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Considering the need for improving assessment instruments that measure language proficiency of plurilingual learners 
in the foreign language classroom, this article investigates the potential of plurilingual assessment in language education 
in the Ukrainian context. For this purpose, a developmental project has been carried out engaging several universities. 
The CEFR and its Companion Volume (CEFR/CV) were used as foundational documents to understand goals of language 
education and approaches to teaching, learning and assessment. The project was implemented in three phases. During 
phase 1, a focus was put on the analysis of contributed samples of tests (14 tests comprising 70 assessment tasks) to 
identify prevailing approaches to language assessment at tertiary level in the Ukrainian context. Most of the contributed 
assessment tasks (87%) were in English, with a smaller portion (12.8%) both in Ukrainian and English, with 11% out of 12.8% 
being translation tasks. No assessment tasks were in or more (2+) languages. Phase 2 aimed at empowering the teachers 
(n=16) with the procedures and assessment instruments to facilitate the implementation of plurilingual assessment in 
teaching English. Phase 3 collected teacher feedback on proposed changes to language assessment in teaching English 
using a questionnaire and reflection logs. The outcome of the workshops suggested that plurilingual assessment reflects 
real-life and professional situations that students can find themselves in but does not seem to represent common practice 
in the teaching context. In addition, participating teachers indicated that plurilingual assessment is of great relevance to 
the learning goals of their courses. 
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1 Introduction
English is increasingly used worldwide as a language of communication and education. In educational 
contexts, English is often taught as a subject in schools and frequently serves as a medium of instruction 
in universities. Learners of English are typically emergent multilinguals, for whom English becomes their 
third language (L3) after their home language(s) (L1) and a second language (L2), which may be acquired 
through schooling (Sridhar and Sridhar 2018). In the Ukrainian educational context, learners of English 
are often bilingual in Ukrainian and Russian or another regional minority language. Consequently, 
English becomes their L3 when their home language and the school language differ.

Thus, recent developments in language teaching and learning when English is their L3 for most 
learners, make it necessary “to recognise the language ability that language learners already have when 
learning English” (Seed 2020: 5) and use the knowledge of other languages as a tool in learning English 
(Seed 2020: 6).
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New developments in teaching and learning English in the last few decades have responded to a more 
diversified linguistic reality in societies (Cummins 2008; Duarte and Gogolin 2013; Tsagari et al. 2023). 
For teaching English as a foreign language (EFL), the development of multilingualism/plurilingualism 
and plurilingual assessment is essential, given its importance as an international language. Yet, little 
research has been done in order to help teachers to implement this multilingual turn in EFL or English 
as an additional language (EAL) classrooms in Ukraine. Duarte and Günther-van der Meij (2020) mainly 
attribute this to the fact that a monolingual norm is commonly applied to the understanding of language, 
learners and the learning process. In addition, the European policy agenda (L1+2 (European) languages) 
is targeted at promoting additive multilingualism at school level, treating languages as separate entities. 
As a result, many teachers base their classroom activities on language separation practices. Contrary 
to classroom practices, learners mobilise their entire linguistic resources in real-life contexts in order to 
accomplish tasks for personal and communicative purposes (COE 2020).

The current practice of keeping languages apart rather than embracing the full linguistic repertoire 
of students, presents a dilemma for teachers. Studies e.g., by Duarte and Günher-van der Meij (2020) 
evidence that language teachers often express positive attitudes towards plurilingualism. Yet, some 
studies carried out in European and Asian educational contexts indicate that language teachers struggle 
to implement these attitudes in their instructional practice (e.g., Bisai and Singh 2018; Duarte and Günther-
van der Meij 2020). While teachers recognise the value of multilingualism, they may lack clear guidance 
on how to integrate it effectively into their instructional strategies. This ambivalence highlights the need 
for greater support without which teachers may feel uncertain about how to assess students’ language 
skills in a way that acknowledges and values their diverse linguistic backgrounds. As a result, students 
may not have the opportunity to fully demonstrate their entire linguistic repertoire, and the potential 
benefits of plurilingualism in the classroom may remain untapped. For foreign language teaching and 
assessment, this means considering multilingual resources already present in diverse learning groups.

2 Literature review
2.1 Terminology
The Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) (COE 2001) and its updated policy document, 
the CEFR/CV (COE 2020), make a distinction between multilingualism and plurilingualism. Multilingualism 
is defined as the coexistence of different languages at the social or individual levels while plurilingualism 
as the dynamic and developing linguistic repertoire of an individual user/learner (COE 2020: 28). A 
person is seen as a social agent, using their language repertoire in order to accomplish a task or an 
action (Piccardo and North 2019). In educational settings, plurilingualism takes an individual perspective 
that aims to capture the holistic and dynamic nature of the individual learner’s linguistic repertoire as 
it develops through life (COE 2001: 168). A plurilingual learner has a “single, interrelated, repertoire that 
they combine with their general competences and various strategies in order to accomplish tasks” (COE 
2020: 30). In this context, following the CEFR descriptive framework and the action-oriented approach, 
the focal point of the learning and teaching process is the collaborative creation of meaning through 
interaction (COE 2020). From this standpoint, plurilingual language assessment takes a perspective that 
recognises the interconnectedness of languages in an individual’s repertoire and considers the holistic 
and dynamic nature of language use across multiple languages. In essence, it aims to assess overall 
communicative competence, considering how languages are integrated and used together.

2.2 A multilingual turn in assessment?
Although assessment is an inherent part of the education process and multilingual education has been 
discussed for several decades, little attention has been paid to multilingualism or plurilingualism in 
assessment and the much-cited multilingual turn (Conteh and Meier 2014) has not become a reality in 
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language assessment yet. As a result, plurilingual learners are still being predominantly assessed in each 
language separately (Chalhoub-Deville 2019; De Backer et al. 2020; Tsagari et al. 2023). According to Choi 
et al. (2022), the current prevailing monolingual approach to language assessment that conceptualises 
languages as separate entities fails to acknowledge complex communicative practices of plurilinguals 
and their ability to draw on their diverse linguistic repertoire and are invalid in terms of assessing what 
plurilingual learners know or can do (Choi et al. 2022: 333). Furthermore, in Bisai and Singh’s view (2018: 
309), assessment from a monolingual standpoint fails to capture the reality of the EFL classroom. There 
is a shared understanding that language assessment tasks should provide learners with opportunities 
to demonstrate their relevant language skills by observing performance on relevant and authentic 
tasks. Gorter and Cenoz (2017) advocate that if teaching is to consider plurilingual concerns, assessment 
practices should follow suit.

The integration of plurilingual assessment has always been a challenge in many respects: 
operationalising a construct for authentic assessment tasks, and providing reliable scoring are 
among plurilingual assessment concerns. One of the reasons for such a challenge is that plurilingual 
assessment tasks should be personalised as they “would depend on the contexts that each plurilingual, 
pluricontextual language learner finds themselves in” (Seed 2020: 9). The same idea is reiterated by Bisai 
and Singh (2018) who argue that the language resources mobilised by plurilinguals are individualised, 
dynamic, and contextualised. To meet the requirements of plurilingual assessment, assessment should 
be multimodal, integrated, fluid, and ongoing, and these qualities are largely compatible with alternative 
and formative assessment (Gorter and Cenoz 2017; Poehner and Inbar-Lourie 2020; Seed 2020).

2.3 Plurilingual assessment of English as a Foreign Language
In recent years, the question of how plurilingual assessment can be organised has received increasing 
attention. Seed (2020) specifies the framework of assessment in plurilingual situations into four 
broad constructs that can capture individuals’ plurilingual abilities in four different ways. In essence, 
the framework distinguishes between assessment of language proficiency in one or several named 
language(s), assessment of content knowledge and the assessment of plurilingual competence that 
includes learners’ competence of both languages known and only partially known.

The focus of this paper is on plurilingual assessment in foreign language education, which relates 
to assessment in one named language such as English with both input and output in that language. 
Seed (2020) argues that language tests, even if they are monolingual, should be considered as integral 
components of a broader multilingual language profile that a person can demonstrate in multilingual 
situations (Seed 2020: 10; Seed and Holland 2020). Schissel et al. (2018) found that tasks that integrate 
multilingual reading materials result in better performance by plurilingual participants compared to 
English-only tasks. Therefore, instances of other languages during assessment should be taken as 
evidence of assistance in accomplishing a task (communication) successfully. The findings, suggesting 
that incorporating multilingual resources in language assessment design can enable language learners 
to exhibit more advanced writing skills and higher-order thinking abilities, may become a valuable 
pedagogical implication for plurilingual assessment in the EFL classroom.
Flexible plurilingual assessment methods that recognise learners’ (partial) proficiency in multiple 

languages have recently received much attention. Such assessment is based on the idea that learners 
are disadvantaged if they are not allowed to build on their whole linguistic repertoire (De Backer et al. 
2020). In fact, plurilingual assessment acknowledges the different skills that plurilinguals require, such 
as the use of other languages and the role of their cross-linguistic and metalinguistic skills to complete 
a test task (Lopez et al. 2017).
According to North and Piccardo (2016, 2017) and Stathopoulou (2020), people communicate using 

a combination of different languages, making it important for language users to develop the ability to 
mediate cross-linguistically. Mediation as a common cross-linguistic activity involves moving between 
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different languages with the purpose to explain, clarify, interpret, summarise, or convey the main points 
of a text to someone else (North and Piccardo 2016, 2017). Mediation always occurs in a social context 
(public, academic, and professional) and is a purposeful activity that language users engage in when 
there is a communication gap (COE 2020). Therefore, a test that combines two or more languages 
can be a solution for assessing English in a multilingual context. In this regard, the CEFR/CV provides 
scales for different aspects of mediating a text (including literature), mediating concepts, and mediating 
communication (COE 2020: 91-122). In addition, the CEFR/CV provides scales for signposting different 
aspect of a plurilingual repertoire in a task: Scales for Building on plurilingual repertoire and Building 
on pluricultural competence; Plurilingual comprehension (COE 2020: 124-128). North and Piccardo (2023) 
highlight that descriptors are important tools that can support teachers and learners in several respects. 
The descriptors can empower teachers in their desire to promote a plurilingual approach to teaching 
and assessment; suggest real world-oriented classroom tasks and become an indicator of students’ 
performance etc. Likewise, descriptors can also help learners become aware of their plurilingual 
repertoire, and demonstrate the purpose of the activity.

