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Abstract 

Virtual Exchange (VE) has been gaining popularity amongst Foreign Language (FL) teachers as it 
allows students the opportunity to use the FL they are studying in real-world situations with peers around 
the world. While VE allows for extensive language production and the development of intercultural 
competence, the assessment of these aspects within VE poses significant challenges for teachers. Through 
the use of a qualitative descriptive design, this paper examines the assessment path eight teachers from 
six countries took as their students participated in a VE. It outlines the reasoning behind the assessment 
designs they chose, how they implemented them, the challenges they faced and the manner in which they 
overcame them. The teachers were surveyed and interviewed before and after participating in an eight-
week, mainly asynchronous VE. Interviews were recorded, transcribed and then thematically analyzed as 
were the open-ended survey questions. Results show objectives of developing communicative and 
intercultural competence were major considerations when designing and implementing assessment of 
student participation in the VE. Most participants favored formative approaches and incorporated both 
quantitative and qualitative assessment to encourage intercultural communication. Analysis resulted in 
recommendations to help practitioners enhance their assessment of students’ participation in VE. 
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Introduction 

Foreign Language (FL) learning improves cognitive abilities, mental health, employability, academic 
achievement, communicative and intercultural competence (Fox et al., 2019). Furthermore, a willingness 
to communicate in the FL through actual cross-cultural interactions is greater when students can interact 
with peers in other countries (Nguyen et al., 2024; Roarty & Hagley, 2021). Therefore, FL educators 
should ensure classrooms are places where use of the FL in real-world international settings can take 
place, but this can be difficult to implement when students are primarily in classrooms with others from 
the same or similar cultural and linguistic backgrounds. 

Virtual Exchange (VE) has been implemented across diverse educational contexts, enabling cross-cultural 
interaction among students (O’Dowd, 2018). The Stevens Initiative’s typology (2021) describes VE as “a 
method that uses technology to connect people for education and exchange” (p. 5) and the EVOLVE 
project states VE is “a form of computer-mediated learning whereby students from geographically remote 
classes work together online (in pairs or small groups) on learning tasks developed by teachers or 
educational facilitators” (n.d.-a, para. 2). While the EVOLVE project emphasizes the importance of 
“regular synchronous or near-synchronous meetings using high social presence media” (EVOLVE, n.d.-b, 
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para. 3), the present study aligns more closely with Akayoglu et al. (2022), where students primarily 
interacted through asynchronous communication yet successfully met their pedagogical goals, thus 
illustrating that regular synchronous interaction is not a prerequisite for meaningful engagement in VE. In 
our context, VE refers to the structured facilitation of both asynchronous and synchronous online 
interactions between students from different countries, guided by trained educators, with the aim of 
fostering FL development and Intercultural Competence (IC). 

The two main VE models are the lingua franca VE model, in which all participants communicate in a 
shared language, and the dual-language VE model, in which students use two languages and collaborate 
with partners who are typically target-language speakers of the languages being studied (Hagley, 2020). 
The VE used in this study had English as the lingua franca among students whose first language was not 
English. 

A large body of research on VE attests to its growing acceptance, as seen in the Journal of Virtual 
Exchange, bibliographies such as the Asia Pacific Virtual Exchange Association’s (APVEA, n.d.), and the 
efforts of global VE organizations such as UNICollaboration and the Stevens Initiative. Benefits of VE 
for FL development include oral communication improvements (Canals, 2020; Roarty et al., 2023), 
enhanced critical literacy and writing (Hauck, 2019; Hilliker & Yol, 2022), and increased intercultural 
understanding and competencies (Machwate et al., 2021; Zilberberg Oviedo & Krimphove, 2022). 
Nevertheless, VE is still a relatively new practice (Barbosa & Ferreira-Lopes, 2023) and assessment has 
been a challenge (Wicking, 2022). Ideally, the assessment methods and criteria that teachers use in VE 
are shaped by their instructional goals and intended learning outcomes (e.g. IC and FL development), but 
many teachers must also consider practical restraints such as institutional requirements, workload and 
available resources. Understanding why and how assessment is carried out, and the outcomes it produces 
in terms of washback (Hughes, 2002), are essential but still not well understood. 

While Czura and Dooly (2022) explored aspects of FL assessment in VE, assessment still remains an 
understudied area within the VE field. Moreover, no research to date has examined the VE assessment 
practices employed by teachers from diverse cultural backgrounds across all phases (from initial planning 
to post-reflection). This study therefore aims to explore factors that inform teachers’ assessment design 
and implementation, how they assess their students according to their own intended learning outcomes, as 
well as the challenges they encounter and the ways in which these challenges are addressed. For this 
reason, the Research Questions (RQs) of this qualitative descriptive study are broad. They are: 

1. Why do teachers use the assessment methods they choose? 
2. How do teachers assess their students’ participation in a VE? 
3. What challenges do VE teachers encounter on their assessment journey and how are they 

overcome? 

Literature Review 

Assessment is defined as “appraising or estimating the level or magnitude of some attribute of a person” 
(Mousavi, 2009, p. 35). The two commonly-used methods are formative and summative assessment 
(Dixson & Worrell, 2016). While formative assessment focuses on collecting information across the 
period of instruction with the aim of enhancing the learning experience, summative assessment measures 
learning outcomes after instruction, typically in the form of a grade (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). 
Despite the differences, they should not be treated as a dichotomy but rather a continuum (Czura, 2022). 
There has also been growing interest in dynamic assessment which involves the interaction between a 
learner and an examiner aiming to assess the learner’s modifiability and explore ways to enhance and 
sustain cognitive functioning and improvement (Lidz, 1987). The teacher in dynamic assessment takes on 
the mediator role and “engages cooperatively with learners and intervenes when difficulties arise” 
(Poehner et al., 2017, p. 244).  
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IC and FL development are integral components in assessment of students’ participation in VE. Fantini 
(2012a, p. 269) notes that “[g]iven their common and overlapping areas, language education and 
intercultural communication … are inextricably linked” which can influence the objectives of teachers 
who use VE (Belz, 2002; Machwate et al., 2021). This is evidenced through them being the most widely 
taught and assessed, as noted by Lewis and O’Dowd (2016) who found, of 54 VE studies, 23 focused on 
FL skills development, 23 on Intercultural Communicative Competence (ICC), and one on both. Another 
bibliometric study of 254 articles (Barbosa & Ferreira-Lopes, 2023) noted “research streams that 
comprise a larger number of studies are: language development, intercultural communication and teacher 
education” (p. 570). FL learning and intercultural communication are, therefore, the two most widely 
studied and assessed areas of VE.  

