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Abstract 

Although the question of assessment in the CEFR and CV has been considered in depth in the last decades, there is very little information on how the actual raters perceive the documents, their level of knowledge and training, and their opinions on the documents’ effectiveness, clarity and impact. Thus, the objective of this chapter is to know the insiders’ perspective as regards language evaluation in University Language Centres in Spain, as part of an ongoing national project.1 In order to do so, data was elicited by means of a 38-item questionnaire, designed by both authors. Once validated, it was distributed to the different University Language Centres in Spain. After analysing the raters’ responses, it is possible to conclude that raters who evaluate the CertAcles exam in University Language Centres and participated in this study are familiar with the CEFR and, to a lesser extent, the CV. However, further training is required. As shown in the results gathered, this training should focus on the communicative language competences they feel less confident with, the awareness of use of descriptors in rubrics, mediation and the action-oriented approach.

1. ‘Making the CEFR/CV more user-friendly: fine-tuning descriptors with Learner Corpus Research (LCR)’ (MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033)’

Introduction

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001), and later, the Companion Volume (CV) (Council of Europe, 2020) are documents which have turned into guidelines for L2 teaching, learning and assessment. These documents have afforded a high degree of standardisation throughout Europe and beyond, enabling a common discourse among all the stakeholders (North, 2007), in the areas of curriculum design, development and, notably, evaluation of the communicative language competence.
In 2001, a final version of the CEFR was published to provide “a common basis for the elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.1). This document provides a description of what learners, now considered social agents, are able to do with the language at the different levels to communicate successfully. In order to do so, the CEFR provides Performance Level Descriptors which describe what learners can do from A1 to C2 levels. In this sense, the CEFR has been considered a descriptive framework which aims to give a set of objective criteria to describe language proficiency. A complementary document was developed two decades later,  the Companion Volume with New Descriptors (Council of Europe, 2020), which detailed and added descriptor scales for communicative language activities in the CEFR and some new ones, developed the notion of mediation and provided a more comprehensive view of the action-oriented approach, among other aspects. 
These two documents have become very important descriptive frameworks for the teaching of languages throughout Europe and beyond. However, their impact on language testing surpasses by far its repercussions on the teaching and learning of languages (Little, 2007), particularly in standardising assessment levels (Figueras, 2012). The horizontal and vertical axes in the CEFR and the CV have allowed the specification of levels of communicative language competence, thus describing what the language user can do at different levels and setting criteria to determine if the language user is at a specific level (Cephe & Toprak, 2014). As a result, (high stakes) examinations are nowadays aligned to the CEFR/CV so that a common understanding of what the language user can do with the language to communicate is similarly evaluated regardless of the test taken. 
However, the use of both documents has not been without criticism. In fact, several issues have been raised regarding two main areas, namely, teaching and evaluation processes. Concerning language teaching, the descriptive rather than prescriptive nature of the CEFR and the CV, which do not prescribe techniques or behaviours, has highlighted the need for a more explicit and detailed description of some of the aspects in the document (Figueras, 2012; Little, 2011). This demand has been partially met in the Companion Volume and in other supplementary documents, projects and conference proceedings (i.e. North et al, 2022, Little & Figueras, 2022; Nagai et al., 2020), and the Handbook published by the British Council et al., in 2022. However, some areas still remain imprecise (Little & Figueras, 2022), which may result in practitioners interpreting and implementing the documents in different ways.
Concerning language assessment, two main issues have been challenged. First, their theoretical basis has been questioned, specifically regarding aspects of validity, test content, context and rating processes (Hulstijn, 2007; Little, 2007; Cephe, & Toprak, 2014; North, 2014, 2020). The second area refers to practical considerations related to the difficulty in using the documents for test development and alignment issues (see, for instance, Simons & Coplaert, 2015), due to the scarcity of specifications for test format, method, time limit, genre, discourse.
Efforts are currently being made to overcome these problems, both with the specifications developed in the CV (Council of Europe, 2020), and with other publications, which reflect ongoing research on diverse aspects of the teaching and evaluation process within the CEFR/CV framework (Council of Europe, 2011; Little 2018; North et al., 2009; North et al., 2022, also see ALTE International Conferences)

