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1. Introduction 

The constantly changing world demands continuous personal and skill development. For this 

reason, a highly developed self-assessment and self-evaluation skills is crucial to be a 

successful part of the modern professional world since it is a prerequisite for lifelong learning 

(Boud 2003: 13). Where else could or should this skill be introduced and enhanced other than 

in the educational system.  

 Students need to be prepared to become responsible and mature members of society; 

thus, they need to know what they are good at, where their weaknesses lie and especially what 

they need to do to improve. Self-assessment is nowadays part of nearly every big decision in 

life; study orientation, career consulting, language level, assessment of job performance or the 

own personality; all of these can be performed through self-assessment.  

 During the last few decades, the focus in language teaching has shifted away from 

teacher-centred teaching and moved towards learner-centred teaching, including assigning the 

learners more responsibility and voice regarding the learning process. Hence, also the 

approach to assessment needs to be revised and made more learner-centred. Students need to 

know the assessment criteria equally well as the teachers and, hence, need to be able to assess 

their own performance or general competences. Moreover, it is beneficial if learners know 

what facilitates or hinders their learning. Based on the results, they can set their own learning 

goals and influence the learning process according to their needs. However, learners only 

know exactly what they need to work on if they assess themselves, as then it is ensured that 

they are familiar with the assessment criteria and know where the mistake happened. Hence, 

the intrinsic motivation is increased, and learners actually start to learn for themselves and not 

for their teachers. As this thesis is part of English studies in the teacher’s program, the focus 

will be on self-assessment in second language teaching. Due to the fact that “[m]ost teachers 

of English use a coursebook” (Cunningsworth 1984: 1), the easiest way for students and 

teachers to access self-assessment would be a successful integration of self-assessment tasks 

into the common English coursebook series.  

 Hence, this thesis will try to answer the following research questions: 

• How is self-assessment presented in common Austrian schoolbook series for English? 

• What kind of self-assessment tasks are accessible when only relying on the schoolbooks? 

• Are the existing self-assessment tasks likely to be successful/effective? 

For this purpose, the paper is divided into two parts; part I reviews the already existing 

literature on self-assessment while part II explains how the study was conducted and what 
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was found out. Chapter two gives necessary explanations of relevant terms and concepts, 

chapter three focuses on the theoretical justifications for implementing self-assessment and 

chapter four summarizes what the curriculum, the Common European Framework of 

References (CEFR) and the “Leistungsbeurteilungsverordnung” (LBVO) [performance 

evaluation enactment] say about self-assessment. Section five addresses the existing types of 

and tools for self-assessment, while Section six presents guidelines on how to implement self-

assessment in teaching. The last theoretical chapter outlines literature about school book 

analysis. In part II of this thesis, the performed study will be introduced; first, in chapter eight 

the research design and methods are explained. Chapter nine provides the findings of the 

global and the detailed analyses of the selected schoolbooks. Lastly, chapter ten resumes the 

most important findings and offers suggestions for future research.  
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PART I – Theoretical Background 

2. Terms and concepts of self-assessment 

In the following section, terms and concepts that are relevant for self-assessment will be 

explained; firstly, the qualities of language tests described by Bachman and Palmer (1996: 17-

41) and later adopted by Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 25-39) are summarized; secondly, 

the distinction between formative and summative assessment is addressed and lastly, several 

definitions for the concept of self-assessment are given and compared, which also leads to a 

working definition for this paper. 

2.1. Language test usefulness  

Language tests need to show certain qualities which together add up to their usefulness 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 17). Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 25-39) call those factors 

“principles of language assessment”, which cover practicality, reliability, validity, authenticity 

and washback. Bachman and Palmer (1996: 17-42) included the quality of interactiveness in 

their original text on test usefulness and find washback to be one part of the bigger concept of 

impact. The following chapter addresses these qualities and their relation to each other. 

2.1.1. Practicality 

Following Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 26), “practicality refers to the logistical, down-

to-earth, administrative issues involved in making, giving, and scoring an assessment 

instrument”, which means that the given resources in time, money and material are sufficient 

for the assessment tool used and that it is worth the effort. Bachman and Palmer (1996: 36) 

emphasize that the quality of practicality will affect the whole process of developing and 

administering a test, as the resources required need to be adjusted to the available ones. Figure 

1 shows the “relationship between the resources that will be required in the design, 

development, and use of the test and the resources that will be available for these activities” 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 36). 
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Figure 1. Practicality (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 36). 