Despite the availability of CEFR/CV scales for mediating texts and concepts and building on plurilingual 
competence, there remains a gap in the practical implementation of plurilingual assessment. Specifically, 
current assessments of English often do not create opportunities for learners of English to engage with 
their whole linguistic repertoire in plurilingual contexts effectively. Thus, our research aims to address 
this gap by developing a test that incorporates multiple languages, and leveraging CEFR/CV descriptors 
to support a plurilingual approach to language assessment. To effectively address this goal, the paper 
will investigate Ukrainian Higher Education Institution (HEI) language teachers’ assessment practices 
and strategies regarding plurilingual assessment. As the project involved a follow-up workshop, 
its further objective was to empower university teachers with knowledge about plurilingualism in 
language education and assessment strategies designed to facilitate the implementation of plurilingual 
assessment in teaching English to pre-service teachers and students majoring in Linguistics. Therefore, 
the following research questions have been formulated:

1.	 To what extent are the samples of assessments from Ukrainian universities plurilingual?

2.	 What strategies were employed to develop plurilingual tasks to assess students’ proficiency in 
English?

3.	 What strategies were employed to tailor descriptors selected from the CEFR/CV relevant to the 
local context?

4.	 How do HEI language teachers based in Ukraine evaluate the proposed changes to existing 
language assessment?

3 Research Methodology
3.1 Participants
The data was obtained from two sets of participants. Convenience sampling was used for the purpose 
of this developmental project (Dörnyei 2007). Although we were aware of the disadvantages of 
convenience sampling such as a possibly imbalanced sample, convenience sampling was used due 
to ease and the participants’ voluntary agreement to commit their time and effort to the research 
goals, which was especially crucial due to the war-related circumstances in Ukraine. The first group, 16 
University English teachers from National University Yuri Kondratyuk Poltava Polytechnic, volunteered to 
participate in the workshop training and complete the online questionnaire. In addition, five of these 16 
teachers volunteered to fill in the reflection logs. All participants gave written informed consent to their 
participation in the study, and all data collected were anonymised. 
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3.2 Method
A mixed-methods approach was used to collect data to answer the research questions of the study. Using 
a mixed-method study design has a number of advantages over a single method in educational research, 
especially when exploring a new phenomenon (Cohen et al. 2007; Dörnyei 2007). By applying different 
methods of collecting data, including analysis of the assessment tasks, a small-scale questionnaire 
survey and reflection logs, we were able to achieve a more comprehensive understanding of the matter 
from multiple perspectives. The chosen approach aimed at triangulating data from these different 
sources, enabling us to answer our research questions while also supporting evidence for drawing 
conclusions. (Cohen et al. 2007). In this light, quantitative methods (a small-scale questionnaire survey 
and descriptive statistics of the data) were used to collect explicit numerical evidence (Creswell 2009) 
about existing assessment practices and strategies employed in developing plurilingual assessment 
tasks. Descriptive statistics (the mean) was used to establish types of assessment tasks by calculating 
the percentage and to identify a set of strategies related to developing plurilingual assessment tasks 
and customising the descriptors to the local context. In addition, descriptive statistics (percentage) was 
calculated to interpret the data collected by the questionnaire. Among the strategies of inquiry of a 
qualitative method, a reflection log was employed to arrive at a ‘thick description’ (Younas et al. 2023) of 
the participants’ experience and the development in their assessment practice. 

3.3 Project design
The project framework includes three subsequent phases: Understanding of the local context, awareness 
and engagement, and evaluation (see Table 1).

Table 1. Phases of the project design

Project design
Phase # Description of the phase Activities
Phase 1: Understanding of the 
local context
RQ 1: To what extent are 
the samples of assessments 
from Ukrainian universities 
plurilingual?”

Collecting and analysing assessments from 
Ukrainian universities: 14 sample tests 
consisting of 70 tasks.

Collaborating with 
colleagues from 
different HEI;
Reflective practice

Phase 2: Awareness and 
engagement

RQ 2: What strategies 
were employed to develop 
plurilingual tasks to assess 
students’ proficiency in English?

RQ 3: What strategies were used 
to customise the descriptors to 
the local context?

Workshop 1 (90 min): (16 participants) 
Input relating to the basic CEFR/CV related 
concepts: multilingualism vs plurilingualism, 
language competence, partial competence, 
native-speaker standard, language portraits 
and individual language profiles, linguistic 
repertoires, monolingual/ multilingual 
approaches to language teaching and 
assessment, cross-linguistic mediation etc.

Participating in 
training

Workshop 2 (90 min): (16 participants)
Input relating to plurilingual assessment 
strategies:
•	 Discussing plurilingual assessment 

strategies
•	 Adapting assessment tasks to plurilingual 

contexts
•	 Presentation of adapted assessment tasks 
•	 Discussing descriptors
•	 Selecting and customising descriptors
•	 Presentation of adapted descriptors

Brainstorming;
Group discussion;
Collaborating in 
breakout rooms
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Project design
Phase # Description of the phase Activities
Phase 3: Evaluation
RQ 4: How do HEI language 
teachers based in Ukraine 
evaluate the proposed 
changes to existing language 
assessment?

Mixed methods 
Collecting teacher feedback:
•	 Reflection logs (5 participants) 
•	 Online survey (16 participants)

Reflective 
practices

In Phase 1, colleagues from three universities contributed tests used at their departments to assess 
students’ proficiency in English. The analysis of the assessment tasks was carried out with the purpose 
to understand to what extent the samples of assessments were plurilingual. To this end, the collected 
assessment tasks were scrutinised against the following aspects 1) the targeted competences, 2) 
whether a test enables students to demonstrate their plurilingual comprehension and/ or build on their 
plurilingual repertoire; 2) target language(s) of input and output; 3) assessment types. 

The awareness and engagement phases included two online workshops using Zoom. The workshops 
lasted 90 minutes each and were held within one week. The purpose of workshop 1 (Awareness) was to 
familiarise the participants with the key concepts related to the field of multilingualism/ plurilingualism 
(see Table 1) in order to establish a common knowledge base. It also helped to understand fundamental 
concerns in multilingual/plurilingual language education to eliminate possible misinterpretations. In 
addition, workshop 1 was designed to give all the participants the possibility to analyse their local contexts 
and consider whether plurilingual assessment tasks are compatible with their existing assessment 
framework. 

Workshop 2 (Engagement) was aimed at engaging the teacher participants to demonstrate their 
competency in modifying assessment tasks to the plurilingual context, selecting the descriptors from 
the CEFR/CV and customising them to the modified tasks. For this purpose, the workshop included 
several steps. 
First, the teachers were invited to analyse the original assessment tasks. They collectively offered 

suggestions as to how a monolingual task can be adapted to a plurilingual context (see Table 2). 

Table 2. An example of a task modification during the workshop (modifications added in blue). 

Original task: Plan a group vacation
The sources are given in English.

Modified task: Plan a group vacation
The sources are given in English and Ukrainian 

As a group, decide on a budget for your vacation 
and select a destination that everyone is 
interested in. Analyse travel brochures, online 
websites, and other sources of information to 
find the best options for your group vacation. 
Look for destinations that offer activities 
and attractions that match the interests and 
preferences of everyone in the group.
Choose two or three destinations that you think 
would be the most suitable for your group 
vacation, and present your analysis to the class 
or in a video.

As a group, decide on a budget for your 
vacation and select destinations that everyone 
is interested in. Analyse travel brochures, online 
websites, and other sources of information in two 
languages that popularise different destinations 
in Britain and in Ukraine to find the best options 
for your group vacation. Look for destinations 
that offer activities and attractions that match 
the interests and preferences of everyone in the 
group. Choose two destinations (one in Britain 
and one in Ukraine) that you think would be 
the most suitable for your group vacation, and 
present your analysis to the class or in a video in 
English.

Next, teachers were invited to collaborate in breakout rooms, forming groups of four. Their collective 
objective was to propose plurilingual strategies aimed at adapting assessment tasks collected during 
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Phase 1. The teachers engaged in collaborative discussions that contributed to co-constructing knowledge 
on designing plurilingual assessment tasks. Subsequently, each group in turn showcased the outcomes 
by presenting the modified task. Finally, the teachers submitted the modified assessment tasks to the 
authors for further analysis.