Implementation of the CEFR and CV

After the publication of the CEFR two decades ago, and the CV in 2020 (Council of Europe, 2002; 2020), research has dealt with a wide range of aspects regarding language teaching, learning and evaluation. Studies refer to three main areas: first, how the framework has influenced national educational policies; second, specific teachers’ practices in the classroom; and, third, assessment aspects concerning teachers as evaluators in the classroom context and raters as test designers and/or evaluators of high-stakes exams. 
Regarding official methodological regulations, there has been a widespread effort in establishing how the CEFR/CV are affecting educational policies and legal frameworks in different countries and at diverse levels. One of the first studies outside Europe showcased the CEFR influence on national educational plans in Colombia (Mejía, 2011). Fenelly (2016) also studied the influence of CEFR on English Language Education in Japan, which has recently been updated using a wider frame of reference by Negishi (2022). Also outside Europe, Piccardo (2014) appraised its impact in connection with Canada’s linguistic plurality and presence of heritage languages. Piccardo et al. (2017) have established a comparison between Switzerland and Canada focusing on the transparency and coherence of CEFR-related language curriculum reforms and teacher training. More recently, Nguyen & Hamid (2020) have also examined how the use of this framework has affected not only educational, but also socio-economical and political concerns in Vietnam. 
With respect to teachers’ practices, and following the premise of becoming aware of how the CEFR is being implemented where it matters most, the classroom (Little, 2011), research has dealt with how far CEFR guidelines are being implemented. Additionally, studies have also considered which specific areas of the pedagogical framework have been more influenced by the CEFR/CV. Publications have been conducted in Japan for university teaching (Nagai & O’Dwyer, 2011), or in connection with the action-oriented approach (Levi & Figueras, 2022; Piccardo & North, 2019; Schmidt et al, 2017). In Malaysia, Abidin (2021) has focused on the notions of plurilingualism and pluriculturalism, whereas teachers’ understanding and awareness of the notion of mediation as developed in the CV is nowadays under study throughout Europe and beyond (Fernandez-Alvarez & García-Hernández, 2021; Fonseca-Mora & Davies, 2022; Levi & Figueras, 2022; Melo-Pfeifer & Helmchen, 2022; Sánchez-Cuadrado et al., 2022; Pedregosa & Sánchez-Cuadrado, 2022). 
As regards the third area of research mentioned at the start of the section, the CEFR/CV framework has been especially influential for language evaluation. Studies have focused on improving the assessment process concerning different abilities and skills. For instance, teachers’ assessment of writing skills within the CEFR framework at the tertiary level has been explored in China (Zheng et al., 2016). Other publications have dealt with the CEFR’s suitability for setting university entrance standards (Harsch, 2018) in accordance with the dictates of educational institutions, stakeholders, and teachers. Research on test alignment to the CEFR levels has been conducted given the framework potential for increasing the transparency of test results (Foley, 2019; Green, 2017; Papageorgiou, 2022; Shackleton, 2018), specially considering whether there is validity and agreement of judgments when aligning tests to the CEFR levels, either from the perspective of teachers as evaluators within the classroom (Huang et al., 2018; Fleckenstein et al., 2018; Noijons et al., 2011; Simons & Colpaert, 2015) or from the test designers’ viewpoint (Harsch & Hartig, 2015; Harsch & Kanistra, 2020). 
In short, research is being conducted on the current effects of the CEFR/CV on the fields of language teaching, learning and assessment. It is undeniable that studies in the last two decades have shed some light on the impact of these documents and how they are being implemented in the different areas mentioned above. However, much work is still needed, as recent research indicates that the assessment of some of the aspects described in the Companion Volume, such as the action oriented approach, plurilingualism and mediation remain underdeveloped (de Jong, 2022).

Stakeholders’ Perceptions and Beliefs

Parallel to the studies on the way how the CEFR/CV are being applied for teaching and/or assessing languages, research has also enquired about the stakeholders’ beliefs and knowledge and the impact they perceive these documents have on their teaching, learning and evaluation practice. 
For instance, Valax (2011) considered teachers’ perceptions on curriculum design in primary, secondary and tertiary levels within and outside Europe. Especifically for French as a second language in Canada, Faez et al. (2011) studied primary and secondary teachers’ perceptions for French as a second language in Canada. Moonen et al., (2013) also considered teachers’ opinions in the Netherlands, focusing on secondary educational levels, and including both teaching and assessment issues. More recently, Franz & Teo (2018) have studied English Language teachers’ perceptions in secondary state schools in Thailand. From a different perspective, Normand-Maconnet & Lo Bianco, (2013) enquired about the students and staff familiarity with the CEFR in Australia. Regarding tertiary levels, several studies have focused on the teachers’ knowledge of CEFR documents (see, in Nguyen, 2017; Sülü & KÕr, 2014; and comparing state and private university teachers’ perceptions, ÿaĿatay & Gürocak, 2016). 
 In Spain, Figueras (2013) carried out a small-scale study enquiring about primary, secondary and tertiary teachers’ perceptions and knowledge on the CEFR, and some years later, Díez-Bedmar & Byram (2019) focused on prospective secondary teachers. Still within tertiary levels, Ramos-Garcia & Fernandez-Viciana (2019) have analysed primary education students’ perceptions on their English foreign language level and its adequacy to the professional requirements in the European context. As a teaching -and learning- framework, most of the present-day studies suggest that its implementation is believed to be challenging and that more guidance and training are needed for understanding CEFR-aligned teaching procedures.
Also in Spain, this line of research has recently been expanded to include learners and teachers in university language centres (Díez-Bedmar & Luque-Agulló, 2022; Luque-Agulló & Díez-Bedmar, 2022), which “should have the same obligation to engage in research as other academic departments. At present this is rarely the case” (Little, 2020, p. 271).
 Language services were created in Spain when higher education institutions established the accreditation requirement of obtaining a B1 or B2 level in a foreign language as mandatory before completing a degree. Compulsory language courses and language accrediation tests were not included in university degrees, so language centres provided the teaching and accreditation tests   (Ramos-García & Fernandez-Viciana, 2019). Spanish language services may nowadays be accredited language centers to certify CEFR levels by means of the CertAcles exam suite, available since 2012, which is amply recognised nationally and also has some international recognition  (Shacketon, 2018). ACLES evaluates language centres cyclically, making sure they follow CEFR/CV specifications, and grant them the CertAcles accreditation so that the language center can design, administer and evaluate candidates in the CertAcles exam for the language and level accredited. As a result of this evaluation, it would be expected that professionals involved in the language accreditation process in university language centers (test designers, raters, etc.) show a comprehensive understanding of CEFR/CV guidelines, which should in turn translate into test design and evaluation. 

As shown, there is extensive research about the stakeholders’ beliefs on teaching, curriculum design and learning. However, this is not the case as regards university language centres, as Little comments (2020, p. 284): “In many universities, however, language centres are classified as “service departments” whose status is inferior to that of academic departments. […] Some universities evidently believe that research should not be part of what their language centre does.”
There is very little information on how the actual raters in Spanish language centres perceive the documents, their level of knowledge and training, and their opinions on the documents’ effectiveness, clarity and impact. Exceptionally, Simons & Colpaert’ study (2015) enquired about the perceptions of stakeholders, including, among others, language testing associations. The study considered the stakeholders’ opinions on the usefulness of the CEFR for concrete language testing situations using an online survey and discussion groups during an international conference. Although positive in general, results show that respondents recommend further detail and practicality by means of “fine-tuning and improving practice and implementation” (p. 66). Nonetheless, this study did not focus specifically on raters’ perceptions in language centres, but as additional respondents. Thus, given the impact of the CEFR/CV for language assessment in university services, it is essential to specifically address the evaluators’ point of view as test raters. 