ICC has become a common component of FL assessment but the “lack of clarity about the nature of ICC 
makes its assessment especially challenging” (Fantini, 2012b, p. 391). VE practitioners have drawn on a 
range of assessment approaches to overcome these difficulties, such as reflective portfolios (Izmaylova, 
2022), Zoom-based discussion analyses (Machwate et al., 2021), and learner-created texts, videos, or 
audio recordings (Cavalari & Aranha, 2022). Regarding FL assessment, Lee and Sauro (2021) categorize 
VE-related language assessment practices into three approaches: evaluating changes in learners’ language 
use over time, using pre- and post-tests to measure learning outcomes, and relying on students’ self-
reporting of learning. Czura (2022) outlines the myriad complicated factors involved in assessing learners 
engaged in VE within FL contexts, while building a succinct case for its importance. She notes that 
teachers’ assessment should be based on carefully-designed, appropriate content aligned with course 
objectives. These objectives may include fostering IC, enhancing content-related knowledge, improving 
digital literacies, and developing “21st century skills such as collaboration, tolerance, critical thinking, 
problem-solving, leadership, and flexibility” (Czura, 2022, p. 32). Furthermore, assessment must have 
clearly defined constructs, demonstrate validity and reliability, and provide evidence to support ongoing 
course adjustments and future instructional planning.  

It is evident from the literature that teachers’ assessment of students’ participation in VE is still nascent. 
Furthermore, as VEs bring together teachers from various cultures and countries, there is a need to 
explore the reality of assessment within those different contexts. By documenting eight teachers’ 
assessment design and implementation journeys, the present study seeks a deeper understanding of how 
assessment of students’ participation in a large-scale VE is carried out in different educational contexts. 

Methods 

This study adopted a qualitative descriptive design which is defined as “a comprehensive summarization, 
in everyday terms, of specific events experienced by individuals or groups of individuals” (Lambert & 
Lambert, 2012, p. 255). Thus, the assessment journeys of eight teachers were comprehensively 
documented through pre- and post-surveys and interviews noting key characteristics shaping their 
assessment designs and implementations, choice of assessment methods and criteria, tasks assigned to 
their students, and challenges they faced throughout their VE participation. 

Study Context: The International Virtual Exchange Project 
The International Virtual Exchange Project (IVEProject, n.d.) is a large-scale VE that aims to develop 
students’ IC, FL and communication skills, as well as digital literacy, through authentic intercultural 
communication (Table 1). Two eight-week exchanges are held each year. During these, students are given 
autonomy to interact using English as a lingua franca, primarily through online forums centered on topics 
of personal interest. The eight teachers, who were the research subjects of this study, had their students 
participate in the October-November 2022 iteration of the IVEProject. 
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Table 1  

Overview of the IVEProject 
Initial launch (two-country exchange) 2004 
Since participation expanded with Japanese Kaken  
grant assistance 

2015~2025 (greater than 50,000 students, 
700 teachers, 33 countries) 

Number of annual exchanges Two 
Exchange duration Eight weeks 
Participants’ first language Not English 
Language of communication English 
Primary form of interaction Asynchronous forums 
Students’ fields of study Diverse (mostly non-English majors) 
Additional activities Side quests, the student-generated survey, 

etc. 

As shown in Table 2, the October–November 2022 IVEProject iteration on which this study is based, 
included 3,415 students from 16 countries, guided by 128 teachers. Students in the IVEProject were from 
diverse academic backgrounds: English as a compulsory part of their degree programs (e.g., engineering, 
medicine, tourism); English or intercultural studies; whilst some were pre-service teachers. A common 
feature among IVEProject participants is that all are engaged in learning English as a FL. Of interest to 
this study were the teachers guiding these students. 

Table 2 

Participant Data for the October–November 2022 IVEProject 
Number of active student participants 3415 
Number of participating countries 16 
Number of participating teachers 128 

Researchers’ Status 
The authors, who all have experience as teachers in the IVEProject, were not the research subjects. We 
aimed to contribute to a broader understanding of assessment practices in VE contexts, particularly within 
the IVEProject. Viewing this as beneficial to both our own teaching and the wider educational 
community, we conducted a non-interventionist study documenting and analyzing the assessment 
methods used by the research subjects, eight participating teachers. 

Research Subjects 
To represent the different countries and cultures in the IVEProject and to provide a rich diversity of data 
regarding participating teachers, convenience and purposive sampling was used in selecting the research 
subjects. As Andrade (2021) acknowledges “research based on convenience and purposive samples can 
be important and necessary, such as when sociocultural and other factors are expected to influence 
outcomes. Through convenience and especially purposive sampling, the findings relevant for 
subpopulations can be identified” (p. 88). Thus, among the 128 teachers in the IVEProject (convenience), 
the researchers contacted a subset who represented different countries/cultures and had a varying degree 
of experience teaching in the IVEProject (purposive). Eight teachers based in six different countries 
agreed to participate. Table 3 outlines detailed profiles.   
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Table 3 

Subject Profiles 

Teacher Based in/ 
from 

Course Name | 
Average Class 
Size | 
Weighting1 

Self-assessed 
technology- 
expertise 
level 

Times in the  
IVEProject 

Participation 
of their 
students  

Teaching 
experience 
(yrs) 

T1 Japan/ US Comparative 
Culture | 40 | 
30% 

Advanced 5 Obligatory 30 

T2 Japan/ US Oral 
Communication 
| 30 | 15% 

Advanced 2 Obligatory 25 

T3 Japan/ 
Canada 

English 
Communication 
| 26 | 10% 

Intermediate 4 Obligatory 9 

T4 Brazil English 
Language | 22 | 
10% 

Intermediate 1 Obligatory 17 

T5 Chile Cultural 
Knowledge 
through English 
in a Globalized 
World | 35 | 15% 

Intermediate 3 Obligatory 34 

T6 Colombia English for ESP 
| 20 | “depends” 

Advanced 20 Voluntary 26 

T7 Indonesia World  
Englishes in 
TESOL | 30 | 
20% 

Intermediate 1 Voluntary 5 

T8 Türkiye Teaching 
Language and 
Literature | 50 | 
15% 

Intermediate 1 Voluntary 30 

Note. 1 Percentage of the overall course grade allocated to the IVEProject. 