As can be learned from Figure 1, a practical test will not demand more resources than 

available and, thus, can be developed and used (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 36). In contrast, an 

impractical test exceeds the available resources and, thus, will not be designed or 

administered, unless the developer can “modify the specifications to reduce the resources 

required, or increase the available resources or reallocate them”. Bachman and Palmer (1996: 

36-37) also define the different types of resources that can be available and required and 

categorize them into “human resources”, “material resources” and “time”, which can be seen 

in the list below.  

1 Human resources 

(e.g. test writer, scorers or raters, test administrators, and clerical support) 

2 Material resources 

Space (e.g. rooms for test development and test administration) 

Equipment (e.g. typewriters, word processors, tape and video recorders, computers) 

Materials (e.g. paper, pictures, library resources) 

3 Time 

Development time (time from the beginning of the test development process to the 

reporting of scores from the first operational administration) 

Time for specific tasks (e.g. designing, writing, administering, scoring, analyzing) 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 37). 

The requirements of a test will be different from one situation to another, so that “practicality 

can only be determined for a specific testing situation” and not in general (Bachman & Palmer 

1996: 37).  

2.1.2. Reliability 

For a test to be reliable, it must be “consistent and dependable”; hence, comparable results 

should be achieved when giving the same test to the same students at different times 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 20; Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 27). Moreover, two forms of a 

test that are used in the same testing situation should yield the same result (Bachman & 

Palmer 1996: 20). The reliability of a test depends on four different factors, namely student-

related reliability, rater reliability, test administration reliability and test reliability (Brown & 

Abeywickrama 2010: 28).  
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 Student-related reliability is the one that can least be influenced as it includes issues like 

students’ health, mood and test anxiety, which might influence the grade negatively and, thus, 

“make an observed score deviate from one’s ‘true’ score” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 

28). 

 Rater reliability can be divided into inter-rater reliability and intra-rater reliability 

(Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 28). The first describes the consistency of grades assigned by 

two individual raters, while the latter refers to the scores allocated by the same rater at two 

different points of time (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 28).  

 The environment and conditions in which a test is carried out can also influence its 

reliability (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 29). This is called test administration reliability 

and it is lowered by ambient noise, bad photocopies, light or temperature etc. (Brown & 

Abeywickrama 2010: 29).  

 Lastly, there is test reliability, which means that “the test itself can cause measurement 

errors”, for instance through ambiguous test items, too few or many items or badly designed 

distractors (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 29). 

2.1.3. Validity 

Another crucial principle of an assessment instrument is validity, which is the extent to which 

a test measures what it should measure, or “the extent to which inferences made from 

assessment results are appropriate, meaningful, and useful in terms of the purpose of the 

assessment” (Gronlund 1998: 226, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 29). Validity and 

reliability are interdependent as a test can only be valid if it is also reliable; however, a 

reliable test is not automatically valid (Hughes 2003: 50). Like with reliability, validity also 

depends on content-, criterion-, and construct-related validity, consequential validity and face 

validity (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 30-36). 

 Content-related validity is given when the test features the “subject matter about which 

conclusions are to be drawn” and the test-takers are asked to “perform the behavior that is 

being measured” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 30). A test that seeks to measure a person’s 

dialogic speaking ability is not valid in terms of its content if it features multiple choice 

questions on paper (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 31). Furthermore, the test must be based 

on what has been taught in the course, covering the content and its objectives (Brown & 

Abeywickrama 2010: 31). Hughes (2003:27) also stresses the importance of including a 

representative and “principled selection” of items in a test to ensure its content- 

related validity. 
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 Criterion-related validity is the “extent to which the ‘criterion’ of the test has actually 

been reached” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 32). Thus, the criterion of a teacher-made 

classroom test needs to show the same results as an independent tool, which is included in the 

book, for example. In other words, a test is valid if the outcome successfully predicts future 

behavior or is in line with the results of prior performances (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 

32-33). 