In short, our objective is to know the insiders’ perspective as regards language evaluation in University Language Centres in Spain, as part of an ongoing national project.[endnoteRef:1] Gaining the insiders’ knowledge, i.e., the raters’, would improve our comprehension of how these documents are being implemented for evaluation processes. This in turn would allow stakeholders to refine assessment in language centers and align curriculum design decisions, taking into consideration CEFR and CV guidelines [1: Endnotes


 ‘Making the CEFR/CV more user-friendly: fine-tuning descriptors with Learner Corpus Research (LCR)’ (MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033)’. ] 


Methodology

The Questionnaire

Considering the previous literature on the knowledge and use of the CEFR and the CV by different stakeholders (Díez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019; Figueras 2012; Hismanoglu, 2013; Moonen et al., 2013; Nguyen Ngoc Tiep, 2017; Normand-Maconnet & Lo Bianco, 2013; Sülü & KÕr, 2014; Zheng et al., 2016) both authors designed a 38-item questionnaire to elicit the data.[endnoteRef:2] [2:  This study is part of the on-going national research project. See endnote 1. ] 

The questionnaire was then revised by five expert users of the CEFR and the CV as well as two stakeholders (i.e., two raters of the CertAcles exam). Once their feedback was received, the survey was improved by making slight changes related to content, question format and the need to make some of the answers mandatory or optional. The expert validated questionnaire was then distributed to the different University Language Centres accredited by CertAcles in Spain by email, and also distributed via Twitter to reach as many evaluators of the CertAcles exam as possible. The questionnaire was open from December 2021 to July 2022.
Four main blocks can be found in the questionnaire, administered in Spanish to facilitate its access to evaluators of the CertAcles exam of any language (not only English).[endnoteRef:3] The first one states the objectives of the research. The second block has been designed to retrieve the personal, academic and evaluating background of participants (questions 1 to 9 –Section II, in Appendix-). The third one focuses on the evaluators’ specific training on the CEFR and/or CV (questions 10 to 14 -Section III-), followed by a fourth block in which evaluators are asked about their current knowledge of the documents (questions 15 to 32 –Section IV-). The last block sought to obtain information about the evaluators’ opinion of the documents regarding their effectiveness, clarity and impact (questions 33 to 38 –Section V-). Questions are open and closed multiple choice questions, Likert-scale questions (1 to 10) and open short questions where evaluators had the opportunity to provide detailed information on some of the aspects in the questionnaire. [3:  An overview of the five blocks of the questionnaire and the type of questions made can be seen in the Appendix. ] 


The Participants

The questionnaire was answered by forty-four evaluators from 14 different University Language Centers in Spain accredited by CertAcles. Their participation was voluntary and not rewarded in any way. Information on these respondents was retrieved in the second block of the questionnaire (see section II, in Apendix), in which evaluators were  required to answer questions related to their age, academic background, rating experience, the levels and language(s) they evaluate, the number of years learning the language(s) evaluated and, finally, their highest accredited level of the language(s) they evaluate.

Figures X, X and X show the participants’ data concerning their age, gender and academic background.

 
Figures X;X;X

The evaluators who completed the questionnaire can be claimed to be experienced raters, as most of them (65.9%) reported having 15 or more years of evaluation experience, and only 11.4% of the population had evaluated less than 5 years. However, their evaluation experience in the CertAcles exam is more limited, as 9.1% of the population has been evaluating these exams for 10 to 15 years, 50% of them for 5 to 10 years and, finally, 40.9% have been evaluating them for less than 5 years. No evaluator in this study has more than 15 years of evaluation experience in the CertAcles exam. These data are in line with the history of the CertAcles accreditation, which has been available since 2012.
Most of the respondents in the questionnaire evaluate different CEFR/CV levels of the CertAcles English exams and only one evaluator does so for the CertAcles French exam. As seen in Figure 1, the levels these raters evaluate for the English CertAcles exams are A1 (1 person), A2 (1 person), B1 (38 people), B2 (42 people), C1 (31 people) and C2 (2 people). The person who evaluates French does so at A2 level. An ample percentage of the evaluators (70.5%) had been studying the language they evaluate for 16 years or more, 4.5% 12 to 16 years, 15.9% 8 to 12 years, and 9.1% 4 to 8 years.

The raters’ highest accredited level in the foreign language they evaluate was also analysed. Only thirty-eight out of the forty-four evaluators answered this question. The rater of the French language reported a B1 level (DELF). As for the evaluators of English, out of the 35 people who answered this question, the lowest percentage (13.51%) was accredited with a B2 level, followed by 29.73% with a C1 level and 56.76% with a C2 level. As can be seen in Figure X, most of the evaluators had chosen exams other than CertAcles to obtain their language level accreditation for English or French.