The next step of workshop 2 included discussing and localising the descriptors relevant to the task 
using the CEFR/CV as a benchmark. The teachers worked following the same pattern: discussing 
descriptors – collaboration in breakout rooms – presenting descriptors – submitting the outcome of 
collaborative product to the authors for further analysis. The added descriptors to the tasks drew on 
the following scales: Building on plurilingual comprehension, pluricultural competence and mediation 
(see Table 3). After compiling a list of descriptors from the CEFR/CV, the possibilities of adjusting those 
descriptors were discussed. 

Table 3. Relevant descriptors from the CEFR/CV, descriptors for the original task are in black; strategies 
are in blue; added descriptors to a modified task are in green.

Reading for 
orientation

B1+ Can scan through straightforward, factual texts in magazines, brochures 
or on the web, identify what they are about and decide whether they 
contain information that might be of practical use (COE 2020: 56). 

Sustained 
monologue: 
Putting a case

B1 Can briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions, plans and actions 
(COE 2020: 64)

Oral production: 
Addressing 
audience 

B1 Can give a prepared straightforward presentation on a familiar topic 
within their field which is clear enough to be followed without difficulty 
most of the time, and in which the main points are explained with 
reasonable precision (COE 2020: 66).

Overall mediation B1 Can convey information given in clear, well-structured informational texts 
on subjects that are familiar or of personal or current interest, although 
lexical limitations cause difficulty with formulation at times (COE 2020: 
92).

Planning B1 Can work out how to communicate the main point(s) they want to get 
across, exploiting any resources available and limiting the message to 
what they can recall or find the means to express (COE 2020: 69)

Collaborating in a 
group

B1+ Can collaborate on a shared task, e.g., formulating and responding to 
suggestions, asking whether people agree, and proposing alternative 
approaches (COE 2020: 111)

Processing texts 
in speech

B1 Can summarise simply (in Language B, namely English- our addition) the 
main information content of straightforward texts (in Language A, namely 
Ukrainian – our addition) on familiar subjects (e.g., a short record of an 
interview, magazine article, travel brochure) (COE 2020: 101).

Building on 
pluricultural 
repertoire

B1 Can explain features of their own culture to members of another culture 
or explain features of the other culture to members of their own culture 
(COE 2020: 125)

Plurilingual 
comprehension

B1 Can deduce the message of a text by exploiting what they have 
understood from texts on the same theme in different languages (e.g., 
news in brief, museum brochures, online reviews) (COE 2020: 126).
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After discussing the suggested descriptors, the participants were given the task to locate the 
descriptors for the plurilingual tasks modified in Phase 1 and then to customise the selected descriptors. 
To complete this task, the participants worked in groups of four in breakout rooms. The CEFR/CV (COE 
2020) served as reference. The presented results of a collaboration demonstrate that allotted time in 
breakout rooms was not enough to locate the descriptors and to offer modifications to them. Therefore, 
it was decided that the groups required more time to finalise the descriptors. Thus, the groups were 
offered to submit their final descriptors to the authors within 5 days.

Phase 3 collected teachers’ views on proposed changes to language assessment in teaching English. 
For this, a structured online questionnaire was administered to the participants, and the focus group 
was asked to fill in the reflection log. The questionnaire was open for three weeks during which the 16 
participants of the workshop could submit their responses. The focus groups were asked to submit 
their answers in a weeks’ time.

3.4 Data collection and data analysis
To identify to what extent language assessments in teaching English are plurilingual, we approached 
universities specialised in preparing pre-service EFL teachers and students majoring in Linguistics. Three 
universities located in different regions in Ukraine volunteered to contribute tests that are developed by 
their English teachers and are used by the universities to assess their students’ proficiency in English. 
Altogether, the universities contributed 14 sample tests: 8 tests from University 1; 5 tests from University 2 
and 1 test from University 3. This imbalance could lead to overrepresentation or underrepresentation of 
certain variables across universities by thus potentially distorting findings and limiting the generalisability 
of the conclusions. Consequently, the skewed sample necessitates caution in interpreting the results. 
Despite this limitation, it was expected that the collected assessment tasks could provide us with insights 
into the most typical assessment activities used for evaluating the language proficiency of pre-service 
EFL teachers’ and students majoring in Linguistics. 

Then, the collected tests were analysed using descriptive statistics (establishing frequencies) in order 
to define 1) the targeted skills, 2) whether a test enables the students to demonstrate their plurilingual 
comprehension and/ or build on their plurilingual repertoire; 3) language(s) of input and output; 4) 
assessment types. The summary of the analysis is presented in Appendices A and B.
A structured questionnaire and a reflection log (see Appendix D) were used to collect teachers’ views on 

proposed changes to the existing language assessments. The questionnaire and the reflection logs consisted 
of questions aligned with the objectives of the workshops (see Table 1) and targeted three main areas 1) 
the teachers’ understanding of the key concepts of plurilingualism in language education; 2) pedagogical 
practices used in the language classroom and 3) approaches to language assessment. Altogether, the 
questionnaire comprised 18 items. A five-step Likert scale, ranging from ‘1-totally disagree’, ‘2-disagree’, ‘3- 
undecided’ ‘4-agree’, to ‘5-totally agree’, was employed. The questionnaire was administered online, using 
Google Forms among 16 participants immediately after the two workshops. To encourage participants to 
express their genuine perceptions of the workshop content, all answers were kept anonymous. Then, the 
frequency for each response was recorded and data were presented in percentages.
The reflection log (11 items) was used to arrive at an in-depth picture of the participants’ perceptions 

of the workshops. Reflective practices in educational context promote teacher critical thinking, and 
raise awareness about their surrounding and context (Hashim and Yusoff 2021) The data analysis was 
guided by the exploratory nature of the study and content analysis to ensure valid inferences from 
the content of textual data (De Wever et al. 2006). Pre-ordinate categorisation was used (Cohen et al. 
2007), which means that the authors identified three main categories devised from the areas of their 
interest in advance. Consequently, the teachers’ reflections were analysed according to these categories 
of keywords: (1) the participants’ understanding of plurilingualism in language education, (2) language 
classroom practices, and (3) the approaches to language assessment. In this light, the codes in this 
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part of the study were deductive. From the start, coding involved meticulous reading and annotating 
each teacher reflection material. Then, significant responses were tied to the relatable categories and 
analysed using an interpretive perspective (Cohen et al. 2007). Finally, the integration and merging of 
the statistical analysis of the quantitative data and interpretation of qualitative data took place.

4 Results
Research question 1 explored to what extent the samples of assessments from Ukrainian universities 
were plurilingual. The collected tests measure English proficiency of pre-service teachers and students 
majoring in Linguistics, targeting English for communication and professional purposes (communication 
and grammar, 1st to 4th years of study, Bachelor programme) at CEFR levels B1+ to C1 and tasks that target 
academic English/ English for professional purposes (Master programme) at CEFR levels C1-C1+. The test 
analysis demonstrates that all 14 tests are characterised by a summative test design. The test from 
University 3 has a built-in progression through the course. The tests are mainly monolingual, in English. 
All 14 tests target at an ideal native-speaker language use. In addition, 13 tests include two assessment 
parts – written and oral and consist of four to six assessment tasks. Altogether, 14 tests include 70 
assessment tasks. Language competence is assessed by measuring proficiency in several skills: reading, 
writing, mediation, speaking, interaction and language functions: grammar and vocabulary. These 
mostly discrete-point tests do not include tasks which assess listening skills. 
Most of the assessment tasks (87%) are in one named language – English. Nine assessment tasks 

(12.8%) are in two languages, namely Ukrainian and English. Eight (11%) of these tasks are translation 
tasks: three tasks (University 1) focus on translating isolated sentences comprising target vocabulary 
from Ukrainian into English and 5 tasks (University 2) focus on translating a written text from English 
into Ukrainian. In addition, University 2 includes one task that assesses cross-linguistic mediation by 
relaying specific information in writing, namely summarising and explaining in English the purpose of 
a dissertation conducted in Ukrainian. No assessment tasks are in 2+ languages. Table 4 illustrates 
languages involved in tests to assess language proficiency in English.

Table 4. Languages in tests to assess language proficiency in English

Languages involved in 70 tasks n %
Tasks in one language 61 87%
Tasks in two languages 9 12.8%
Tasks in 2+ languages 0 0%
Tasks in mediation 24 34%
Tasks in mediation in one language, English 15 21%
Tasks in mediation in two languages, English and Ukrainian 9 1.5%
Tasks in translation 8 11%

Research question 2 looked into the strategies that the teachers used to develop plurilingual tasks to 
assess students’ proficiency in English. The participants worked in groups of three or four. Each group 
modified one or two of the assessment tasks collected in Phase 1. The analysis of the modified tasks 
demonstrated that the teachers successfully employed several strategies to design assessment tasks 
that engage students’ plurilingual competence (see Tables 5-9). Among such strategies were: 

	ʶ Communicating written or oral information from Ukrainian to English in writing or speaking. 
	ʶ Summarising information read or heard in Ukrainian (and English) and its further presentation 

in speaking or writing in English where changes of discourses or genre of the original text(s) are 
possible. 
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	ʶ Collating information from different sources in Ukrainian and English in order to produce a written 
text in English. 

	ʶ Comparing grammar in students’ L1 and English. 
	ʶ Reflecting on an issue raised in Ukrainian and English cultures.

The overarching objective of these language assessment activities is to foster language contact and 
raise awareness of linguistic and cultural diversity, particularly for languages like English and Ukrainian. 
By incorporating elements of different languages, students are encouraged to employ their linguistic 
repertoire in their L1 and English but also demonstrate a deeper understanding of language dynamics 
and intercultural communication. 