Participants’ informed consent was obtained, and ethical approval obtained from the Ethics Committee of 
Çukurova University (E-74009925-604.01-1214569). Furthermore, as the IVEProject is GDPR 
compliant, previous years’ exchange data is not kept unless it has consent (GDPR Art. 6.1(a)) and/or 
legitimate interests (GDPR Art. 6.1(f)). 

Assessment Tools 
Within the IVEProject, teachers retain autonomy over how they assess their own students. To support this 
process, the platform offers three key tools: the Forum Dashboard, the Complete Report, and the Forum 
Report. The Forum Dashboard (Figure 1) is designed to provide individual students access to their 
progress data. Upon each login, it displays quantitative participation metrics, such as engagement level, 
number of replies, and total word count, offering students a real-time overview of their participation. 
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Figure 1 

Student Dashboard View 

 

The term “engagement level” in Figure 1 needs further description as it is often a crucial data point used 
by teachers in their assessment. Figures 2 and 3 (based on 2024 IVEProject data) illustrate how 
engagement level metrics in Figure 1 are determined, with anonymized data consent obtained. Figure 2 
shows a Japanese and a Colombian student engaging in frequent exchanges over three weeks (shown), 
which was followed by continued discussion over six more weeks. We refer to this sustained, reciprocal 
interaction, characterized by threaded, indented replies, as “deep engagement”. Such interactions improve 
students’ engagement levels. In contrast, Figure 3 depicts “shallow engagement”: five students from four 
countries replied to a Japanese student’s initial post, but the original poster did not respond, ending the 
interaction. These examples come from the 2024 October-November IVEProject exchange, as 2022 data 
was deleted to ensure GDPR compliance. Similar patterns were observed in 2022. 

The second and third tools, the Complete Report and the Forum Report, respectively, are intended for 
teachers, and provide complete records and detailed analytics of students’ participation. The Complete 
Report enables teachers to capture an individual student’s total contribution while the Forum Report 
(Figure 4) presents quantitative data for all students in a class, including metrics such as number of posts 
and replies, total word count, days active, multimedia usage, and engagement level. It is important to note 
that while higher average engagement values may suggest deeper interaction, the true quality of 
engagement can only be evaluated by examining the content of students’ contributions. However, low 
engagement levels serve as an early indicator, helping teachers identify students who may benefit from 
additional guidance or support. Teachers can filter and export this data by specific time frames, allowing 
for targeted analysis. Figure 4 shows a partial example of how quantitative data from the Forum Report 
appears when a class’s data is exported. Each participating IVEProject teacher has access only to their 
own students’ data, allowing them to efficiently assess the engagement of their class. 

Instruments and Data Collection 
Data from the eight participating teachers was obtained through pre/post-surveys and semi-structured 
pre/post interviews developed by the authors (Figure 5). Both surveys and interviews included open-
ended and closed-ended questions (Appendix A) designed to explore all phases of assessment. 
Participants were explicitly informed that participation in both the surveys and the interviews was 
voluntary and that all responses would be anonymized. Each data collection step informed the preparation 
of the next phase. Surveys were submitted online via Google Forms and the IVEProject platform’s 
questionnaire module. Interviews were conducted via Zoom. All pre- and post-interviews (16 in total with 
a duration of 7 hours 16 minutes) were recorded. The interviews were conducted for two main purposes: 
to expand on the survey findings so that participants could clarify and elaborate on their written 
responses, and to pursue a deeper understanding of changes between the pre- and post-project stages by 
eliciting whether teachers’ individual expectations regarding assessment design and implementation were 
realized, evolved or unmet and why. Thus, the post-interviews incorporated questions concerning the pre-
survey, pre-interview, and post-survey feedback, and utilized tailored interview protocols based on earlier 
data collection phases. 
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Figure 2  

Example of Deep Engagement in a Forum Discussion 

 

 

Figure 3 

Example of Shallow Engagement in a Forum Discussion 
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Figure 4 

Example of Data the Forum Report Provides 

 

Figure 5 

Instruments and Data Collection Phases 

 

Data Analysis 

Open-ended responses from surveys and interviews were analyzed thematically using an inductive 
approach and the free, open-source qualitative data analysis software Taguette (Rampin & Rampin, 
2021). Interview recordings were initially transcribed using the Office365 transcription function. 
Transcripts were then checked against the recordings to confirm accuracy and corrected where necessary. 
Open-ended survey responses and finalized interview transcripts were subsequently imported into 
Taguette for analysis. 

The analysis followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-step framework for thematic analysis to identify 
recurring codes and themes (see Appendix B for an example). Taguette supported collaborative 
familiarization with the dataset and enabled the researchers to highlight and code relevant words, phrases, 
and sentences. Codes were then organized into themes and sub-themes.  

To promote consistency, all four researchers independently analyzed the same two participants’ pre-
interviews to generate preliminary codes and themes. The researchers then met to compare interpretations 
and collaboratively agree on theme and sub-theme labels. Themes were iteratively refined through 
ongoing comparison of the data until the team judged them to be well-supported. After consensus was 
reached, the remaining six pre-interviews were divided between two teams of two researchers for 
analysis. Several online meetings were held at the end of coding to finalize codes and themes. During 
these meetings, the researchers achieved over 90% agreement on themes and codes, with remaining 
discrepancies resolved through discussion. The same procedure was applied to the open-ended survey 
responses and post-interviews to support inter-rater reliability. 

Results    
Reasoning Behind Teachers’ Chosen Assessment Design and Implementation 
To gain insights into teachers’ decision-making processes, we asked them to describe the factors that 
affected their assessment design and implementation (RQ1). Thematic analysis revealed four overarching 
themes influencing assessment choices: student-related, teacher-related, institution-related, and 
VE/platform-related factors (Figure 6). These were further broken down into 16 sub-themes, with 
frequencies (f) indicating how many teachers mentioned each factor. Among the four themes, student-
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related and teacher-related factors emerged as the most prominent, each accounting for 36% of all 
references. The student-related category included seven sub-themes, the highest among all categories, 
with “student workload” (f:4) being the most frequently mentioned. Other student-related considerations 
included “digital literacy level” (f:3), “English language level” (f:3) and “student characteristics” (f:2) 
(e.g. age and personality). In the teacher-related category, “teacher workload” and “objectives for the 
course” (e.g. language or culture) were most cited (f:6). Experience (or lack thereof) was also mentioned 
by half (f:4). These findings show that teachers’ assessment choices were primarily shaped by their own 
teaching conditions and their students’ needs. Thus, why they incorporated VE into their syllabi depended 
on each individual teacher’s context which, in turn, shaped the assessment tools they utilized. 