 Construct-related validity is given when a test measures all parts of a construct that was 

defined beforehand (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 33). It is best understood with the help of 

an example: An oral interview should test all parts of the theoretical construct of speaking, 

including “pronunciation, fluency, grammatical accuracy, vocabulary use, and socio-linguistic 

appropriateness”; hence, if the teacher then only evaluates pronunciation and grammar, 

construct validity is not fulfilled (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 33). Bachman and Palmer 

(1996: 21) use the term construct validity for what Brown and Abeywickrama (2010) divide 

up into several subcategories of validity. Following Bachman and Palmer (1996: 21) 

“construct validity pertains to the meaningfulness and appropriateness of the interpretations 

that we make on the basis of test scores” [original emphasis]. Hence, a valid test measures 

what it intends to measure, and evidence can be provided that the “test score reflects the 

area(s) of language ability we want to measure” (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 21). They further 

mention that “[c]onstruct validation is the on-going process of demonstrating that a particular 

interpretation of test scores is justified” and those interpretations can never be seen as 

completely valid (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 22). 

 Construct validity and reliability are two essential conditions for a useful language test, 

which both need to be present, but one does not warrant or cause the other (Bachman & 

Palmer 1996: 23). A multiple-choice test designed to place students in the appropriate group 

at university can be highly reliable, but if it only tests grammar, construct validity suffers 

because there is more to academic language than correct grammar (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 

23). 

 Another factor that defines the validity of an assessment tool is the impact it has, also 

called consequential validity. It “encompasses all the consequences of a test, including such 

considerations as its accuracy in measuring intended criteria, its effect on the preparation of 

test-takers, and the (intended and unintended) social consequences of a test’s interpretation 

and use” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 34). This is what Bachman and Palmer (1996) call 

impact, which is treated further in Section 2.1.4. 
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 What students think about an assessment tool is called face validity; thus, a test with 

face validity is seen as “fair, relevant, and useful for improving learning” (Gronlund 1998: 

210, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 35). 

 Lastly, Hughes (2003: 32-33) mentions that scoring needs to be valid as well. Hence, 

thorough considerations about what counts as an error need to be made beforehand. A reading 

test with short answers where grammar and spelling are scored, is not valid, neither is a 

writing test, where the main focus lies on grammar and spelling as the construct of writing is 

wider (Hughes 2003: 33).  

2.1.4. Impact and Washback 

Bachman and Palmer’s (1996: 29-30) next language test quality is impact, of which washback 

is one subcategory. Content-wise it overlaps with Brown and Abeywickrama’s (2010) concept 

of consequential validity. Impact describes the consequences a test has on the micro level, 

thus, on individuals, and on the macro level including the “educational system and society” 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 29-30). This includes, for instance, decisions made on the basis of 

the results of the administered test, be it for an individual person or the whole school system 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 30). Impact especially describes “consequences beyond just the 

classroom” (Taylor 2005: 154).  

 Washback is one “aspect of impact” and focuses on processes which “take place in and 

are implemented by individuals, as well as educational and societal systems” (Bachman & 

Palmer 1996: 30). According to Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 37-39) washback is the 

impact or effect of a test on subsequent teaching and learning; in the best case, washback is 

positive and enhances language learning and shows teachers what they need to revise; 

however, a test can also have a negative washback effect, resulting in demotivation or greater 

test anxiety (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 37-39).  

2.1.5. Authenticity 

Authenticity refers to the degree of real-world relatedness and the probability of the task 

occurring in the real world (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 36). Moreover, an authentic task 

features natural language, a realistic context is given, and the topics are relevant for the 

students (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 37). According to Bachman and Palmer (1996: 23) 

the authenticity of a test is “the correspondence between the characteristics of TLU tasks and 

those of the test task”. A TLU task, or target-language-use task, is defined as a task that “the 

test taker is likely to encounter outside of the test itself and that require language use” 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 59). Authenticity can also affect the test takers’ performance as 
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they feel the test tasks to be relevant and this real-world relevance can support test takers to 

perform well (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 24). 

2.1.6. Interactiveness 

Lastly, Bachman and Palmer (1996: 25-26) describe the principle of interactiveness, which is 

not mentioned by Brown and Abeywickrama (2010). Interactiveness can be defined as “the 

extent and type of involvement of the test taker’s individual characteristics in accomplishing a 

test task” (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 25). These characteristics include, for instance, the 

person’s “language ability”, “topical knowledge” and “affective schemata” (Bachman & 

Palmer 1996: 25). “Affective schemata” is defined as the affective or emotional conscious or 

unconscious response to certain task types and topics and, thus, can influence if and how the 

test taker tries to work on the task (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 66). Emotionally-loaded topics, 

for example, can have a significant impact on the performance in a positive or a negative way 

(Bachman & Palmer 1996: 66). For a language test to be interactive, it needs to address and 

interact with the test taker’s “language knowledge and […] strategic competence”; only then 

are inferences about the person’s language ability valid (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 26). 