Table 5. Modifications of the tasks assessing mediation of a text (modifications added in blue) as proposed 
by group 1.

Original task A Modification 1 Modification 2
Read the text Bilinguals and 
write a summary paragraph 
(10-12 sentences) commenting 
on the issue raised in the text. 
To what extent do you share the 
author’s opinion?

Read the two texts Bilinguals 
and Двомовні з дитинства1 
and write a summary paragraph 
in English (20-25 sentences) 
commenting on the issue raised 
in the texts. Compare and 
contrast the ideas discussed in 
the two texts.

Read the text Двомовні з 
дитинства and write a 
summary paragraph in English 
(10-12 sentences) commenting 
on the issue raised in the texts. 
To what extent do you share the 
author’s opinion?

Original task B Modification
Read a short text and analyse its communicative 
message. Identify the main problem that the text 
introduces and provide a detailed explanation, 
supported by relevant arguments and examples. 
Additionally, provide recommendations or 
potential solutions to the problem discussed in 
the text.

Read a short text in Ukrainian and analyse its 
communicative message in English. Identify 
the main problem that the text introduces and 
provide a detailed explanation, supported by 
relevant arguments and examples. Additionally, 
provide recommendations or potential solutions 
to the problem discussed in the text.

As can be seen from the examples in Table 5, modifications of the tasks often involved cross-linguistic 
mediation that included introducing an additional text in Ukrainian, or substituting the text in English 
with a text in Ukrainian (task b).

1.	 Bilingual from Childhood (our translation)
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Table 6. Modifications of the tasks assessing grammar (modifications added in blue) as proposed by 
group 2.

Original task A Modification
Rewrite the sentences by using the compound 
adjectives.
Example: A train which moves fast. – A fast-
moving train.

Rewrite the sentences using compound 
adjectives.
Example: A train which moves fast. – A fast-
moving train.
Then, provide the equivalent sentence in 
Ukrainian and comment in English on the 
differences in parts of speech used in the two 
languages. Consider the different structures and 
word order in Ukrainian and English.

Original task B Modification
Provide a complete syntactic analysis of the 
sentence ‘People who speak more than one 
language are fascinating.’

Provide a complete syntactic analysis of the 
sentence ‘People who speak more than one 
language are fascinating’ and compare it with 
the syntactic structure in Ukrainian. Identify and 
explain any differences between the syntactic 
structures of the two languages, taking into 
consideration the word order and sentence 
structure. 

Table 6 demonstrates that the changes to grammar tasks (paraphrase, syntactic analysis of the 
sentence) included raising language awareness about the differences in syntactic structures used and 
included analysis and comparison of linguistic structures in English and Ukrainian. Similar modifications 
to grammar tasks were offered to task b.
According to the CEFR and the CEFR/CV (COE 2001, 2020), plurilingualism entails communication not 

only across languages, but also across cultures and contexts. Therefore, the teachers of group 3 modified 
a speaking on the topic monolingual task by including reflection on and the analysis of problems raised 
in the task from a cultural perspective (see Table 7). 

Table 7. Modifications of the tasks assessing speaking  (modifications added in blue) as proposed by 
group 3.

Original task Modification
Look at the pictures and explain the problems 
they illustrate.

Look at the pictures and explain the problems 
they illustrate. Are these problems common for 
Ukraine too? Compare and contrast the issue and 
its solutions in the two contexts. 

Group 3 deployed the same pluricultural strategy with regard to the task for assessing translation 
and the analysis of a creative text. First, the teachers omitted the translation task overall. Instead, 
modification was offered to the analysis of a creative task, which included analysis of a literary text from 
a cultural perspective (see Table 8).
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Table 8. Modifications of the tasks assessing translating a written text and relaying information   
(modifications added in blue) as proposed by group 3.

Original task Modification
1. Read and translate the extract from ‘Philomel 
Cottage’ by Agatha Christie (1, 501 words) 
(Christie, n. d.).
2. Explain the message presented in the extract 
from ‘Philomel Cottage’ (67-68) by Agatha 
Christie.

Read an extract from ‘Philomel Cottage’ by A. 
Christie (1, 501 words) (Christie, n.d.) and present 
a summarised version of the information 
contained in the text. Pay close attention to any 
cultural phenomena or references in the text that 
may not be properly understood by Ukrainian 
readers. Additionally, provide explanations or 
context for any cultural references or vocabulary 
(comment on at least 3 instances) that may 
be unfamiliar to Ukrainian readers, and use 
your knowledge of both cultures to bridge any 
potential gaps in understanding.

Group 4 proposed adaptation of the monolingual collaborative task by introducing a requirement to 
work with diverse linguistic contexts (see Table 9). Thus, the modified task engages students with the 
broader scope of the project. This allows students to get a richer and more comprehensive understanding 
of the topic by exploring authentic, multilingual resources beyond topic-related materials, enhancing 
their exposure to real-world language use. It also allows them to draw connections between their L1 and 
the language they are learning, promoting deeper linguistic and cultural understanding.

Table 9. Modification of a task assessing a collaborative group project  (modifications added in blue) as 
proposed by group 4.

Original task A Modification
Prepare a collaborative group project that 
incorporates the topics, vocabulary, and 
grammar structures learned throughout the 
course. The project can take the form of a video, 
performance, or presentation.

Prepare a collaborative group project that 
incorporates the topics, vocabulary, and 
grammar structures learned throughout the 
course. In addition to the course material, utilise 
podcasts, interviews, videos, and blogs in other 
languages that you know (including L1) related 
to the course topics. The project should be 
presented in English and can take the form of a 
video, performance, or presentation. Present a 
reference list of the sources used.

Research question 3 analysed the strategies used by the teachers to customise selected descriptors. 
After the analysis of the submitted descriptors, the participants drew on the descriptors for cross- 
linguistic mediation, descriptors on plurilingual comprehension and building on plurilingual repertoire. 
In order to adjust these descriptors to their contexts, the teachers used three main strategies, namely 
removing irrelevant information, adding specific details related to the language of input and output or 
combining several descriptors. Further, we will exemplify teachers’ decisions regarding the choice of 
the descriptors from the CEFR/CV and comment on strategies employed to customise the descriptors.
Table 10 illustrates selecting and adapting relevant descriptors from the CEFR/CV to the assessment 

task in mediation.
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Table 10 Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors: Read the two texts Bilinguals and Двомовні з 
дитинства and write a summary paragraph (20-25 sentences) commenting on the issue raised in the 
texts. Compare and contrast the ideas discussed in the two texts.

Table 10. Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors

Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Relaying 
specific 
information in 
writing

B2+ Can relay in writing (in Language B) 
the relevant point(s) contained in 
propositionally complex but well-
structured texts (in Language A) 
within their fields of professional, 
academic and personal interest 
(COE 2020: 94).

Can relay in writing (in English) the 
relevant point(s) contained in both 
of the propositionally complex but 
well-structured texts presented in 
Ukrainian and English.

Processing text 
in writing

B2+ Can compare, contrast and 
synthesise in writing (in Language 
B) the information and viewpoints 
contained in academic and 
professional publications (in 
Language A) in their fields of special 
interest (COE 2020: 99).

Can compare, contrast and 
synthesise in writing (in English) 
the information and viewpoints 
contained in both of the 
professional publications (in 
Ukrainian and English).

Plurilingual 
comprehension

B2 Can use their knowledge of 
contrasting genre conventions and 
textual patterns in languages in 
their plurilingual repertoire in order 
to support comprehension (COE 
2020: 126).

Can use knowledge of contrasting 
genre conventions and textual 
patterns in Ukrainian and English in 
order to support comprehension

Building on 
plurilingual 
repertoire

B2 Can alternate between languages 
in their plurilingual repertoire in 
order to communicate specialised 
information and issues on a subject 
in their field of interest to different 
interlocutors (COE 2020: 128).

Can alternate between 
Ukrainian and English in order 
to communicate specialised 
information and issues on a subject 

Table 11 illustrates selecting and adapting relevant descriptors from the CEFR/CV to the assessment 
task in grammar. For assessing students’ ability to explain the difference between the syntactic structures 
in the two languages, the teachers located relevant descriptors in plurilingual comprehension and the 
explaining data scales. As this scale “refers to the transformation into a verbal text of information found 
in figures” (COE 2020: 96), the syntactic composition of the sentence may be regarded as graphic data, 
the choice of the descriptor is seen as justifiable.
Table 11 Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors to the assessment task: Provide a complete 

syntactic analysis of the sentence ‘People who speak more than one language are fascinating’ and 
compare it with the syntactic structure in your L1. Identify and explain any differences between the 
syntactic structures of the two languages, taking into consideration the word order and sentence 
structure.
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Table 11. Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors to the assessment task

Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Plurilingual 
comprehension

B2 Can use their knowledge of 
contrasting genre conventions and 
textual patterns in languages in their 
plurilingual repertoire in order to 
support comprehension (COE 2020: 
126).

Can use their knowledge of 
contrasting syntactic structures in 
languages (English and students’ 
L1) in their plurilingual repertoire in 
order to support comprehension.

Explaining data B2 Can interpret and describe reliably 
(in Language B) detailed information 
contained in complex diagrams, 
charts and other visually organised 
information (with text in Language 
A) on topics in their fields of interest 
(COE 2020: 97).

