the test results. Namely, the following is stated in the CEFR document: “Each level
should be taken to subsume the levels below it on the scale” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.
36), and it is assumed that a language user whose competences are assessed to belong to
a certain level is expected ‘to be able to do “whatever is stated” at the lower level’ (Council
of Europe, 2001, p. 36).
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However, the analysis of the results obtained from the corpus composed of stu-
dents’ placement tests shows that this principle is violated in some cases, and that
students of lower language levels performed better at some grammatical categories
and aspects than others whose final score was higher. The findings show that some
items from the placement test have a lower discrimination index, and these examples
are as follows:
a. the use of quantifiers — differences between a little/ little, the use of no with nega-
tive verbs (‘there aren’t no'and the adverb hardly (‘hardly no’) - made by the C1 and
C2 students, and not described as typical for the B2 level

b. the use of used to for past habits (none of the students made this mistake at the
B2 level)

¢. the comparative form of the adjective warm (‘more warm'’ - an error none of the

students made at B2 level)

d. the error in the use of between/ among was made only at the C2 level

e. the use of the bare infinitive after would rather was made by two students at C2

level, and nobody made this mistake at the C1 level.

Pedagogical Implications

The typical errors described for each reference level can be used as a resource to
support teachers while creating materials and organising grammar instruction. The find-
ings of this study also indicate that we cannot rely only on the test results alone — we need
to employ other criteria and elements in grouping our students and curriculum planning
- if possible, to test both their receptive and productive skills. All these decisions should
be based on the aim of learning the language. This placement test, as well as the grading
scale, can be helpful, but not necessarily the only source of information relevant for creat-
ing various language policies.

The results obtained from this analysis also demonstrate that language teachers
should not assume anything - even if students’ language competence is assessed to be at
a proficient level they still make banal, unexpected, and evenillogical errors, but these still
exist, and should be taken into consideration.

The analysis of test results according to which the grammatical knowledge and per-
formance of students were classified at either the B2 or C 1/ 2 levels shows that the errors
made at these levels can be very similar, and belong to the same grammatical categories.
The difference in the number of points which classified their performance at either the B
or Clevels can sometimes be attributed to sporadic examples, isolated categories, and do
not contribute to a clear referential line. Therefore, in order to determine what direction of
improvement to take to help students consolidate their knowledge and competencies at
an assigned level and confidently move up to the higher level, all parties involved in the
creation of language policies, institutions, language teachers and learners, test and mate-
rial designers should be aware of these complexities, and be ready and flexible to adapt
to their students’ abilities and needs.
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Conclusion

In this paper, we analysed and compared the results students achieved in a stan-
dardised placement test in accordance with the CEFR principles. The analysis of the most
common errors students made and the interpretation of the results point to the complex-
ity of the nature of testing and assessment, and multidirectional aspects both language
teachers and learners need to be aware of.

A deeper understanding of the CEFR principles will help a language instructor as-
sess the test that he/she plans to use. These tests can be viewed as a helpful, supportive
tool, and a starting point that provides guidance to both language teachers and learners.
However, language teachers need to have a critical eye while using formal tests in order
to analyse the applicability of these tests in their teaching contexts, and not to take them
for granted.

The findings of this study show that the CEFR grammar competence descriptions are
applicable in the analysis of many of the students’test results. However, the discrepancies
shown above also support the interpretation that the CEFR should be used as a guide
(Council of Europe, 2001), and that other aspects should be included in the language de-
scriptions. As Schneider and Lenz point out, apart from the scaled descriptions, other de-
scriptors can be useful (Schnider & Lenz 2019, p. 41-49), especially in contexts with specific
groups of learners who have specific learning goals. The results obtained from this study
point out the weakness in applying grammatical knowledge, and areas that can be im-
proved at the levels B2, C1 and C2.