Figure 6 

Factors Influencing Teachers’ Assessment Design and Implementation 

 

How Teachers Assessed 
Building on the factors influencing assessment design and implementation identified in RQ1, the authors 
next examined what and how teachers assessed their students in the IVEProject (RQ2). Table 4 (A to F) 
details the assessment focus and methods used within the VE. Specifically, Table 4(A) reveals that 
teachers aimed to assess both IC (e.g. intercultural knowledge: T2, T4; intercultural communicative 
ability: T3, T7, T8) as well as FL development (e.g., T1, T5, T6). Given that it provides students with 
frequent opportunities for authentic intercultural communication in the target language, English, teachers 
perceived the IVEProject as an effective means to support course learning outcomes. In addition to 
institutional goals, some teachers were guided by personal motivations. For example, T8 viewed their 
participation as a form of professional development, while T1 sought to embed the IVEProject into a 
broader university-wide curriculum. T4 emphasized fostering student autonomy in language learning, 
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alongside a focus on developing linguistic-discursive skills through a genre-based pedagogical approach. 

Table 4  

Assessment in Virtual Exchange: Design and Implementation Details   

Teacher  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

(A) Objectives Intercultural 
competence 

 + + +   + + 5 

Foreign language 
development 

+    + +   3 

(B) Assessment method Formative    + +   + 3 

Formative & 
summative 

+ +    +   3 

Formative & 
dynamic 

      +  1 

Summative   +      1 

(C) Assessment criteria Quantitative & 
qualitative 

+ +  +  + + + 6 

Quantitative   +      1 

Qualitative     +    1 

(D) Assessment technique Teacher assessment +  +     + 3 

Teacher & self-
assessment 

 +  + +    3 

Teacher, self & 
peer assessment 

     + +  2 

(E) Presence of a rubric Yes + + +  +  +  5 

No    +  +  + 3 

(F) Teacher-perceived 
difficulty level of their 
assessment of students 

Easy +  +  +  +  4 

Neither easy nor 
difficult 

 +  +    + 3 

Difficult      +   1 

Building on the rationale behind teachers’ assessment choices, this section addresses RQ2 by 
investigating the methods used to evaluate student participation, which typically involved assessing forum 
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interactions alongside reflective artifacts. As shown in Table 4(B), teachers reported employing various 
combinations of formative, summative, and dynamic assessment strategies for assessing IC and/or FL 
development. Formative assessment was the most commonly used (f:7) appearing in three of the four 
assessment methods used. Four teachers used summative assessment, with three combining it with 
formative assessment and one using it exclusively. One teacher stated they used dynamic assessment, 
alongside formative assessment. 

Table 4(C) indicates that most teachers (f:6) used a combination of quantitative and qualitative 
assessment criteria, while only one relied exclusively on quantitative assessment and another solely on 
qualitative. It should be noted that three teachers altered their plan regarding the use of quantitative and 
qualitative criteria. Two went from solely quantitative assessment to a combination of quantitative and 
qualitative, while one went from “both” to “only qualitative”. On the relationship between quantitative 
and qualitative assessment criteria, T8 stated: 

Well, that quantitative part always facilitates the qualitative part and opens up room for creating 
some questions to ask in the qualitative data collection part. 

Table 4(D) reveals variation in who conducted the assessment. While three teachers relied solely on 
teacher-led assessment, others combined teacher assessment with self-assessment, or used a mix of 
teacher, self-, and peer-assessment (f:2). Table 4(E) shows that rubrics emerged as the most commonly 
used (f:5) assessment tool (see examples in Appendix C). Of the three who did not use a rubric, two were 
new IVEProject participants and indicated plans to incorporate rubrics in future iterations. The remaining 
teacher cited institutional constraints for not employing one. 

Table 4(F) provides information about the perceived assessment difficulty level. Only one teacher 
perceived the assessment criteria they used to be “difficult” while half (f:4) deemed them “easy to 
achieve”. Furthermore, teachers reported intentionally designing assessment criteria that were achievable 
in order to promote increased intercultural interaction. Only T6 believed that achieving high grades in his 
assessment was “difficult,” although he attributed this to factors beyond his control, such as differences in 
students’ English proficiency and technological illiteracy. As a result, he added that even interacting with 
other students asynchronously via forums can be difficult for his students. 

Table 5 presents the assessment criteria teachers used, as identified in the pre- and post-surveys and post-
interviews. During the pre-survey, the eight teachers chose from a closed-ended selection of quantitative 
and qualitative assessment criteria, with T7 adding three additional qualitative criteria. Among the 
quantitative assessment criteria, “engagement level” (pre-f:7/post-f:6) and “number of posts” (f:5/f:4) 
were the most frequently selected. For qualitative assessment, the most frequently cited criterion was 
“inquiry into other cultures” (f:5/f:6). This was followed by “inclusion of information about students’ 
own culture” (f:4/f:5) although how these were evaluated was not explicitly stated. 

Student Tasks and Artifacts 
In addition to analyzing students’ IVEProject forum contributions, regardless of whether formative, 
summative, or dynamic assessment was used, most teachers (f:5) assessed supplementary student work 
such as reflective journals, video presentations, and in-class presentations. These artifacts also afforded 
students opportunities to deepen and reflect on their learning. For example, T7, who stated she employed 
formative and dynamic assessment, required students to submit weekly reflective journal entries based on 
their IVEProject experience. In terms of formative assessment, she monitored her students’ learning 
through these journals. For dynamic assessment, she focused on what her students could achieve with her 
assistance and mediation through an interactionist dynamic assessment approach, meeting weekly with 
students, using their reflective journals to identify teaching moments and offer individualized support.  

She prioritized this mediation process through one-on-one dialogic interaction to better observe students’ 
learning potential, stating that this allowed her to diagnose and address students’ issues (see Appendix D 
for example quotations). T4 used formative assessment, incorporating both teacher- and self-assessment. 
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She stated key words from the IVEProject, such as “engagement” were used in open-ended questions 
such as “What do you think about your level of engagement? What was your contribution to the forums?” 