Can interpret and describe reliably 
in English detailed information 
contained in syntactic sentence 
analysis diagram on syntactic 
differences in English and a 
student’s L1.

As Table 12 shows, the assessment task with the focus on reflection upon and analysis of problems 
from a cultural perspective was evaluated using descriptors from mediation scales and building on 
pluricultural repertoire. To adjust the descriptors from the CEFR/CV to the assessment task, information 
that specified languages involved in assessment was added, irrelevant information was removed. 
Considerable adjustments underwent the descriptor in the explaining data in speech or sign scales by 
removing the information about the type of data and the topic. 
Table 12 Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors to the assessment task: Look at the pictures 

and explain the problems they illustrate. Are these problems common for Ukraine, too? Compare and 
contrast the issue and its solutions in two countries.

Table 12. Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors to the assessment task

Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Overall 
mediation

B2+ Can establish a supportive 
environment for sharing ideas and 
facilitate discussion of delicate 
issues, showing appreciation of 
different perspectives, encouraging 
people to explore issues and 
adjusting sensitively the way they 
express things (COE 2020: 92).

Can share ideas of delicate issues, 
showing appreciation of different 
perspectives, adjusting sensitively 
the way they express things.

Explaining data 
in speech or 
sign 

B2 Can interpret and describe reliably 
(in Language B) detailed information 
contained in complex diagrams, 
charts and other visually organised 
information (with text in Language 
A) on topics in their fields of interest 
(COE 2020: 97)

Can interpret and describe reliably 
in English detailed information 
contained in images.
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Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Building on 
pluricultural 
repertoire

B2 Can explain their interpretation 
of the cultural assumptions, 
preconceptions, stereotypes and 
prejudices of their own community 
and of other communities that they 
are familiar with (COE 2020: 125).

No adjustments

Building on 
pluricultural 
repertoire

B2 Can generally interpret cultural 
cues appropriately in the culture 
concerned (COE 2020: 125)

No adjustments

Similar strategies were applied to the task assessing relaying information (see Table 13). Two 
descriptors were left without changes. In addition, two descriptors related to building on pluricultural 
repertoire scales were combined into one.
Table 13 Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors to the assessment task: Read an extract from 

‘Philomel Cottage’ by Agatha Christie (n.d.) and present a summarised version of the information 
contained in the text. Pay close attention to any cultural phenomena or references in the text that may 
not be properly understood by Ukrainian readers. Additionally, provide explanations or context for any 
cultural references or vocabulary (comment on at least 3 instances) that may be unfamiliar to Ukrainian 
readers, and use your knowledge of both cultures to bridge any potential gaps in understanding.

Table 13. Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors to the assessment task

Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Overall 
mediation

B2+ Can convey the main content 
of well-structured but long and 
propositionally complex texts 
on subjects within their fields of 
professional, academic and personal 
interest, clarifying the opinions and 
purposes of speakers/signers (COE 
2020: 92).

No adjustments

Expressing 
a personal 
response to 
creative texts 
(including 
literature)

B2 Can give a personal interpretation 
of the development of a plot, the 
characters and themes in a story, 
novel, film or play (COE 2020: 106).

Can give a personal interpretation 
of the development of a plot, the 
characters and themes in a story.

Facilitating 
pluricultural 
space

B2+ Can exploit knowledge of 
sociocultural conventions in order 
to establish a consensus on how to 
proceed in a particular situation that 
is unfamiliar to everyone involved 
(COE 2020: 115).

No adjustments
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Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Strategies 
to explain a 
new concept: 
Adapting 
language

B2 Can make accessible for others 
the main contents of a text on a 
subject of interest (e.g., an essay, a 
forum discussion, a presentation) by 
paraphrasing in simpler language 
(COE 2020: 119).

Can make accessible for others 
the main contents of a story by 
paraphrasing in simpler language 
and breaking into a series of smaller 
steps.

Strategies 
to explain a 
new concept: 
Breaking down 
complicated 
information

Can make a complicated process 
easier to understand by breaking it 
down into a series of smaller steps 
(COE 2020: 119).

Building on 
pluricultural 
repertoire

B2 Can generally interpret cultural 
cues appropriately in the culture 
concerned (COE 2020: 125). 

Can interpret cultural cues 
appropriately in the culture 
concerned by explaining particular 
ways of communicating in their own 
and other cultures

Building on 
pluricultural 
repertoire

B2 Can reflect on and explain particular 
ways of communicating in their own 
and other cultures, and the risks of 
misunderstanding they generate 
(COE 2020: 125).

Similar to other adapted descriptors, the descriptors to a collaborative group project specify the 
languages used, provide additional clarifications on cultural aspects and strategies used to complete a 
project (see Appendix C).
To answer Research question 4, a questionnaire survey and a reflection log were used to investigate 

the teachers’ views on the changes to language assessment in teaching English. The collected data will be 
presented along the three focal pre-ordinate categories: Understanding plurilingual/multilingual goals 
in language education, plurilingual pedagogical practices in teaching English, approaches to teaching 
English. Table 14 presents the results of the survey, gauging teacher understanding of plurilingual/ 
multilingual goals in language education.

Table 14. The results of teacher understanding of plurilingual/ multilingual goals in language education

Understanding key concepts n=16
In the English classroom, students should NOT learn about the 
language as a subject.

Disagree - 25% (4)
Undecided - 25% (4)
Agree – 43.8 (7)
Strongly agree - 6.7% (1)

In the English classroom, students should use the language to co-
construct meaning and create a product.

Agree - 75% (12)
Strongly agree - 25% (4)

I understand the difference between plurilingualism and 
multilingualism.

Undecided - 6.7% (1)
Agree – 43.8% (7)
Strongly agree – 50% (8)
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Understanding key concepts n=16
It is important to promote the development of plurilingualism in the 
language classroom.

Undecided - 6.7 % (1)
Agree – 62.5% (10)
Strongly agree - 31.3% (5)

Language teaching should NOT aim to achieve native speaker 
proficiency

Disagree - 12.5% (2)
Undecided - 18.8% (3)
Agree – 62.5% (10)
Strongly agree – 6.7% (1)

A learner’s competence in a language is always “partial” and evolving. Undecided - 6.7% (1)
Agree - 68.8 % (11)
Strongly agree – 25% (4)

N.B.: Due to the sample size (n=16), it was only possible to use descriptive statistics.

As can be seen from Table 14, the majority of the teachers understand and share goals of the language 
education with a multilingual focus. All the respondents agree that students should use the language 
for communicative purposes, for 73% of the teachers ‘a native-speaker proficiency’ is not a benchmark 
against which learners’ language proficiency should be measured. This understanding is in line with the 
teacher agreement (93.8%) that a learner’s competence in a language is always ‘partial’. In addition, the 
majority of the respondents (93.8%) claims that they understand the difference between plurilingualism 
and multilingualism and they also acknowledge the importance of developing plurilingualism in the 
language classroom. At the same time, only slightly over 50% of the teachers agree that students should 
not learn about the language as a subject, suggesting an action-oriented approach to language teaching. 
The reflection group data help us interpret the findings of the survey. In general, teachers’ reflections 

demonstrate that they understand basic concepts that define a multilingual, plurilingual turn in education. 
Thus, all five teachers viewed plurilingualism as an asset with students. However, teacher 1 remarks that 
students’ linguistic repertoire might be a hurdle in learning an additional language. She did not specify the 
reasons but mentioned some research report about the cases of interference in learning an additional 
language, which might really be the point she was making. In addition, all teachers highlight that it is 
crucial to develop students’ repertoire in two or more languages” as student plurilingualism “provides 
more opportunities for students to grow and develop” (Teacher 3). Therefore, the teachers underscore 
that “language education should equip a learner with sufficient skills and knowledge to ensure his/her 
efficient communication in diverse contexts” (Teacher 2). They also explained their understanding of 
learners’ linguistic repertoire as “the knowledge of languages students use or learnt, including students’ 
L1”. In addition, the teachers recognise that “every learner possesses an individualised and unique 
repertoire” (Teacher 2). 
A finding of the reflection group regarding a ‘native speaker standard’ as a criterion against which 

learners’ language proficiency is measured is contradictory to the finding regarding the goal of language 
education as presented by the respondents of the questionnaire. Four teachers of the focus group 
acknowledge that a ‘native speaker standard’ is used as a criterion in language learning when it comes 
to measuring grammatical and lexical accuracy, and language proficiency of pre-service teachers. At 
the same time, 74% of the respondents of the questionnaire report that they agree or strongly agree 
that the goal of language education should not be the development of native-like proficiency. In this 
example, there is an inconsistency between recognising the use of a native speaker standard to assess 
language proficiency and the belief that language education should not aim for native-like proficiency. 
This indicates a transitional process where teachers might be theoretically embracing plurilingualism 
and plurilingual assessment but are unsure about how to implement it effectively in practice (Vogt 
2024).
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Table 15 presents the data of the section of the questionnaire that looked into the multilingual/
plurilingual practices in teaching English.

Table 15. The results of reported multilingual/plurilingual practices in teaching English

Multilingual/plurilingual practices n=16
In the language classroom, I ensure that my students act as social 
agents.

Agree – 68.8 %(11)
Strongly agree – 31.3% (5)

In Ukraine, language teaching develops language students’ 
plurilingualism (establishing the relationship between all the 
languages taught).