Figure X. Evaluators’ accredited foreign language level: languages and examining boards

Results

Evaluators’ Training on the CEFR/CV

This section reflects evaluators’ perceptions as regards their training, specifically, considering quality, quantity and effectiveness of the training received (see section III, in Appendix). They were also asked to state the most valuable and the missing aspects in their instruction. 
Most of the raters (95.5%) indicated that they had received training on the CEFR/CV, although 15.9% of these raters considered that the training had been insufficient for their evaluation practice. Surprisingly, 4.5% of the evaluators admitted not having received any training on the CEFR/CV. University Language Centres were shown to play a crucial role in evaluators’ training, as most evaluators (79.5%) had received training in these centres. Training in universities, either in specialised courses (6.8%) or courses in University MA programmes (2.3%), was also mentioned together with the training on the CEFR/CV in other institutions (6.8%), or other teaching agencies (4.5%), which were not specified.
When asked about the most beneficial content and missing aspects for their evaluating practice in the training received, evaluators mentioned a number of issues, which are shown in Table X in descending order of frequency. This information supports the conclusions from other studies (Cephe & Toprak, 2014; Normand-Maconnet & Lo Bianco, 2013; Picardo et al., 2017; Simons & Colpaert, 2015). 


Table X. Contents mentioned by evaluators as beneficial or missing in their CEFR/CVtraining 

Finally, evaluators where asked what they would need to better evaluate the exams. Further practice and the training on mediation (the concept, way to evaluate it, etc.) were the most frequently mentioned contents.  Other aspects mentioned, in descending frequency order, were further training on test alignment, the use of rubrics, test correction, fairness in evaluation, the Companion Volume, inter-rater agreement, rubrics for different text types, text selection, the action-oriented approach and, finally, the need for more training courses.
Although raters are trained in the different aspects of the language accreditation process (mainly test design and test evaluation), there is a need to provide them with continuous training which may help them become more familiar with the aspects of test design and test evaluation they feel more insecure with. Their reading of publications related to language evaluation (e.g., British Council, UKALTA, EALTA & ALTE, 2022; Council of Europe, 2011; Little, 2018; Nagai et al., 2020; North et al., 2009) together with hands-on sessions with experienced test raters (and designers) are therefore crucial to improve the raters’ evaluations. 

Evaluators’ Current Knowledge of the CEFR and the CV

Perceived overall knowledge

Initial questions in the fourth block of the questionnaire (see Section IV, in Appendix) aimed to analyse the evaluators’ overall knowledge of both documents, which was explored by means of 10-point Likert scales (10 being the maximum knowledge and 0 the lack of knowledge). 
Figure X shows that evaluators are more familiar with the CEFR than with the CV. In fact, 22.73% of the evaluators rated their knowledge of the CEFR as excellent (9 or 10 on the Likert scale) and 63.64% rated it as advanced (7 or 8 on the Likert scale), whereas only 6.88% of them considered their knowledge of the CV as excellent and 25% of them as advanced. Perceived lack of knowledge of the CV is also shown in Figure X. As illustrated, 25% of the raters admitted not knowing anything about the CV (1 on the Likert scale) and 18.18% reported their knowledge as insufficient (2, 3 or 4 on the Likert scale). 


Figure 2. Evaluators’ perceived degree of knowledge of the CEFR and the CV.
The limited knowledge of the CV was also revealed when 52.3% of the raters admited they do not know the differences between the CEFR and the CV or indicate that such knowledge is limited. Only 18.2% of the raters rated that knowledge as advanced and 13.6% of them as excellent.
When asked to specify the differences between both documents, the evaluators who answered this question mainly focused on the existence of new descriptors in the CV (a limited number of evaluators specified new descriptors in the lowest and highest levels). The other aspects mentioned were mediation (and its descriptors), the focus on the plurilingual and pluricultural competence, the inclusion of descriptors for sign language, the updated notion of the native speaker and the new layout and more user-friendly version of the document. As shown, results suggest, in line with other studies (Díez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019; Fernández-Álvarez & García-Hernández, 2022), that there is a need to enhance raters’ training on CV-related aspects. 

Perceived Knowledge of the Descriptors and their Use in the Evaluation of CertAcles Exams 

After considering evaluators’ overall knowledge on the documents (see previous section), the data regarding the evaluators’ perceived knowledge of the descriptors and their use when evaluating candidates is shown here (see Figure X). The results indicate that 95.4% of the evaluators who completed the survey are familiar with the CEFR/CV descriptors, although to varying degrees. 20.5% of them consider their knowledge of the descriptors sufficient (ranking 5 and 6 in the 10-point Likert scale), 52.2% consider it advanced (ranking 7 and 8) and, finally, 22.7% rank their knowledge of the descriptors as excellent (ranking 9 and 10). Although with a low percentage (4.6%), some of the evaluators (probably the ones who indicated they had not received training on the CEFR/CV, see Section XXX) admit not being familiar with the descriptors. 
These results suggest that, although descriptors are identified among the beneficial contents in evaluators’ training, further training on the descriptors is desirable so that all evaluators may obtain a better knowledge of such a crucial aspect in the CEFR/CV. This is specially so with those evaluators who perceive their knowledge as insufficient or just sufficient, which makes 25.1% of the evaluators in this study. Furthermore, the perceived vagueness of the descriptors may also contribute to the evaluators’ perception that they do not have an in-depth knowledge of the descriptors, as seen in their demand for more concrete descriptors when asked for the missing aspects in their CEFR/CV training (see Section XXX).
As far as the use of the descriptors to evaluate candidates in the CertAcles exam is concerned, evaluators’ responses show that only two people rarely use the descriptors to evaluate (ranking this item 1 on the 1 to 10-point Likert scale), which coincides with the number of evaluators who are not familiar with the descriptors. The other evaluators use them to varying degrees: 9% of them use them sufficiently (5 and 6 in the Likert scale), 20.4% make an advanced use of the descriptors (7 and 8 in the Likert scale) and, finally, 65.9% of the evaluators use the descriptors always or almost (9 and 10 in the Likert scale).  Therefore, the use of the descriptors seems to be quite frequent in the candidates’ evaluation process. Further training in the use of descriptors to design rubrics may, however, improve the percentage of evaluators who use them in the candidates’ evaluation. 
The comparison of the data regarding the knowledge of the descriptors and their use in the evaluation of CertAcles candidates casts light on the fact that the descriptors are being quite frequently used to evaluate candidates even though the evaluators’ perceived knowledge of the descriptors is considered excellent only by 22.7% of the evaluators. Further training is needed so that all evaluators may have an excellent knowledge of the descriptors, which raters use when evaluating candidates. 