Table 5 

Quantitative and Qualitative Criteria Used 
 
 

Criterion f (n:8) 

Pre-
survey 

Post-survey/ 
post-interview 

Quantitative 
criteria 
 

Engagement level 7 6 

Number of posts 5 4 

Number of words 4 3 

Number of audio-visuals 4 3 

Number of forum views 3 3 

Interaction with participants from other countries  2 2 

Number of different discussions participated in 1 1 

Total 26 (55%) 22 (46%) 

Qualitative 
criteria 
 

Inclusion of inquiry about other cultures 5 6 

Inclusion of information about own culture 4 5 

Respectfulness towards others 4 4 

Sustainment of discussions by using questions 3 5 

Quality of grammar, vocabulary, and other 
language used 

3 3 

Care of opening and closing of a post 1 1 

Analyzing others’ discussions and reflecting on 
issues discussed (T7) 

1 - 

 Consideration of others’ ideas and opinions (T7) - 1 

Offering of solutions and suggestions to issues 
raised (T7) 

- 1 

Total 21 (45%) 26 (54%) 

After students answered, she also answered with her evaluation of each student, and assigned a score. 
Then, they held reflective sessions comparing evaluations with focused questions: “Do you agree or 
disagree with this evaluation? Do you think that my perception of your participation is what actually 
happened?” 
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In addition to video-recorded reflections, T5 used students’ posts in the IVEProject as a means of 
formative assessment. Since she focused on developing the writing skills of her students via error 
analysis, every one or two weeks she chose one post from each student with the highest number of words 
and added that to a folder. She later used it in one-on-one meetings, giving feedback to her students. The 
only teacher who solely used summative assessment was T3, whose students needed to attain the total 
“number of words, number of posts, and number of audiovisuals” indicated in his “rubric”.  

Challenges to Overcome 
Table 6, based on pre-interview responses, lists challenges either teachers or their students might 
encounter that could influence assessment practices (RQ3). While some of these challenges relate to 
factors identified in RQ1, the focus here is on how these challenges shaped their assessment design and 
implementation, including any modifications made to address them. Notably, the majority of challenges 
mentioned were those that teachers had anticipated (11, 69%).  

Table 6 

Challenges Foreseen Before Participating 
 Challenges foreseen Teachers 
Perceived teacher 
challenges 

Time constraints T1, T5 

Integrating IVEProject into course objectives T1, T4 

Limited technological experience T4, T7 

Assessment of qualitative criteria T4, T5 

Overextended criteria T7  
Too many students T1 
Possibility of students gaming the system T3 

Total 11 (69%) 
Perceived student 
challenges 

Inclusion of inquiry about other cultures T8  
Maintenance of interactions via appropriate questioning T6 
Active participation T6 

Special needs students T4 

Total 4 (25%) 

No challenges   
 
 

Ability to foresee problems and plan accordingly T2 

Total 1 (6%) 

While all teachers indicated that their teaching schedules were demanding, T1 and T5 explicitly identified 
“time required for assessment” as a particular challenge. Integration of the IVEProject into course syllabi 
was a possible challenge for T1 and T4. T4 and T7 expressed concerns about their ability to navigate the 
system from a technological viewpoint whilst T4 and T5 worried about their capacity to objectively 
assess qualitative criteria.  

The challenges of assessing qualitative criteria are demonstrated clearly by the following quotations:   

T1: I don’t have time to look at them [qualitative criteria] that carefully. But for example, like 
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“how respectful” but some of them are tough … how respectful during the interactions. I mean, 
that’s a very hard thing to put a grade on. Inclusion about the other culture and these are very kind 
of subtle. 

T2: Are they more connected to culture? Are they asking deeper questions you could do that but 
that’s just a lot of data to get into and try to wrangle and deal with in order to and it’s such a 
difficult thing to really assess. So yeah, going beyond the quantitative part is ... difficult. 

An example of how to overcome these was offered by T2, who asked his students to record two-minute 
spoken reflections as a mid-term project, addressing the quality of their participation, what they learned 
about other cultures, what they shared about Japanese culture, and whether they enjoyed participating. He 
explained how he assessed their reflections: 

T2: And even in the qualitative part in the speaking part … I was assessing their English ability - 
their speaking fluency, their grammar, their vocabulary and the content was basically did they 
cover the topics that were listed in the assignment? … So, it was pretty easy to assess and I think 
easy for them too. 

Regarding possible student challenges, T8 was worried as to whether her students would be able to 
inquire deeply enough about peers’ cultures whilst T4 had a special needs student that was of concern. T2 
stated that he was not worried as he had planned the assessment well in advance.  

Post-IVEProject, teachers were asked whether they had altered their assessment practices during the VE. 
Three teachers reported making changes. T3 discovered his students had actively participated more than 
he had envisaged, achieving their goals quickly. As a result, he increased the required word- and post-
count required to attain a full grade. T5, as she had anticipated, decided not to use quantitative criteria as 
the qualitative aspect was more relevant to her course. During the IVEProject, T7 had added 14 
qualitative criteria in addition to the 13 provided in the pre-survey (27 criteria), but, as she had foreseen, 
she could not assess that many so decreased the number to 15.  

The remaining teachers mentioned other challenges. For example, T1 noted that while his students posted 
multimedia, time constraints precluded integrating it into assessment. T2 did not encounter any major 
problems but observed that some of his students struggled to develop interactions, occasionally leaving 
their interlocutors “hanging”. He therefore encouraged his students to engage more deeply through more 
effective questioning techniques. T4 did not mention the problems she had envisaged but felt some 
students had not participated as actively due to perceived shame regarding their English level.  

Teachers’ Reflections on Their Assessment Practices 
To understand their challenges and how they were overcome (RQ3), teachers were asked in the post-
survey and post-interview whether they were satisfied with their assessment methods. Four teachers 
reported complete satisfaction and would continue using their chosen methods. Two (T3, T7) stated they 
believed their methods aptly appraised their students’ level of participation and achievement of the 
intended learning goals. T4 did not specifically state a reason whilst T2 indicated “ease of assessment” as 
the reason. Of the teachers who expressed dissatisfaction, T8, a first-time participant, noted she had aimed 
for a fully objective rubric but was unable to develop one. T5 found her qualitative assessment criteria 
overly time-consuming, particularly when assessing “inclusion of information about their own culture.” 
As a result, she expressed uncertainty about how she would manage future assessment. T1 was 
dissatisfied due to time constraints analyzing video presentations. Lastly, T6 expressed a desire to study 
assessment practices more thoroughly and felt unable to assess effectively due to a heavy workload and 
frequent schedule changes. 