Disagree - 12.5 % (2)
Undecided - 25% (4)
Agree – 56.3 (9)
Strongly agree – 6.3% (1)

In Ukraine, language teaching develops language students’ 
multilingualism (teaching each language separately).

Disagree – 18.8% (3)
Undecided - 31.3% (5)
Agree - 50% (8)

In teaching English, I encourage my students to use other languages. Disagree – 31.3% (5)
Agree – 62.5% (10)
Strongly agree – 6.3% (1)

In teaching English, I build on my students’ linguistic repertoire.   Disagree - 6.3 % (1)
Undecided - 6.3% (1)
Agree – 68.8% (11)
Strongly agree -18.8% (3)

According to the data of Table 15, promoting student plurilingualism is an important aim of language 
education in teaching English in Ukraine. In this regard, 62.6 % of the respondents (10 teachers) report 
that they develop students’ plurilingualism. To support this claim, 70% (11) of the teachers allow other 
languages in teaching English and 87.6 % (14) of the teachers build on their student linguistic repertoire.
According to the findings of the reflection logs, all respondents admit that students’ linguistic 

repertoire is a valuable resource that can be used to assist their students’ progress in learning an 
additional language. However, in the opinion of the focus group, teaching practices in Ukraine foster 
additive multilingualism. This finding contradicts the collected data of the questionnaire where the 
majority of the respondents (60%) agree that in the English classroom teaching practices promote 
learner plurilingualism rather than multilingualism. The contradiction between the opinion expressed 
in the reflection log and the questionnaire responses regarding teaching practices in Ukraine can be 
explained by the conflicting perceptions and transitory nature of language teachers in this educational 
context. On the one hand, teachers may not necessarily expect to contribute to fostering students’ 
repertoire while teaching English. On the other hand, the questionnaire responses might reflect the 
practical experiences of teachers who see language learning as a process where students engage with 
multiple languages to varying degrees rather than solely focusing on one language. When asked how 
teachers build on their students’ repertoire, two respondents (teachers 1, 4) mentioned that they allow 
translanguaging and extralinguistic means of communication for the sake of meaning when it comes 
to teaching English to students of non-language specialisations; and teacher 2 allows L1 to translate 
vocabulary and explain difficult concepts.
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Table 16. The results presenting plurilingual assessments in language education

Plurilingual assessment n=16
Monolingual assessment fails to acknowledge complex communicative 
practices of plurilinguals.

Undecided - 25 % (4)
Agree – 68.8% (11)
Strongly agree – 6.3% (1)

In Ukraine, monolingual language assessment is a prevailing 
approach.

Disagree - 6.3% (1)
Undecided - 31.3% (5)
Agree – 50% (8)
Strongly agree – 12.5% (2)

In Ukraine, plurilingual assessment is coherent with teaching English.  Strongly disagree – 6.3% (1)
Disagree – 18.8% (3)
Undecided – 18.8% (3)
Agree – 56.3 % (9)

In Ukraine, approaches to language assessment should be 
reconceptualised from the standpoint of plurilingualism.

Undecided – 37.5% (6)
Agree – 50% (8)
Strongly agree – 12.5% (2)

Plurilingual assessment tasks should be used to assess my students’ 
proficiency in English.

Undecided - 12.5% (2)
Agree - 87.5% (13)

I understand what language assessment tasks should be used to 
engage all linguistic resources of my students.

Agree – 75% (12)
Strongly agree - 25% (4)

I understand how to select and adapt the descriptors from the CEFR/
CV relevant to a language task.

Agree – 81.3 % (13)
Strongly agree – 18/8% (3)

Table 16 shows that 60% of the teachers agree that monolingual language assessment is prevailing 
in Ukraine; and 31.3% have not decided whether assessment in Ukraine targets at one language only. 
The most significant finding of the questionnaire is that above 56.3% (9) of the respondents find 
that plurilingual assessment actually reflects teaching practices in the English classroom. This might 
be the reason for 62.5% of the teachers in the study to agree that language assessment should be 
reconceptualised from the standpoint of plurilingualism. In this respect, the study reveals a significant 
change in the teachers’ perspective, suggesting a departure from approaches that may have centred on 
monolingual standards or assessments. This shift reflects a growing recognition among the respondents 
of the need to adapt assessment practices to better reflect the multilingual realities of contemporary 
language learning contexts. 
Another finding of the survey indicates that the workshop equipped the teachers with strategies for 

creating an assessment task which can engage students’ plurilingual resources, and empowered them 
with an understanding of how to select and adapt the CEFR/CV descriptors relevant for a plurilingual 
language task. In a transitory situation like the one the teachers seem to find themselves in, it is vital 
to provide language teachers with relevant strategies and practices to bring the change they seem to 
embrace theoretically. The data of the reflection log demonstrate that the teachers unanimously believe 
that plurilingual assessment is a requirement of the foreign language classroom today. However, there 
is a danger that these responses may be influenced by social desirability bias, where teachers might 
provide answers they believe are expected or valued by the researchers or their peers (Lavidas et al. 
2022). This bias can distort the results, potentially misrepresenting the true opinions and attitudes of 
the teachers involved. Despite this concern, the arguments that the teachers offer to advocate for the 
reconsideration of the approaches to language assessment are compelling. Teacher 1 highlights that 
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otherwise assessment does not reflect how communication really happens. Teachers 2 and 5 underscore 
that language assessment should reflect the modern requirements of an authentic communicative task. 
Teacher 3 highlights that assessment tasks should be developed to measure learners’ ability to use 
their other languages in diverse multilingual situations. According to Teacher 4, “monolingual language 
assessment fails to acknowledge complex communicative practices of plurilinguals and their ability 
to draw on their diverse linguistic repertoire”. Therefore, the respondents clearly see affordances of 
plurilingual assessment and seem to embrace it despite the fact that assessment practices in Ukraine 
have not followed suit. 

5 Discussion
Ukraine is a multilingual country, with the majority of the population speaking several languages to 

different levels of proficiency (Myhre et al. 2021; Osidak and Natsiuk 2024). In this context, “tests should 
match actual language practices and multilinguals use resources from their whole linguistic repertoire” 
(Gorter and Cenoz 2017: 243). The teachers in the study report that other languages including Ukrainian 
have often been present in a variety of teaching activities (explaining difficult concepts, defining 
vocabulary, translation tasks, translanguaging). However, the analysis of the samples of assessment 
tasks demonstrates that the prevailing approach to test construction is monolingual. Given that the 
data involves only Ukrainian and English, it might be more accurately described as a bilingual rather 
than truly plurilingual approach. This limited inclusion of languages may not fully capture the diverse 
linguistic repertoires of plurilingual learners, thus restricting the potential to assess and support their 
plurilingual competencies comprehensively.
Another finding of the sample test analysis regards the validity of using written translation of creative 

texts tasks to assess the language proficiency of pre-service teachers. As it is noted in the CEFR/CV (COE 
2020: 44), “translating a written text in writing is a formal process related to the activities of professional 
translators”. The analysis of teacher assessment practices has revealed that translation as a common 
assessment task in the Ukrainian context and translation from Ukrainian into English is often used 
to assess knowledge of vocabulary use. In this respect, Flognfeldt et al. (2020) underscore that the 
foregrounding of translation as a plurilingual assessment task is indicative (again) of the transitory, 
ambivalent phase of plurilingual assessment in which teachers have a positive attitude towards 
plurilingual assessment but lack the means to implement it in their classrooms. This finding is also in line 
with the conclusions made in other studies (e.g., Simensen 2007; Studer and Kelly 2023). The analysis of 
the submitted plurilingual assessment tasks demonstrates that to promote plurilingualism in language 
education and create assessment tasks that will provide conditions for learners to engage with their 
other languages, several strategies were successfully employed: using crosslinguistic mediation of a text 
in writing or speech; engaging multilingual resources; applying language awareness and pluricultural 
awareness. Most of the participants of the project included only the state language in order to modify 
monolingual tasks to the plurilingual context, indicating a monolingual paradigm for assessment 
(Dendrinos 2019). In this respect, Flognfeldt et al. (2020) report that allowing students to build on their 
linguistic resources in a language classroom may be a challenge for educators and managing more than 
one language can be seen as a problem for teachers. As a result, the inclusion of only the state language 
by most participants overlooks the possible linguistic diversity and the presence of other languages 
that participants might speak and understand. In addition, other studies report that teachers do not 
always consider their students’ previous language knowledge to be a resource in the classroom (De 
Angelis 2011). Our findings reflect Flognfeldt et al.’s (2020) and Simensen’s (2007) conclusion that teacher 
persistent adherence to one language-only (English) teaching and assessment practices may be the 
reflection of recently prevailing language-didactic orthodoxy.