Hence, interactiveness is a crucial quality of language tests as it draws a link to construct 

validity (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 26).  

 Authenticity and interactiveness are similar to some extent as both are only relative 

qualities and not absolute (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 28). Moreover, both qualities can only 

be defined in a specific context and not in general; a test can show relative high authenticity 

and interactiveness with a certain group of test takers and low with others (Bachman & 

Palmer 1996: 29). Estimating the authenticity and interactiveness of a test task is nearly 

impossible as the responses of the test takers might differ highly, and it might not be possible 

to anticipate their reaction (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 29). Lastly, all the qualities need to be 

balanced; thus, often only a minimum level of authenticity and interactiveness can be reached; 

however, tests can also fulfill their purpose satisfactorily without being authentic or 

interactive at all (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 29).  

 

The discussed qualities of test usefulness or principles of language tests can only be evaluated 

together and not “independently of each other” (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 38). Further, their 

“relative importance” and “the appropriate balance” can vary between different testing 

situations, so that it cannot be defined which one is more important than another one without 

having an exact context (Bachman & Palmer 1996: 38). However, Bachman and Palmer 
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(1996: 38) emphasize the necessity to bear all of them in mind and “not to ignore one quality 

at the expense of others”.  

2.2. The differences between formative and summative assessment 

In order to fully understand the concept of self-assessment, the difference between formative 

and summative assessment has to be defined. Both forms are essential for teaching and “must 

work together in a highly coordinated effort” (Afflerbach 2016: 415).  

2.2.1. Formative assessment 

Most of the performed assessment can be identified as formative (Brown & Abeywickrama 

2010: 7). Formative assessment means “evaluating students in the process of ‘forming’ their 

competencies and skills with the goal of helping them to continue that growth process” 

(Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 7). Heritage (2010: 9) compares several definitions by 

different important scholars (Bell & Cowie 2001, Black et al. 2003, Bloom 1969, Popham 

2008, Shepard et al. 2005) and summarizes them as follows: 

The function of formative assessment as a means to improve learning through 

instruction clearly comes through, as does the idea that not only teachers but also 

students are active users of formative assessment. In sum, formative assessment is 

a process that takes place continuously during the course of teaching and learning 

to provide teachers and students with feedback to close the gap between current 

learning and desired goal. 

Further, Heritage (2010: 7) argues that even the etymology of the word assessment suggests 

that it is done together with the students, as it derives from the Latin word assidere, which 

means to sit with. Considering the origin of the word itself, formative assessment can be seen 

as the original or natural form of assessment. 

 According to Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 7), practically all types of informal 

feedback, like indicating an error, suggesting further steps or commenting on some 

performance with the purpose and intention to “improve the learner’s language ability” count 

as formative assessment. 

 Turner (2012: 67) refers to Scriven (1967) who over 50 years ago “coined the term 

formative evaluation in education meaning that assessment could be used to form acquisition 

of learning through ongoing assessment procedures to support learning”. With this definition, 

the author also lays the focus on the continuous and learning-facilitating nature of formative 

assessment (Turner 2012: 67).  

 Alongside the numerous positive features of formative assessment to enhance learning, 

which are also mentioned in the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR), the 

authors of this document also emphasize the potential pitfalls of extensive feedback:  
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Feedback only works if the recipient is in a position (a) to notice, i.e. is attentive, 

motivated and familiar with the form in which the information is coming, (b) to 

receive, i.e. is not swamped with information, has a way of recording, organising 

and personalising it; (c) to interpret, i.e. has sufficient pre-knowledge and 

awareness to understand the point at issue, and not to take counterproductive 

action and (d) to integrate the information, i.e. has the time, orientation and 

relevant resources to reflect on, integrate and so remember the new information 

(Council of Europe 2001: 186). 

Therefore, students need to be trained in handling feedback successfully and effectively, 

which includes “monitoring [their] own learning” and “implies self-direction” (Council of 

Europe 2001: 186), which are two important aspects of self-assessment. Thus, including self-

assessment in one’s teaching does not only train self-assessment itself but also helps with 

other essential, regular processes in teaching and learning.  

 Formative assessment does not only aim at closing the “gap between current learning 

and desired goals”, it also supports students’ improvement by continuously providing 

feedback and encouragement to self-assess their progress (Heritage 2010:19).  