Irrespective of their satisfaction with their assessment methods, teachers highlighted the idea that students 
were learning more than what was formally assessed during the IVEProject. The following quotations 
illustrate this point: 
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T5: The autonomous learner, … ones that are more critical about or conscious of or use a lot more 
metacognition than the others. They benefit from it [VE]. 

 

T3: One student wrote how she hated English throughout all of junior and senior high school, and 
now she’s happy to come to class. Now she’s happy to speak English in my class because of the 
IVEProject. And you see, I’m not asking so much of them. And yet they’re having this great 
interaction, this great experience.... From their feedback, … a lot of them self-report improving 
their writing and improving their vocabulary, which wasn’t actually tested.  

Another teacher noted the reason for his assessment style as: 

T2: Basically, I want them to be active in the project and my understanding and my belief is that 
through that activity, … they’re still going to learn a lot. So, in order for me to get them to be 
active in the project, I based my assessment [on their activity].  

Discussion  

Reasoning Behind Teachers’ Chosen Assessment Design and Implementation 
Assessment plays a crucial role in teaching. The reasons why the chosen assessment designs are used 
often determine how they were implemented, and this in turn affects the way students interact with the 
assessment system and what they gain from it. The data gathered shows that this is true for the teachers 
using VE in this study. As Mahoney (2022, p. 117), a former IVEProject teacher, emphasized “teachers 
are obligated to offer students pedagogical guidance, yet … they should also consider taking a step back 
to give students the freedom to allow their language skills to grow organically in the VE setting, without 
too much pressure of evaluation.” The authors believe this concept extends beyond language skills, with 
teachers in this study wanting to create assessment methods that would organically promote IC and other 
benefits commonly cited in VE literature, including digital literacies (EVOLVE Project, 2020), learner 
agency (Kohn & Hoffstaedter, 2017), and collaborative learning (The EVALUATE Group, 2019). This 
was done by applying assessment methods and criteria that promoted students’ engagement, leveraging 
both formative and summative assessment to do so, lending further credence to Czura (2022), who 
questioned the dichotomy between the two assessment types. 

Analysis found four main factors (student-related, teacher-related, institution-related, and VE/platform-
related) and 16 sub-factors that shaped teachers’ VE assessment design. This aligns with Kurek’s (2015) 
description of VE as a dynamic interplay of various agents: teachers, students, collaborative formats, 
institutions and varying linguistic and cultural backgrounds. Similar to Lewis and O’Dowd (2016) and 
Barbosa and Ferreira-Lopes (2023), our findings show the eight research subjects prioritized IC and FL 
development in their use of VE and these guided their assessment approach. This follows, as previous 
studies have demonstrated the positive impact of VE on both IC (Roarty & Hagley, 2021; Zilberberg 
Oviedo & Krimphove, 2022) and FL development (Canals, 2020; Machwate et al., 2021). All teachers in 
this study aimed to incorporate assessment criteria that would foster both, reflecting an awareness of the 
close connection between IC and FL development in VE highlighted in prior research (Belz, 2002; 
Cavalari & Aranha, 2022; Fantini, 2012a).  

How Teachers Assessed 
Assessing students’ learning outcomes in VE requires a multifaceted approach, as teachers often seek to 
evaluate both FL development and IC. Of the three VE language assessment approaches Lee and Sauro 
(2021) proposed, two were evident in this study. One approach, demonstrated by T5, involved evaluating 
learners’ language development over time by analyzing errors made in the forums and compiling an 
inventory to support future FL development. T4 emphasized student self-reporting through a genre-based 
approach to asynchronous forum writing, while others employed more holistic strategies. 
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As Fantini (2012b) notes, assessing various dimensions of IC remains a complex challenge, and this 
difficulty arises “not only because educators hesitate to assess learner subjectivity and the realm of values 
and dispositions, but also because of the difficulty of bringing together, in some way, the diverse facets of 
intercultural practices and capabilities” (Scarino, 2017, p. 23). Given that students in VEs are at different 
stages in their lifelong IC development, many teachers in this study were reluctant to assess it based 
solely on forum participation. Instead, some incorporated reflective tasks designed to foster self-
awareness. This strategy also avoided privileging students who enter with higher IC levels, enabling more 
individualized and equitable assessment. Additionally, reflective activities (Czura & Dooly, 2022; 
Izmaylova, 2022) were tailored to align with specific course objectives, providing practical and targeted 
alternatives to evaluating forum posts for evidence of learning outcomes.  

To carry out assessment of language learning and IC, most teachers in this study applied a combination of 
qualitative and quantitative assessment criteria (f:6) rather than qualitative-only (f:1) or quantitative-only 
(f:1). Teachers used qualitative criteria (54%) slightly more than quantitative (46%) demonstrating the 
importance of both in VE assessment. While recognizing the value of qualitative assessment, teachers are 
busy and have limited time to assess student-created content (Cavalari & Aranha, 2022; Izmaylova, 
2022). The use of the Forum Report in the IVEProject, particularly the engagement levels, by seven of the 
eight teachers, highlights that system-generated quantitative assessment reports are effective and valuable 
time-saving tools. Three teachers noted the numerical output visible on the Student Dashboard was 
specific, objective and fair which helped gain student “buy-in”. This provided timely feedback for 
students and helped them monitor their progress toward meeting their instructors’ assessment criteria. 

Teachers reported using the quantitative data from the Forum Report in assessment rubrics to enhance 
consistency and objectivity. Brookhart (2013, p. 4) states “a rubric is a coherent set of criteria for 
students’ work that includes descriptions of levels of performance quality on the criteria.” As the use of 
quantitative data in the teacher-created rubrics did not directly measure “performance quality,” this did 
not align neatly with the traditional use of rubrics. However, teachers were able to use the Forum Report 
metrics to serve as meaningful proxies, such as using engagement level metrics to indicate student 
participation in an online forum within a rubric framework.  

Sole reliance on word counts or engagement metrics risks encouraging students to “game” the system 
rather than engage in meaningful communication. To mitigate this, most teachers complemented 
quantitative criteria with qualitative criteria to assess their students’ interactions with international peers. 
Furthermore, non-standard language and multimedia use were assessed based on their ability to convey 
meaning effectively, rather than adherence to formal norms. This evaluative focus indicates that 
communicative effectiveness was prioritized over linguistic accuracy which aligns with Hymes’s (1972) 
perspective that communicative success lies in the ability to use language purposefully, as well as with 
Savignon’s (2018) support for elevating communicative competence as a goal of 21st-century foreign 
language evaluation. 