The reseach described in this paper contributes to the complex area of language
testing with its methodology of intersecting and comparing results obtained at different
levels, revealing what grammatical items need further attention in test designing. These
results also showed that for more comprehensive and far-reaching conclusions about the
nature of testing, a wider corpus of both tests and respondents needs to be incorporated
in some further investigation on this subject.
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Ka 6omem pasymesatby LLEOP npuHumvna Ha nnaHy TecTupaiba
rpamaTnyke KomnerteHuuje

Mapwjana NpogaHoBuh
Cryanjcku nporpam AHIUCTYKA, YHuBep3uteT CuHrnayHym, beorpag, Cpbuja

BaneHtuHa laBpaHoBuh
Cryaujcku nporpam AHMNCTYKA, YHBep3uTeT CuHrngyHym, beorpag, Cpbuja

Huna Mantenuh
CTyaujcku nporpam AHMNCTYKA, YH1Bep3uTeT CuHrugyHym, beorpag, Cpbuja

Oeaj pag tiexxu ocgellirbasarby paznuyuitiux MoiyAHOCIIU U U3d308d cd Kojumd ce cycpe-
hy HactuasHuyu ciupaHoi jeauka y tpouyecy lipogepe 3HarA je3uka, ocaarajyhu ce Ha
cluaHgapgu3osaHu tWecit ycknaheH ca ckanom 3ajegHuydKol eepolickol peghepeHiliHOT 0OK8UPA 3a je3uke
(JE®P). Yure uctupaxusarea y 0g103u pagd je ociuisapusdrbe Kpuiiudkoi yeuga y ipupogy teciuupa-
Hbd je3uka — ca llocebHUM ocspiliom Ha MehyogHocC (hopme ecitia u octlisapeHol pesynitaitia; tWyma-
yerbe HUBOA UI03HABAFA je3UKA gehUHUCAHUX y CK1agy €a 3ajegHU4YKUM e8polcKUM peghepeHHUM
OKBUPOM 3d je3uKe; 0c8pill Ha UpumMeHy HasegeHol OK8Upa y ClUBAPHOM, AKkageMcKol OKpyxerby. Yiio-
pegHa, keanuawueHa aHanu3a Upukasasna je y4uHak ipye uciuiliaHuKa, cldygeHauia 0OCHOBHUX
cluyguja aHinucituuke, GoclUuiHyl Ha cliaHgapgu308aHoM, TUCAHOM Wectly, Yuju je yure 6Uo geguHu-
care HUB0dA U03HABAA je3UKd, ay CK/iagy ca ckasaom 3ajegHuyKoi e8polcKoi pehepeHIIHOT OK8UPA 3a
jesuke. Ocum HagegeHol, aHanu3a ykasyje Ha Ipewike ciiygeHaiua, aau u yiopehyje y4UHaK Ha passnu-
yuitium HUgouMa Uo3Hasarxd je3uka, ucitiospemeHo Upyxajyhiu Weopujcky Gogsoly y 8e3u c yolom Koja
Uputaga ipamauyu y Gosey Hacliage U y4eroa ClUpAHoI je3uka. Pesyniuatiu cy dokasanu ydyectuane
Ipamattiuyke ipewke go Kojux gonasu Ha Husouma B2 u C1/2, anu cy u mehy ruma ollikpusiu Heke Hey-
cknabeHe ilie HeoyekusaHe IpewiKe, Wilio goupuHocu 6o/beM pazymesarby C/I0XeHe Upupoge heHome-
Ha Wectuuparea Go3Hasared jesuka. Olliyga osaj pag, Ha ocHosy gobujeHux pe3yaiaiuad, ykasyje Ha
obnaciuu Wectuuparea ipamailiuyke KomueieHyuje, y ckaagy ca dpuHyuiuma 3ajegHuydkol espolickol
pechepeHLIHOT OK8UPA 34 je3uKe, Koje Moly buitiu yHalipeheHe.