In order to encourage teachers to bring a shift towards a plurilingual perspective in language teaching 
and assessment, it is important to equip them with practical tools (North and Piccardo 2023). The use of 



CEFR Journal—Research and Practice 39

Viktoriia Osidak, Karin Vogt, and Maryana Natsiuk

CEFR/CV descriptors are a significant prerequisite for fostering change in assessment approaches and 
can be really helpful to language teachers who wish to promote a plurilingual approach by suggesting 
real-world oriented activities (North and Piccardo 2023). Additionally, descriptors can empower teachers 
to create assessments that not only measure language proficiency but also promote and recognise the 
diverse linguistic repertoires of their students. Based on the data of this study, the selected and adapted 
descriptors indicated that the teachers in this project found the CEFR/CV to be a useful instrument for 
designing tests and developing assessment task descriptors. The teachers also effectively customised 
and adapted the descriptors to suit their local context. This finding reiterates a conclusion of the study 
by Vogt et al. (2022) carried out among Ukrainian university teachers to investigate their familiarity 
and expertise with the CEFR/CV, stating an understanding of an important message of the framework 
that it should be tailored to and customised in local contexts. The respondents in other studies (cf. 
Alas and Liiv 2014) similarly valued the CEFR because it is adaptable to many language situations and 
local contexts. Furthermore, all 16 teachers stated that the selection of relevant descriptors for the 
plurilingual task helped them familiarise with the CEFR/CV (see Table 16), which might contribute to 
the teachers’ overall improved assessment literacy (Inbar-Lourie 2017). These adapted descriptors can 
serve as a common reference point, facilitating consistency and coherence in plurilingual assessment 
practices across different educational institutions.
Both the teacher reflection responses and the findings of the questionnaire analysis evidence that the 

workshops urged the teachers to think about their existing assessment practices as well as teaching and 
learning strategies in the English classroom. According to the findings of the reflection logs, students’ 
plurilingualism is perceived as an asset in language education and calls for teaching and assessment 
practices that involve all learner linguistic repertoire. This implies that students’ linguistic diversity 
is no longer viewed as a hindrance in EFL assessment in the Ukrainian context. On the contrary, the 
respondents were ready to embrace it as a valuable resource. The participants in the study incorporated 
assessments that encourage cross-linguistic mediation, language and cultural awareness between 
Ukrainian and English, allowing students to draw upon their diverse linguistic resources.

Moreover, the teachers in the study realise that this necessity arises from the practical language 
usage requirements that are linked to the present-day linguistic diversity of society (Cutrim Schmid 2021; 
Stathopoulou 2020; Tai and Wong 2022). The data of the reflection log demonstrate that plurilingual 
activities reflect real-life and professional situations that students can find themselves in and these 
activities are of a great relevance to the learning goals of their courses. Consequently, data collected 
from both cohorts of teachers indicated the necessity to reconceptualise assessment practices so that 
students can draw on their plurilingual competence while completing a task. Yet, the teachers do not 
quite know how to implement plurilingual assessment practices. For example, in modifying assessment 
tasks to a plurilingual context and adapting descriptors for the language assessment, the teachers chose 
to centre their focus on Ukrainian and English as part of a plurilingual repertoire rather than strictly 
viewing it as a bilingual context. Such an approach suggests that the teachers in the study observe a 
bilingual rather than multilingual approach to multilingualism.

On the other hand, focusing on Ukrainian and English as a plurilingual repertoire, broadens students’ 
understanding of language competence and enables teachers to develop descriptors that are more 
inclusive and reflective of the diverse linguistic realities of their students. Yet, the focus on Ukrainian and 
English makes the authors think that the participants may feel vulnerable if an assessment task includes 
languages that the test-taker does not know. By limiting assessments to English and Ukrainian, there is a 
risk of not fully engaging with the plurilingual reality of many learners. Consequently, such an approach 
may ultimately hamper the development of a truly inclusive and representative plurilingual assessment 
framework. Moreover, this approach fails to leverage the whole linguistic repertoire that learners bring 
to the classroom (COE 2020). Therefore, addressing this issue requires careful consideration of how 
to support and empower learners in multilingual contexts, ensuring assessments are both fair and 
reflective of learners’ diverse linguistic capabilities.
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According to Harsch and Seyfer (2020), revising existing assessment practices implies bringing 
changes to educational systems. Such a change cannot be managed by few teachers alone as the 
development and validation of the instruments is time- and resource-demanding. To effectively handle 
such alterations, collaborative methods that include relevant stakeholders are preferable (Harsch and 
Seyfer 2020). Regarding this study, developing and validating sets of criteria and test specifications that 
take into account the implications of a new plurilingual paradigm in an assessment task is the next step 
to be taken. For example, an increase in reading time is necessary in modified tasks that include an 
additional reading text in students’ L1.

The reconceptualisation of existing assessment practices cannot be simply inserted into an existing 
context (Poehner and Inbar-Lourie 2020). Obviously, the change will necessitate retraining teachers and 
assisting them in developing their professional expertise in conducting plurilingual teaching practices in 
general and assessment in particular. However, this project demonstrates that the teachers’ awareness 
and positive attitude to multilingual assessment practices has been raised and they have shown their 
ability to design plurilingual assessment tasks on the basis of the CEFR descriptors, which is a major 
prerequisite of change, providing a structured framework for teachers to implement plurilingual 
assessment practices effectively (North and Piccardo 2023). This experience is one of the first steps 
in the Ukrainian context in creating more valid tests through collaborative professional initiative with 
other universities.

A limitation of the study was that it analysed assessment practices contributed to the study by only 
three universities with different number of tests provided for analysis. Therefore, it is a small-scale 
study. In this light, we cannot present generalised conclusions about the assessment instruments used 
in Ukraine to assess students’ proficiency in English. Another limitation is the sample of the participants 
of the questionnaire (n=16) and the reflection log (n=5). Thus, we cannot argue that findings are 
representative for drawing consistent conclusions, but they will still provide valuable insights.

6 Conclusion
This paper presents the outcomes of a project aimed at enhancing teachers’ awareness and strategies 

for implementing plurilingual assessment in English language teaching. The study involved analysing 
assessment tests from three universities in Ukraine to evaluate the extent to which plurilingual 
assessment practices are implemented. This study reveals that in the realm of educational assessment, 
there is a notable incongruity between teachers’ positive attitudes towards plurilingual assessment 
and the predominant adherence to monolingual assessment practices. Despite recognising the value 
of plurilingual assessment in providing a more authentic reflection of learners’ linguistic diversity, the 
teachers in this study reported a lack of concrete repertoire of plurilingual assessment strategies. This 
disjunction underscores the tension between willingness and implementation, which means that while 
the teachers express readiness to embrace plurilingual assessment, they struggle with putting this 
intention into practice. This might explain a predominance of partly monolingual assessments in English 
that limits students’ opportunities to showcase their plurilingual competence.

In this light, this collaborative professional development project was carried out to assist teachers’ 
growing awareness and capacity for plurilingual assessment practices. As a part of the project, two 
workshops were conducted to train the teachers on plurilingual assessment aligned with the CEFR/CV 
framework. Results indicate teachers’ readiness to adopt plurilingual assessment methods, prompting 
a need to reconceptualise existing monolingual approaches. The participants demonstrated proficiency 
in developing plurilingual assessment tasks and adapting CEFR/CV descriptors to their teaching 
contexts when receiving appropriate guidance. Through the adaptation of CEFR/CV descriptors to 
their instructional contexts, the teachers demonstrated an evolving ability to integrate plurilingual 
assessment strategies into their pedagogical frameworks. This collaborative approach to knowledge 
construction not only empowered the teachers but also positioned them as catalysts for educational 
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change, particularly in this transitional period. Moreover, the project underscores the instrumental role 
of the CEFR/CV descriptors in facilitating this shift towards plurilingual assessment. By aligning these 
descriptors with evolving plurilingual assessment paradigms and contextualising them within specific 
educational settings, the participants succeeded in effectively designing assessment tasks to employ 
their students’ linguistic repertoire. Thus, the presented project is an evidence of the transformative 
impact of collaborative knowledge construction and strategic utilisation of established frameworks in 
navigating the transition towards plurilingual assessment practices.
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Appendix A
Analysis of the test against such criteria as targeted skills, task characteristics, the language of input, the 
language of student performance, and the type of assessment. 

University 1: Test #1: General English for communication
Year/ programme 1st to 3rd year of Bachelor, B1+ - B2+ at CEFR Level
Skills Speaking, writing (opinion essay), grammar (state the difference in meaning, 

paraphrase/ find and correct the mistake), vocabulary (translation)

Task characteristics Monolingual, bilingual, communicative, generic, aims at an ideal native-
speaker language use

Input English, Ukrainian 
Output English
Mode of assessment Summative
University 1: Test #2: General English for communication
Year/ programme 1st to 4th year of Bachelor, B1+ - B2+ at CEFR Level
Skills Interaction; mediation (Explaining data/ image); speaking; writing (an 

opinion essay), grammar (language focus tasks; syntactic analysis of a 
sentence)

Task characteristics Monolingual, isolated, communicative, generic, aimed at an ideal native 
speaker language use

Input English
Output English
Mode of assessment Summative
University 1: Test #3: English for Business Communication
Year/ programme 4th year of Bachelor, B2+ - C1 at CEFR Level
Skills Reading into speaking, reading into writing, grammar test (language focus 

tasks, syntactical analysis of the sentence
Task characteristics Monolingual, integrated, communicative, generic, aims at an ideal native 

speaker language use
Input English
Output English
Mode of assessment Standardised testing system
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University 2: Test 1: English for professional purposes - consists of two parts, includes exams of 
winter and spring terms
Year/ programme 1st year, Bachelor programme, B1+ - B2+ at CEFR Level
Skills Reading into writing, speaking, interaction, translation from English into 