Challenges 
Teachers face multiple challenges when assessing their students’ participation in VE, particularly given 
their already demanding classroom responsibilities. Czura (2022) proposed a series of extensive and 
potentially effective assessment practices in settings where a single teacher is responsible for a small 
number of students. However, in many tertiary-level FL classrooms globally, student-to-teacher ratios 
often exceed 20:1, and instructors frequently manage eight or more classes per week alongside additional 
institutional responsibilities. While the authors believe Czura’s VE assessment practices are educationally 
desirable, the unfortunate reality is they are not achievable in most cases, particularly given that many FL 
classes today are taught by part-time instructors who have less time to devote to their classes. Class 
profiles also change constantly, and the teachers may not be fully aware of one class’s capabilities 
compared to another. This was the case with T3 in our study who required modifications to his 
assessment criteria, which was consistent with Izmaylova (2022).  
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This study found that teachers perceive VE assessment as an evolving process. Challenges, both 
anticipated and encountered, such as the difficulty of assessing qualitative criteria—often prompt the 
development of tailored assessment methods and implementation strategies to address these complexities. 
Another challenge was institutional requirements that “tend to be designed for accountability purposes 
more than for educational ones” (Scarino, 2017, p. 27). This situation was mentioned by two teachers who 
articulated their institutions’ expectation that quantitative assessment be used, highlighting the importance 
of VE platforms providing teachers with such data.  

Recommendations for Assessment in VE 
Teachers were asked about their expectations of the IVEProject as well as their recommendations for 
future participating teachers. Generally, teachers reported being appreciative and cognizant of the 
IVEProject support available to them via the pre-exchange workshops, the Teachers’ Forum, the Student 
Dashboard, the Complete Report and the Forum Report. Nevertheless, two teachers mentioned they 
would like more explanation of the tools available. Another two teachers hoped for an AI detection tool, 
whilst another suggested establishing a working group within the teachers’ forum to share assessment-
related knowledge. Finally, participants were asked what they would recommend to other teachers 
regarding assessment of students’ participation in VE. The following were proposed: 

● obtain as much information as possible about the VE in which you will participate; 
● review VE studies, particularly those conducted by teachers participating in that specific VE; 
● have a clear understanding of your objectives and align them to your VE assessment design and 

implementation; 
● utilize the assessment tools provided by the VE (if any), and supplement if necessary; 
● avoid using excessive criteria; instead, prioritize a select few; 
● allocate class time to showcase exemplary interactions, especially at the beginning of the 

exchange; and 
● exchange ideas with experienced teachers of the VE.  

Conclusion 

This research explored the assessment journeys of VE teachers, providing insights into VE assessment 
design and implementation. Although this study had a small sample size and examined only one VE, it 
yielded several valuable conclusions. First, it found that teachers’ assessment designs and 
implementations were shaped by factors within four main themes: student-related, teacher-related, 
institution-related, and VE/platform-related. While all four themes are regarded as important, student- and 
teacher-related factors were prioritized by teachers, with “teachers’ workload” and “objectives for the 
course” identified as the most salient sub-themes. Second, students’ IC and FL development emerged as 
the two main objectives for VE participation, with the majority of teachers using formative assessment, 
often in conjunction with summative assessment. Third, the majority of teachers used a mixture of both 
quantitative and qualitative assessment criteria. However, teachers tended to rely slightly more on 
qualitative criteria despite the difficulty of assessing them. The most frequently selected quantitative and 
qualitative criteria reflected an emphasis on sustained forum engagement, with teachers valuing 
measurements such as “engagement level of the student” and “number of posts,” alongside evidence of 
“inquiry about the other culture” and “information about their own culture” to show achievement. Fourth, 
all teachers emphasized the use of rubrics in their assessment, citing reasons such as ensuring objectivity 
and meeting accountability requirements. Many also favored designing assessments that they considered 
easily achievable for their students that would promote increased interaction. Fifth, teachers faced 
challenges during assessment, and accordingly half of the teachers were not satisfied with their 
assessment design and implementation. However, only a small number of teachers needed to modify their 
assessment design, and it was observed that teachers felt that these challenges provided points for 
reflection for future exchanges. To enhance assessment practices, teachers emphasized utilizing the 
knowledge of fellow practitioners through sharing knowledge on the VE, exploring suitable assessment 
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tools, and learning from prior best practices. Finally, independent of the different assessment designs 
carried out, teachers concluded this assessment journey with the idea that whether assessed or not, the 
benefits in VE will be greater than what is assessed, so that participation in VE can be considered as a 
goal unto itself.  
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Appendix A. Surveys and Interviews 

Pre-survey 
1. Which course(s) do you teach this term? How is the IVEProject related to objectives of that course(s)?  

2. What is your objective in joining the IVEProject? 

3. Participation of your students in the IVEProject is 

a. Obligatory  
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b. Voluntary 

4. How many times have you participated in the IVEProject? 

5. Below are some criteria you can use for the assessment of your students’ performance in the 
IVEProject. Please choose those included in your own assessment model. (First seven criteria are 
provided by the IVEProject Forum Report) 

a. Number of words 
b. Number of posts 
c. Number of forum views 
d. Number of different discussions participated in 
e. Interaction with participants from other countries 
f. Engagement level of the student 
g. Amount of multi-media 
h. Quality of grammar, vocabulary, and other language used 
i. Inclusion of inquiry about other cultures 
j. Inclusion of inquiry about the other culture 
k. Respectfulness towards others during interactions 
l. Sustainment of discussions by using questions 
m. Care of opening and closing of a post 
n. Other:  

6. Please explain your assessment model in detail (What percentage is given for IVEProject participation? 
How do you calculate that percentage? Which criterion obtains the highest/lowest percentage and why? 
etc.) 

7. In the Teachers’ Forum of the IVEProject, assessment models were discussed. Do you think such 
discussion threads are helpful? Please explain.  

8. The IVEProject provides calculations such as “engagement level, number of words, etc.” to make 
assessing easier for teachers. Recently, two exportable models of assessment were prepared too and 
shared with teachers. What suggestions do you have for additional IVEProject tools/systems to assist with 
assessment? Please share with us.  

9. Further comments/suggestions? 

Pre-interview Example  
(Individualized interview for T5/conducted by screensharing the pre-survey answers of the participant) 

Questions based on T5’s pre-survey answers: 

1. For the 6th question, do you have a rubric? Is it calculated weekly or for the whole exchange? Can you 
give us the specifics? 