Ancmpakm

Kmoyune peuu: LEDP (3ajegHudku espolicku peghepeHiliHU OK8UP 34 je3uke), ecliuparbe, ipewxe,
Ipamawiuyka komuelieHyuja, eHinecku je3ux.
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K nyywemy noHumanuio npuHynnos LLEQP B o6nactn TectTupoBaHmns
rpammaTnyeckoil KomneteHuumn

Mapusna lNpoaaHosny
Kadeppa aHrnuctukm, Yunsepcutet CuHrugyHym, benrpag, Cepbusa

BaneHTnHa NlaBpaHoBuY
Kadenpa aHrnucTtukm, YHusepcuteT CuHrugyHym, benrpag, Cepbus

HuHa MaHTenny
Kadenpa aHrnucTtukm, YHusepcutet CuHrugyHym, benrpag, Cepbus

B 0aHHoU cmamee ocgewaromcsa pasaudHele 803MOXHOCMU U hpobriemMsl, C KOMOPbIMU
cmankusaomca npenooddasamesiu UHOCMPAHHbIX A36IKO8 8 Npoyecce mecmupo8aHus 3HaHUU
A3bIKd, ONUPAACE HA CMAHOAPMU3UPOBAHHbIU Mecm, c021aco8aHHbIl co wkanol Obweesponelickol
cucmembl KOOpOUHaAm 0114 A3vikos (LJEDP). Ljenvio ucciedosaHus 6bi10: onpedesieHue Kpumu4eckozo
NOHUMAHUSA NpuUpo0kl A3bIKOBO20 MECMUPOBAHUS, C OCOObIM AKUEHMOM HA 83aUMOCBA3U hopMbl mecma
U NoJly4eHHO20 pe3yibmama; UHmepnpemauyus ypos8Hs 8/1a0eHUS A3bIKOM, OnpedesieHHO20 8 COoM-
semcmauu ¢ koopouHamamu LIEQP; 0630p npumeHeHUs 0aHHO20 00KyMeHma 8 pedsibHoU akademuye-
ckol cpede. CpasHUMesbHbIl Ka4ecmeeHHbIU aHAIU3 NOKA3as1 ycnesaemocme ucciedyemblx CmyoeH-
moa8 aH2nulicko2o A3blKa HA CMAHOApMUuU3UPOBAHHOM NUCbMEHHOM mecme, HanpasieHHOM Ha
onpedesieHue ypoBHs 8/71a0eHUs A3bIKOM 8 coomeemcmauu co wkasnol UEOP. Kpome moeo, aHanu3
yKasbigaem Ha owubKU cmyodeHmMos, HO MAkxe cpagHUBaem ycnesaemMoCms HA PAas/IUYHbIX YPOBHAX
8/1a0eHus A3bIKOM, npedocmasias meopemuydeckue 3HAHUsA 0 PoJiU, KOMOPYIo 2paMMamuka uspaem
8 npoyecce npenoddsaHusA U Usy4yeHuUs UHOCMPAHHbIX A3bIKO8. Pe3ysiemamel yKazaau Ha yacmele
2epammamuyeckue owubKu, 803HUKaroujue Ha yposHsax B2 u C1/2 enadeHus A3bIKOM, HO Makxe cpeou
HUX 6bL1U 8bIABIEHBI HEKOMOPbLIE NpOMUBOpPeYUBbIe U HEOXUOAHHbIE OWUBKU, Ymo cnocobcmayem
JlyqwiemMy NOHUMAHUIO C/TOXHOU npupo0bl mecmupo8aHusa 3HaHUl A3elKa. Micxo0s u3 noslyyeHHbIX pe-
3y71bmamos, 0aHHAA CMAMme3 yKasslgdem Ha me 0b671acmu 2paMMamu4ecKko20 mecmuposaHus KOM-
nemeHyud, 8 coomeemcmauu ¢ npuHyunamu Obujeesponelickoli cucmemsl KOOPOUHAM OJ1A A3bIKOS,
Komopeie Mo2ym 6bimb YJ1y4ueHsl.

Pe3iome

Kmroyeewle cnoea: LIEQP (Obujeesponelickas cucmema KoopoOuHam 0/1 A3bIK08), mecmuposaHue,
OWUBKU, 2paMMamuyeckas KomMnemeHyus, aH2aNUUCKUU A3bIK.
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