Figure X. Evaluators’ perceived knowledge of the CEFR/CV descriptors and their use in candidates’ evaluation
Perceived Knowledge of Competences

In addition to their knowledge on descriptors, Section IV of the questionnaire enquired about evaluators’ knowledge and use of the different competences established in the CV (see Figure X) and the detailed use of descriptors for the different competences (see Figure X+1, below). The linguistic competence is the one evaluators report to be more knowledgeable of (100% of the evaluators, who rated their knowedge 5 to 10), followed by the sociolinguistic competence (97.7%), and the pragmatic competence and the plurilingual and pluricultural ones (77.3% each). 
As revealed in Figure X, differences are found in some competences regarding the percentage of raters who claim their knowledge is insufficient or excellent. Thus, for the linguistic and sociolinguistic competences, which are the ones evaluators claim to know more, differences can be established regarding insufficient knowledge (4.3% on the sociolinguistic competence and 0 % on the linguistic) or excellent knowledge (77.22% on the linguistic competence and only 40.9 % on the sociolinguistic one). The other two competences, the pragmatic and the plurilingual and pluricultural competence, show the same percentage of evaluators indicating that their knowledge is insufficient (22.7%), sufficient (13.7%), advanced (34.1%) and excellent (29.5%).  Raters seem not to be conscious of the need to focus on the sociolinguistic, pragmatic and plurilingual and pluricultural competences, as they did not mention them when asked about the contents which were missing in their training or what they would need to improve their evaluation task.These low percentages in the excellent knowledge of such competences point to the need to pay attention to them in raters’ training to improve raters’ knowledge of those competences.

Figure X. Evaluators’ perceived knowledge of the four competences

Evaluators were also asked about the use of the descriptors for the different competences in the rubrics. As seen in Figure X, differences were observed.  First, the descriptors which evaluators identify as employed in the rubrics (as evaluators ranked their use 5 to 10 on the 10-point Likert scale) are the linguistic descriptors (97.8%), the sociolinguistic descriptors (81.8%), the pragmatic descriptors (68.1%) and then the plurilingual and pluricultural descriptors (40.8%). The results, therefore, are in line with the evaluators’ knowledge of the competences analysed above.
Second, the percentage of evaluators who admitted a very limited use of descriptors to evaluate candidates, as rated with 1 on the 1-10 Likert scale, is high in all competences. This is specially striking in the plurilingual and pluricultural competece, with almost two thirds of the evaluators (36.4%) selecting the minimum punctuation possible. As seen in Figure X, 18.2% of the evaluators indicated that they rarely used the descriptors for the pragmatic competence and 11.4% of the evaluators indicated that this was the case with the ones for the sociolinguistic competence.
All in all, it can be claimed that the descriptors which are more present in the evaluation of candidates are the linguistic and the sociolinguistic ones, then followed by the pragmatic descriptors. The plurilingual and the pluricutural competence is identified as the least used one in the rubrics. Although the use of the descriptors for the plurilingual and pluricultural competence in a hight-stakes language accreditation test may be subject to debate, the results obtained may indicate that evaluators have difficulties when recognising these descriptors in the rubrics, as they are not familiar with this competence. However, it may also be the case that those who design the rubrics do so using the descriptors they are more familiar with, the plurilingual and pluricultural competence not being well-known. 


Figure X. Degree of descriptor use for the different competences: evaluators’ opinions
Perceived Knowledge of Mediation and Action-oriented Approach

Apart from the detailed information on knowledge and use of competences and descriptors, section IV of the questionnaire also requested information concerning mediation and the action-oriented approach. To do so, evaluators were asked about the knowledge and use of descriptors for mediation as well as their knowledge of the action-oriented approach and the degree to which it was reflected on the candidates’ evaluation. The data obtained in the questionnaire reveals that evaluators are more familiar with the concept of mediation than with the action-oriented approach. As seen in Figure X, 38.6% of the evaluators indicate that their knowledge of the action-oriented approach is insufficient (1 to 4 in the Likert scale), whereas 15.9% of them indicate so for the knowledge of mediation. 
Although the action-oriented approach is clearly defined in the CEFR and the CV and should, therefore, be well-known by evaluators, 38.6% of them admit they are not. This fact may stem from the fact that raters evaluate the action-oriented approach in an exam in which the candidates take tasks which already follow the action-oriented approach, as the candidate reacts in a real life situation in which s/he is a social agent communicating with others to do something, i.e., using the language to do communicative language activities. The action-oriented approach is likely to be so engrained in the exams that evaluators take the action-oriented approach for granted in that evaluation situation and may feel they do not know the main ideas behind the action-oriented approach. It may also be the case that they do not recognise the terminology, even though they are familiar with what it entails. Whatever the case, evaluators require further training on the action-oriented approach, as they identify this content when asked what they would need to better evaluate candidates. Publications such as Piccardo and North (2019) may be useful to show evaluators how the action-oriented approach is integrated in the learning, teaching and evaluation of languages.
On the other hand, the concept of mediation was only sketched in the CEFR but was better defined in the CV. Much attention has been paid in recent years to mediation (Fernandez Alvarez & García Hernández, 2021; Fonseca-Mora & Davies, 2022; Levi & Figueras, 2022; Melo-Pfeifer & Helmchen, 2022; Pedregosa & Sánchez Cuadrado, 2022; Sánchez Cuadrado et al.,  2022) due to the need to design teaching materials which may help students practise the different types of mediation, and the pressing need in some institutions, such as Official Language Schools in Spain, to evaluate it. As a consequence, much of the new training opportunities regarding the CV have included the teaching and evaluation of mediation, although much more training on this aspect is required, as seen in the evaluators’ demand for further training on this concept. The current focus on mediation has resulted, therefore, in the professionals’ perception of their advanced or excellent knowledge of the concept of mediation, as seen in Figure 6, with only 15.9% of the raters considering their knowledge of this concept as insufficient. 