Ukrainian, grammar. 
Task characteristics Monolingual, bilingual, targets isolated skills, integrated communicative, 

generic, aims at ideal native speaker language use
Input English
Output English, Ukrainian
Mode of assessment Summative
University 2: Test 2: English for professional purposes - consists of two parts, includes exams of 
winter and spring terms 
Year/ programme 4th year of Bachelor, B2+ - C1 at CEFR Level
Skills Mediation, writing, translation from English into Ukrainian, grammar. 
Task characteristics Monolingual/ bilingual, targets isolated/ integrated skills, communicative/ 

discrete, generic, aims at ideal native speaker language use
Input English
Output English, Ukrainian
Mode of assessment Summative
University 2: Test 3: English Communication Course
Year/ programme 1st year Master, C1 at CEFR Level
Skills Mediation, speaking, translation from English into Ukrainian, grammar. 
Task characteristics Monolingual/ bilingual, targets isolated/ integrated skills, communicative/

discrete, generic, aims at ideal native speaker language use
Input English
Output English, Ukrainian
Mode of assessment Summative
University 2, test 4: Speak English Professionally Course
Year/ programme 1st year, Master, C1 at CEFR Level 
Skills Mediation (relaying specific information), speaking, writing, translation from 

English into Ukrainian, vocabulary. 
Task characteristics Monolingual/ bilingual, targets isolated/ integrated skills, communicative/

discrete, generic, aims at ideal native speaker language use
Input English
Output English, Ukrainian
Mode of assessment Summative
University 3, Test 1: A practical English Course
Year/ programme 1st year, Bachelor, B1+-B2 at CEFR Level
Skills Speaking/ Interaction, a language focus test (vocabulary and grammar)
Task characteristics Monolingual targets isolated skills, communicative/discrete, generic, aims at 

an ideal native speaker language use
Input English
Output English
Mode of assessment Ongoing, formative (a project)/ summative
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Appendix B
The analysis of languages in tests to assess language proficiency of pre-service teachers

Years 1-3, Bachelor 3 tests 5 tasks Languages involved
University 1: Test #1: 
General English for 
communication

Speaking 1 in one language (English)
Writing an essay 1 in one language (English)
Grammar 2 in one language (English)
Vocabulary (translation) 1 in two languages (Ukrainian, 

English)
Years 1-4, Bachelor 4 tests 6 tasks Languages involved
University 1: Test #2: 
General English for 
communication

Interaction 1 in one language (English)
Mediation: Explaining data/ 
image

1 in one language (English)

Speaking 1 in one language (English)
Writing an essay 1 in one language (English)
Grammar 2 in one language (English)

Year 4, Bachelor 1 test 4 tasks Languages involved
University 1: Test #3: 
English for Business 
Communication

Mediation: Relaying specific 
information in speaking 

1 in one language (English)

Mediation: Relaying specific 
information in writing

1 in one language (English)

Grammar- language focus tasks, 
syntactic analysis of the sentence

2 in one language (English)

Year 1, Bachelor 2 tests 5 tasks Languages involved
University 2: Test 1: 
English for professional 
purposes

Translating a written text 1 In two languages (Ukrainian, 
English)

Mediation: Relaying information 1 in one language (English)
Mediating: Expressing a personal 
response

1 in one language (English)

Interaction 1 in one language (English)
Grammar 1 in one language (English)

Year 4, Bachelor 1 test 5 tasks Languages involved
University 2: Test : 
English for professional 
purposes

Translating a written text 1 In two languages (Ukrainian, 
English)

Mediation: Relaying specific 
information

1 in one language (English)

Mediation: Expressing a personal 
response

1 in one language (English)

Interaction 1 in one language (English)
Grammar 1 in one language (English)
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Year 1, Master 1 test 5 tasks Languages involved
University 2: Test 3: 
English Communication 
Course

Translating a written text 1 In two languages (Ukrainian, 
English)

Mediation: Relaying specific 
information

1 in one language (English)

Mediation: Expressing a personal 
response

1 in one language (English)

Grammar 2 in one language (English)
Year 1, Master 1 test 6 tasks involved Languages
University 2, test 
4: Speak English 
Professionally Course

 

Translating a written text 1 In two languages (Ukrainian 
into English)

Mediation: Relaying specific 
information

1 in one language (English)

Speaking 1 in one language (English)
Mediation: Relaying specific 
information in writing

1 In two languages (Ukrainian 
into English)

Grammar 1 in one language (English)
Vocabulary 1 in one language (English)

Year 1, Master 1 test 1 tasks Languages involved
University 3, Test 1: A 
practical English Course

Speaking: A project with a built-in 
progression

1 in one language (English)
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Appendix C
Selecting and adapting relevant descriptors from the CEFR/CV to the assessment task: Prepare a 
collaborative group project that incorporates the topics, vocabulary, and grammar structures learned 
throughout the course. In addition to the course material, utilise podcasts, interviews, videos, and 
blogs in other languages that you know (including L1) related to the course topics. The project should 
be presented in English and can take the form of a video, performance, or presentation. Present a 
reference list of the sources used.

Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Overall 
mediation

B2+ Can establish a supportive 
environment for sharing ideas and 
facilitate discussion of delicate 
issues, showing appreciation of 
different perspectives, encouraging 
people to explore issues and 
adjusting sensitively the way they 
express things. Can build on others’ 
ideas, making suggestions for ways 
forward. Can convey the main 
content of well-structured but long 
and propositionally complex texts 
on subjects within their fields of 
professional, academic and personal 
interest, clarifying the opinions and 
purposes of speakers/signers (COE 
2020: 92).

Can establish a supportive 
environment for sharing ideas and 
facilitate discussion of delicate 
issues, which can arise in the process 
of collating multilingual sources, 
showing appreciation of different 
perspectives, encouraging people 
to explore issues and adjusting 
sensitively the way they express 
things. Can build on others’ ideas, 
making suggestions for ways forward. 
Can convey the main content 
of well-structured but long and 
propositionally complex texts on 
subjects within the given task.

Relaying 
specific 
information 
in speech or 
sign

B2+ Can relay (in Language B) which 
presentations given (in Language A) 
at a conference, or which articles in a 
book (in Language A) are particularly 
relevant for a specific purpose (COE 
2020: 94).

Can relay (in English) which 
presentations, video, articles given 
(in English, Ukrainian and other 
languages) are particularly relevant 
for a specific purpose

Processing 
text

B2+ Can summarise clearly in well-
structured language (in Language 
B) the information and arguments 
contained in complex texts (in 
Language A) on a wide range of 
subjects related to their fields of 
interest and specialisation (COE 2020: 
99).

Can summarise clearly in well-
structured language (in English) 
the information and arguments 
contained in complex texts (in 
English, Ukrainian and other 
languages) on a wide range of 
subjects related to their task.

Processing 
text

B2 Can synthesise and report (in 
Language B) information and 
arguments from a number of sources 
(in Language A) (COE 2020: 100).

Can synthesise and report (in English) 
information and arguments from 
a number of sources (in English, 
Ukrainian and other languages).
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Criteria Level Descriptors from the CEFR/CV Adaptation of the descriptors
Facilitating 
collaborative 
interaction 
with peers

B2+ Can act as rapporteur in a group 
discussion, noting ideas and 
decisions, discussing these with the 
group and later giving a summary of 
the group’s view(s) in a plenary (COE 
2020: 110). 

No adjustment

Collaborating 
to construct 
meaning

B2+ Can contribute to collaborative 
decision making and problem solving, 
expressing and co-developing 
ideas, explaining details and making 
suggestions for future action (COE 
2020: 110).

No adjustment

Strategies 
to simplify 
a text: 
Amplifying a 
dense text

B2+ Can make concepts on subjects 
in their fields of interest more 
accessible by giving concrete 
examples, recapitulating step by step 
and repeating the main points (COE 
2020: 122).

Can make concepts on subjects 
in their fields of interest more 
accessible by giving concrete 
examples, recapitulating step by step 
in order to perform the task

Building on 
pluricultural 
repertoire

B2 Can, in an intercultural encounter, 
recognise that what one normally 
takes for granted in a particular 
situation is not necessarily shared 
by others, and can react and express 
themselves appropriately (COE 2020: 
125).

Can, as an intercultural encounter, 
recognise that what one normally 
takes for granted in Ukrainian culture 
is not necessarily shared by others.

Plurilingual 
comprehen-
sion

B2 Can use their knowledge of 
contrasting genre conventions and 
textual patterns in languages in their 
plurilingual repertoire in order to 
support comprehension (COE 2020: 
126).

No adjustment

Building on 
plurilingual 
repertoire

B2 Can alternate between languages 
in their plurilingual repertoire in 
order to communicate specialised 
information and issues on a subject 
in their field of interest to different 
interlocutors (COE 2020: 128).

Can alternate between Ukrainian and 
English in their plurilingual repertoire 
in order to communicate specialised 
information and issues of their task
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Appendix D
Teacher reflection log
Understanding the basic CEFR/CV related concepts

1.	 What is the difference between multilingualism and plurilingualism?

2.	 What is your learners’ language repertoire?

3.	 What is the difference between plurilingual and multilingual students?

4.	 Why is it important to promote the development of plurilingualism in the language classroom and 
assessment?

5.	 What is a ‘partial’ language competence?
Plurilingual practices in the English classroom

6.	 Do you consider your learners’ repertoire?

7.	 Do you use “a native speaker’s standard” as a criterion in language learning?

8.	 What are the objectives of language education in Ukraine?

9.	 Does language teaching in Ukraine include developing language students’ plurilingualism?
Plurilingual assessment practices in the language classroom

10.	 Why should approaches to language assessment be reconsidered?

11.	 Would plurilingual assessment tasks be compatible with your existing assessment framework? 