2. Can you elaborate on what you wrote for “further comments”? What is your specific expectation from 
the IVEProject? 

Pre-interview questions asked to all participants: 

3. This is your (number) participation in the IVE, how did you decide on your assessment method? Can 
you please tell us about that process? Was it difficult or not?, etc. 
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4. From your students’ perspective, which criterion might be the hardest /easiest for them? Why? 

5. From a teacher’s perspective, do you envisage any possible problems in assessing the success of your 
students? 

6. Please look at the criteria (in the pre-survey) again, and choose one that you didn’t include and explain 
the reason why you didn’t include that. 

Post-survey 

1. What is your top priority in assessing your students in the IVEProject? 
a. Development of intercultural knowledge   
b. Development of intercultural communication  
c. English language development 
d. Other:  

2. Which of the following options did your assessment method involve? (more than one can be chosen) 
a. Teacher assessment      
b. Peer-assessment  
c. Students’ self-assessment    
d. Other: 

3. My assessment type is primarily: 
a. Formative    
b. Summative     
c. Both formative and summative      
d. Other: 

4. Why do you choose to use more qualitative or quantitative assessment methods? Or do you use an 
equal “measure” of both? Please give some reasons why you choose the assessment style you use. 

5. Which of the following factors affect your assessment method? (more than one can be chosen) 
a. Course objectives  
b. The extent of IVEProject integration into my course  
c. Number of students    
d. My digital literacy level  
e. My students’ digital literacy level   
f. My workload (for that term)  
g. Students’ workload  
h. English language level of my students  
i. Institutional requirements  
j. Other: 

6. Did you modify your assessment plan during the exchange? 
a. Yes 
b. No 

7. If yes, why? and how did you modify it? 

8. Do you think your students achieved what you hoped they would by participating in the IVEProject?  
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9. Do you have any recommendations for improving the assessment of your students in the IVEProject? 

Post-interview Example   

(Individualized interview for T3/conducted by screensharing the pre- or post-survey answers of the 
participant where necessary) 

Based on T3’s pre-survey answers 

1. At the beginning, you chose three criteria “number of words, number of posts and number of audio 
visuals”, did you change those or add another criterion? If so, why? 

Based on T3’s pre-interview 

2. During the pre-interview, you stated the “word count” criterion might be difficult. Was that so?  

Based on T3’s post-survey 

3. You stated “Students were participating more than expected. I increased the quantity of words and 
posts needed to get 100%. Only the quantity was changed”. Can you please explain this? Did your 
students know about this change? How did they react?  For future exchanges, will you keep this increased 
word and post quantity? 

Post-interview questions asked to all participants: 

4. Are you satisfied with your assessment method? Did you have difficulty in assessing your students? 
Why or why not? 

5. What do you think about your assessment system in terms of difficulty? (easy - neither easy nor 
difficult - difficult)? Why is that? 

6. Regarding assessment, what more could the IVEProject do to help you? Any suggestions? 

7. Regarding assessment, what do you want to recommend to future teachers who will participate in the 
IVEProject? 

8. What is it that you think you are assessing? i.e. Is it English Language proficiency / competency? 

9. Which language skills are most important for you to assess and which one(s) do you think the 
IVEProject lends itself best to for doing that? 

Appendix B. An Example of Theme Generation 

Example of initial codes, sub-theme and theme generation from the pre-interview in response to “How did 
you decide on your assessment method? Can you please tell us about that process?” 

 Quotation Initial code Sub-theme  Theme 

T1  … it’s a little bit higher percentage than I’ve usually done [in 
previous iterations of the IVEProject]. I’ve usually done 20% 
this semester. I’m doing 30%. And so that means both for me 

Change in 
percentage 
and word 

Teachers’ 
experience/ 
inexperience 

Assessment 
preparation 
factor/ 
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and for them we need to. We need to kind of make it a big part 
of every week … 

Whereas 2-3 semesters ago when I was counting words. It 
wasn’t like that. It was more of ah, oh geez, … he wants us to. 
Post more words type of thing you know, but it’s … changed. 
And since so, since I think really a big change has been me 
understanding this, it kind of started last semester. 

count in the 
IVEProject 

Teacher-
related 

T2 In the spring [previous iteration of the IVEProject]. Uh, it was 
basically looking at just getting them to participate. Uh, I hadn’t 
really made it detailed as to what I was going to look at, and I 
realized when I was doing my grading that it really wasn’t 
enough. For me as ah, to do the assessment without an actual 
rubric to look at, and it was all very subjective. So I mean 
basically all my students who did some participation got 
maximum points. And I knew that wasn’t, I mean, that wasn’t 
fair to everyone.  

Improving 
on the 
previous 
IVE 
experience 
and 
assessment 

Teachers’ 
experience/ 
inexperience 
in the 
IVEProject 

Assessment 
preparation 
factor/ 
Teacher-
related 

Note: Although quotations may relate to several sub-themes, this example highlights “Teachers’ 
experience/inexperience in the IVEProject”. Data from Pre-interview Question 3 (Appendix A) informed the design 
of Post-survey Question 5 (Appendix A). Figure 6 presents a combined summary of both sets of responses. 

Appendix C. Rubric Examples for Quantitative and Qualitative Criteria 

1- Rubric example for quantitative criterion (used by T2) 
Criterion: Number of words written (I encourage ~80 words / post or reply) 

1800+ words: 5% 

1500-1799 words: 4% 

1000-1499 words: 3% 

500-999 words: 2% 

1-499 words: 1% 

 2- Rubric example for qualitative criterion (used by T7) 
Criterion: The quality of grammar & vocabulary used in the interactions 

Vocabulary selection is very appropriate; vocabulary writing is very precise & grammar selection is 
very proper (score 5+): 5% 

Vocabulary selection is appropriate; vocabulary writing is precise & grammar selection is proper 
(score 4): 4% 

Vocabulary selection is quite appropriate; vocabulary writing is quite precise & grammar selection is 
quite proper (score 3): 3% 

Vocabulary selection is less appropriate; vocabulary writing is less precise & grammar selection is less 
proper (score 2): 2% 

Vocabulary selection is inappropriate; vocabulary writing is not precise & grammar selection is 
improper (score 1): 1% 



Hülya Tuncer, Eric Hagley, Andrew Johnson, and Matthew Cotter 25 
  

  
  
Appendix D. An Example of How T7 Applied Formative and Dynamic Assessment 

The example can be reached here. 
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