Figure 6. Evaluators’ perceived knowledge of the action-oriented approach and mediation
The degree to which these two crucial concepts are applied to the evaluation of languages was also looked into. Figure 7 shows that 50% of the evaluators consider the descriptors for mediation not to be present in the candidates’ evaluation.  A lower percentage of evaluators (38.6%) indicate that the action-oriented approach is not applied in the evaluation of languages.  
If the data in Figure X and Figure X are compared, the percentage of evaluators indicating that they are not familiar with the action-oriented approach and that of evaluators expressing that the action-oriented approach is not present in the evaluation of languages in the CertAcles exams coincide. This may point to the fact that evaluators who are not familiar with this concept are unable to recognise its use in the evaluation of languages. It may also imply that rubrics may not include items for the evaluation of the action-oriented approach and mediation due to the test/designers and/or evaluators limited familiarization with these concpets and their application in test design and evaluation.
In the case of mediation, the evaluators’ knowledge of the concept, as seen in Figure 6 above, may make them recognise that this notion is not considered in the evaluation of languages. The evaluators who recognise that the concept of mediation is present in the rubrics specify that their presence is not as frequent as expected (only 13.7% of them rank it 9 or 10 on the 10-point Likert scale), with 25% of the evaluators indicating that the presence of mediation is advanced, as shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7. Consideration of the action-oriented approach and mediation in the candidates’ evaluation

Evaluators’ Opinion of the CEFR/CV: Usefulness, Effectiveness, Implementation, Impact and Limitations

The final block of the questionnaire analysed the evaluators’ overall impressions on the documents, including perceptions on their usefulness, the degree to which they are effective tools to evaluate the candidates’ communicative competence, the impact they perceive these documents have in their evaluation and, finally, aspects which they believe are missing. The last two items were open questions, to allow respondents for a wider range of potential answers.  
The data in Figure X shows that the evaluators consider the CEFR/CV as useful documents and useful tools to evaluate candidates’ communicative competence. Attention should be paid, however, to the two evaluators (4.6%) who ranked the usefulness of the CEFR/CV and their effectiveness as deficient (1 to 4 on the Likert scale) and the 6 evaluators (13.6%) who considered their usefulness and their effectiveness to evaluate candidates as limited.
 


Figure 8. Usefulness and effectivity of the CEFR/CV 
An open question was then offerered to evaluators for them to identify the more effective aspects in the CEFR/CV for their evaluation practice. As a result, most evaluators pointed to the importance of the establishment of clear criteria to evaluate candidates at different levels, the use of descriptors and the definition of the different competences. Other aspects, which are not included in the CEFR/CV but which derive from their use to enhance the transparency in the evaluation of languages, were then mentioned. These were the importance of rubrics and inter-rating agreement, the importance of the training received and the comprehensive understanding of the evaluation process as a whole.
Another open question allowed evaluators to specify the way how the CEFR/CV are implemented in their evaluation task. The most commonly repeated aspect was the possibility to be objective or effective in the evaluation of candidates. Clearly related to this concept, the importance of the use of rubrics (one of the evaluators indicating the importance of these rubrics being aligned to the tests), the establishment of common standards, the use of descriptors to identify the levels, and test alignment were also repeatedly mentioned. Other evaluators indicated the importance of the CEFR/CV in their evaluation regarding the evaluation of competences, the focus on new parameters for correction/evaluation, the evaluation of the oral and writing parts of the exam and test design. The crucial role of the CEFR/CV on the candidates’ evaluation was highlighted by some evaluators who claimed that the CEFR/CV impact on every single aspect in their evaluation process. Contrarily, only one evaluator indicated that the CEFR/CV does not have any impact on his/her evaluation.
The implementation of the CEFR/CV in the raters’ evaluation practice has consequently had an impact on the University Language Centres where they work. This impact is perceived by raters in their evaluation, highlighting the improved quality of candidates’ evaluation, which is now more objective thanks to the transparency of the process, the use of rubrics, the improved inter-rater agreementand the definition of levels. Furthermore, the observance of the CEFR/CV has helped their University Language Centres to be CertAcles accredited centers, which entails the design, administration and evaluation of candidates of the CertAcles exam for different languages and levels.  These raters, who may also teach the foreign language they specialise at in the University Language Centres, also perceive that the teaching in the different University Language Centers has also been positively affected, as seen in the evaluators’ claims that the CEFR/CV has influenced curriculum design, course planning (setting of objectives), materials design and selection. As can be seen, the data provided by the raters show that the tryad in the CEFR/CV, learning, teaching and assessment, has been positively affected by the implementation of the CEFR/CV in the language centres. 
To finish with, evaluators were also given the opportunity to specify what they felt is missing in the CEFR/CV. Many of the evaluators pointed to the need to have more user-friendly and clearer descriptors as well as a summary of descriptors for C1 and C2 levels.  Apart from that, evaluators specify aspects which are not included in the CEFR/CV but are closely related to the evaluation of languages, such as the need to have more rubrics, specifications for the evaluation of mediation and resources to design good tests. As was the ase when they were asked what they needed to evaluate better the candidates, raters demand further training to continue on improving their crucial task in the evaluation of languages in a high-stakes language accreditation test.

Conclusions
Thanks to the distribution of the 44 raters who participated in this study into 14 different University Language Centres accredited with the CertAcles stamp, this chapter has provided a bird-eye view of raters’ perceived knowledge of the CEFR/CV, experience in their use to evaluate candidates as well as their needs regarding further training on the use of the CEFR/CV in the evaluation process.
The main conclusion of this chapter is that raters who evaluate the CertAcles exam in University Language Centres and participated in this study are experienced raters who have received training on the CEFR/CV and are, therefore, familiar with the documents and their use in language evaluation. Due to the recent nature of the CV, raters recognize they are not as familiar with this document as with the CEFR, which leads them to demand training in the novelties in the CV and their application to the evaluation of languages, in line with other studies (Díez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019; Díez-Bedmar & Luque-Agulló, 2022; Fernández-Álvarez & García-Hernández, 2022).
Although knowledgeable of the descriptors in the CEFR/CV, raters show varying degrees of knowledge of the descriptors, which are reported to be quite frequently used to evaluate candidates. Their degree of knowledge of the competences also differs, with the pragmatic and the plurilingual and pluricultural competences being the ones raters are less familiar with. The descriptors of these competences are also identified as the least frequently used to evaluate candidates. 
Raters seem to have difficulties with the action-oriented approach and mediation concepts as well as with their evaluation, as reported in other studies (de Jong, 2022). The results show that this is specially the case with the action-oriented approach, despite the fact that most raters are also language teachers in the University Language Centres where, following the CEFR/CV, this approach may have been progressively introduced in their teaching.
The training that raters and test designers receive in University Language Centres permeates the teaching and learning of languages in such centres, since raters and test designers may also be language teachers in the Univeristy Language Centres. As a result, the transparency advocated in the CEFR/CV is a fact, as can be seen in the use of descriptors and the different competences to design rubrics but also, as stated by the raters, to design curricula, set objectives in the language courses, design and select materials in the University Language Centres. 
Raters’ professional commitment to their crucial task in the evaluation of high-stakes language examinations makes them demand further training on the CEFR/CV to improve their evaluation practice, even though a number of reading publications related to evaluation are currently available (see British Council, UKALTA, EALTA & ALTE, 2022; Council of Europe, 2011; Little, 2018; Nagai et al., 2020). Their answers have now allowed the identification of the main aspects which should be included in their training, namely the focus on communicative language competences they feel less confident with (i.e., the pragmatic and the plurilingual and pluricultural ones), further information on the new descriptors in the CV, the use of descriptors to design rubrics, the concepts of mediation and the action-oriented approach and their inclusion in rubrics. Hands-on evaluation practice with experienced raters is repeatedly mentioned as crucial in training programmes. 
The raters’ responses to different questions in this study also reveal their need to have rubrics for the different text types as well as and offer CEFR/CV users descriptors which may include more specific information on what the language user can do with the language at the different CEFR/CV levels. 
The number of raters who participated in this survey is limited, which prevents the generalization of the results obtained. Furthermore, it may be the case that only motivated raters who considered themselves familiar with the CEFR/CV decided to participate. A larger study with more raters, including more participants who evaluate languages other than English is necessary to validate the results obtained in this study. Further studies which analyse the students’ and teachers’ perceptions of the use of the CEFR/CV in their University Language Centres may also be helpful to triangulate results and describe the real implementation of such crucial documents in the learning, teaching and assessment of languages.  
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Appendix A
[bookmark: _GoBack]An Overview of the Questionnaire Employed in This Study. Sections of the Questionnaire, Questions and Types of Answers
	
	Evaluators
	Items
	Information requested

	Section I
	Objectives of the questionnaire

	Section II
	Demographic data (experience +level)
	1-9
	
· Age (MC)
· Gender (MC)
· Qualifications/educational background (MC)
· Rating experience: length (MC)
· Learning length in language being evaluated (MC)
· Identify language centre, level, type of course (OQ, OMC)
· identify languages and levels evaluated (OMC)
· Type of accreditation obtained, language(s) and level (OMC)


	Section III
	Training on CEFR and CV
	10-14
	
· Training on CEFR/CV for evaluation  (MC: yes/no/-not-enough)
· Where was training for evaluation received (OMC)
· Useful aspects of training (OQ)
· Aspects still lacking in training (OQ)
· Identify future training for improving assessment processes (OQ) 


	Section IV
	Knowledge on CEFR/CV
	15-32
	· Knowledge of CEFR (1-10) (LS)
· Knowledge of CV (1-10) (LS)
· Differences between CEFR and CV (1-10) (LS)
· Specify differences between CEFR/CV (OQ)
· Knowledge of descriptors (1-10) (LS)
· (Y/N/Partially) (MC)
· Use of descriptors to evaluate certAcles exam candidates  (1-10) (LS) 
· Knowledge of linguistic competence  (1-10) (LS)
· Inclusion of the linguistic competence in the rubric used to evaluate candidates  (1-10) (LS)
· Knowledge of sociolinguistic competence  (1-10) (LS)  
· Inclusion of the sociolinguistic competence in the rubric used to evaluate candidates  (1-10) (LS)
· Knowledge of pragmatic competence  (1-10) (LS)
· Inclusion of the pragmatic competence in the rubric used to evaluate candidates  (1-10) (LS)  
· Knowledge of plurilingual & pluricultural competence (1-10) (LS) 
· Inclusion of the plurilingual & pluricultural competence in the rubric used to evaluate candidates  (1-10) (LS)
· Knowledge of mediation  (1-10) (LS) 
· Inclusion of mediation in the rubric used to evaluate candidates  (1-10) (LS)
· Reflection of the action oriented approach in evaluation  (1-10) (LS)


	Section V
	Impact of CEFR and CV
	33-38
	
· Rate the usefulness of the CEFR/CV  (1-10) (LS)
· Usefulness of CEFR/CV on my evaluation (OQ)
· Missing aspects of CEFR/CV for my evaluation (OQ)
· Rate the usefulness of the CEFR/CV to evaluate students’ communicative competence (1-10) (LS)
· Impact of CEFR/CV on my evaluation (OQ)
· Impact of CEFR/CV on my language centre (OQ)





Most beneficial content


The descriptors (with some evaluators specifying the importance to understand descriptors to align tests)


The hands-on sessions in which some real exams were evaluated


Missing aspects


More practice


The focus on rubrics and test design
The understanding of what evaluation entails
The specification of communicative language activities
Item design
More concrete descriptors to evaluate better
Consensus on what a level represents
Training on the companion Volume
Evaluation of mediation
Text-mapping
Evaluation of students from different L1s
More specific applications of the CEFR
More training opportunities




















47.8%
34.1%
13.6%
4.5%
Degree	MA	PhD	Other	47.8	34.1	13.6	4.5	B2 CertAcles	B2 Cambridge	B2 (not specified)	C1 CertAcles	C1 Cambridge	C1 (not specified)	C2 CertAcles	C2 Cambridge	C2 (not specified)	B1 (DELF)	1	1	3	4	1	6	1	7	13	1	CEFR	2.27%
6.8%
4.5%
31.8%
31.8%
18.2%
4.5%
1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	0	1	0	0	3	2	14	14	8	2	CV	25%
9.1%
4.5%
4.5%
15.9%
9.1%
15.9%
9.1%
4.5%
2.27%

1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	4	2	2	7	4	7	4	2	1	Knowledge of the CEFR/CV descriptors	1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
4 (9.1%)
5 (11.4%)
10 (22.7%)
13 (29.5%)
8 (18.2%)
2 (4.5%)

1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	0	1	0	1	4	5	10	13	8	2	Use of the CEFR/CV descriptors	2 (4.5%)
2 (4.5%) 
2 (4.5%)
6 (13.6%)
3 (6.9%)
7 (16%)
22 (50%)

1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	2	0	0	0	2	2	6	3	7	22	



Linguistic competence	2 (4.5%)
3 (6.8%)
1 (2,3%)
4 (9,1%)
13 (29.3%)
21 (47.7%)
1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	0	0	0	0	2	3	1	4	13	21	Sociolinguistic competence	1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
4 (9.1%)
7 (15.9%)
13 (29.5%)
11 (25%)
7 (15.9%)
1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	0	0	0	1	1	4	7	13	11	7	Pragmatic competence	6 (13.6%)
1 (2.3%)
3 (6.8%)
1 (2.3%)
5 (11.4%)
7 (15.9%)
8 (18.2%)
10 (22.7%)
3 (6.8%)
1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	6	0	1	3	1	5	7	8	10	3	Plurilingual and pluricultural competence	5 (11.4%)
3 (6.8%)
2 (4.5%)
2 (4.6%)
4 (9.1%)
5 (11.4%)
10 (22.7%)
6 (13.6%)
7 (15.9%)
1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	5	3	0	2	2	4	5	10	6	7	Linguistic competence	1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
10 (22.7%)
11 (25%)
20 (45.5%)
0	0	1	0	1	0	1	10	11	20	Sociolinguistic competence	5 (11.4%)
1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
3 (6.8%)
3 (6.8%)
5 (11.4%)
7 (15.9%)
7 (15.9%)
11 (25%)
5	1	1	1	3	3	5	7	7	11	pragmatic competence	8 (18.2%)
2 (4.5%)
1 (2.3%)
3 (6.8%)
2 (4.5%)
3 (6.8%)
4 (9.1%)
7 (15.9%)
6 (13.6%)
8 (18.2%)
8	2	1	3	2	3	4	7	6	8	Plurilingual and pluricultural competence	16 (36.4%)
3 (6.8%)
3 (6.8%)
4 (9.1%)
3 (6.8%)
2 (4.5%)
4 (9.1%)
4 (9.1%)
2 (4.5%)
3 (6.8%)
16	3	3	4	3	2	4	4	2	3	Mediation	15.9%
13.6%
31.8%
38.6%
insufficient	sufficient	advanced	excellent	15.9	13.6	31.8	38.6	Action-oriented approach	38.6%
15.9%
25%
20.4%
insufficient	sufficient	advanced	excellent	38.6	15.9	25	20.399999999999999	Mediation	50%
13.7%
25%
11.3%
Insufficent	sufficient	advanced 	Excellent	50	13.7	25	11.3	Action-oriented approach	38.6%
20.4%
27.3%
13.7%
Insufficent	sufficient	advanced 	Excellent	38.6	20.399999999999999	27.3	13.7	The CEFR/CV are useful documents	1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
2 (4.5%)
4 (9.1%)
6 (13.6%)
13 (29.5%)
7 (18.2%)
10 (22.7%)
1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	1	0	0	1	2	4	6	13	7	10	The CEFR/CV are effective tools to evaluate the candidates' communicative competence	1 (2.3%)
1 (2.3%)
4 (9.1%)
2 (4.5%)
8 (18.2%)
12 (27.3%)
9 (20.5%)
7 (18.2%)
1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	1	0	0	1	4	2	8	12	9	7	2.3%
20.5%
38.6%
29.5%
9.1%
20-30 years	30-40 years	40-50 years	50-60 years	60 years and above	2.2999999999999998	20.5	38.6	29.5	9.1	65.9%
29.5%
4.5%
Female	Male	Prefers not to answer	65.900000000000006	29.5	4.5	