2.2.2. Summative assessment  

Summative assessment, in contrast, sums up the student’s performance in the form of a grade 

or score often with little information on what went wrong or well or how to improve. 

Following Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 7), “[summative assessment] aims to measure, 

or summarize, what a student has grasped and typically occurs at the end of a course or unit of 

instruction”. Practical examples of summative assessment would be final exams or 

proficiency tests that usually evaluate or contribute to “decision making” (Brown & 

Abeywickrama 2010: 7).  

 According to Stern (2010: 32) summative assessment is used for the purpose of making 

selective decisions, for example, to determine if students are allowed to attend the next higher 

grade. When taking a test with summative evaluation, students try to avoid making mistakes 

and want to show their best performance; in contrast, formative assessment provides a safe 

space to make mistakes, receiving feedback and learning from them, without having to fear 

negative consequences (Stern 2010: 33).  

 The CEFR offers “Common Reference Levels” (Council of Europe 2001: 24, 26-29) 

describing what speakers should be able to perform at different language levels from A1 to C2 

which seem to have particular relevance for summative assessment (Council of Europe 2001: 

186). However, when reading the relevant descriptors for a certain level, students know what 

they need to learn to reach the language level that is required in the school year. Thus, 

assessing students according to the descriptors given in the CEFR results in a summative 
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grade or level of language proficiency, but when reading the descriptors this can be turned 

into formative assessment as the students learn exactly what they are supposed to know and 

can find out what they need to improve.  

 Therefore, it is necessary to include both forms of assessment in teaching and also to 

make students aware of the differences of the two forms, so that they know if and how they 

are being assessed.  

2.3. A definition of self-assessment 

Defining self-assessment might seem easy; however, different scholars have slightly different 

angles on what self-assessment is exactly. Boud (1991: 5, cited in Boud 2003: 12) states that 

“the defining characteristic of self assessment [is] the involvement of students in identifying 

standards and/or criteria to apply to their work and making judgements about the extent to 

which they have met these criteria and standards”. Thus, Boud’s definition includes the 

students’ contribution to the process of finding criteria against which they assess their work.  

 In contrast, Andrade and Valtcheva (2009: 13) describe self-assessment as “a process of 

formative assessment during which students reflect on the quality of their work, judge the 

degree to which it reflects explicitly stated goals or criteria, and revise accordingly”. The 

focus definitely lies on the formative nature of self-assessment, as it “is done on drafts of 

works in progress in order to inform revision and improvement” and is, thus, not a question of 

students assigning themselves grades (Andrade & Valtcheva 2009: 13). The scholars contrast 

self-assessment with self-evaluation, which, in their opinion, “refers to approaches that 

involve students in grading their own work” (Andrade & Valtcheva 2009: 13). Here, a clear 

distinction is drawn between students reflecting on their own work and grading it. This 

juxtaposition is not made by other authors, like Boud (2003: 12), who identifies the second 

part of his definition, which focuses on the extent to which the students’ performance meets 

the criteria that was defined before as “self grading or self testing”. Following Boud (2003: 

12) this summative form is only “a limited aspect of self assessment”, which might be useful 

to get involved with self-assessment but neglects the much more important formative part of 

“identifying and engaging with criteria”. His definite focus lies on the integration of students 

in the process of defining and “determining what is good work in any given situation” (Boud 

2003: 12). Moreover, he mentions that “the term ‘self evaluation’ is commonly used in the 

literature” and can, against the opinion of Andrade and Valtcheva, be used interchangeably 

with the term self-assessment (Boud 2003: 13).  

 Butler and Lee (2010: 6-8) identify two purposes or manners of using student self-

assessment in an educational context, while applying the same term; firstly, “self-assessment 
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as a measurement tool in language education”, and secondly, “self-assessment as a means of 

advancing learning in language education”. While the first category covers the “measurement 

aspect of self-assessment” (Butler & Lee 2012: 6), the latter discusses the “learning or 

instructional aspects of self-assessment” (Butler & Lee 2012: 8).  

 Sacher (2001: 177) takes a different point of view and understands self-assessment as 

students reflecting on learning processes, performance and achievement in general, not 

especially on their own work. He further explains that based on his definition, peer-

assessment, or students assessing other students, and the evaluation of teacher performance, 

are forms of self-assessment (Sacher 2001: 177).  

 Black and William (1998: 143) claim that self-assessment has been regularly used in 

order to enhance formative assessment with great success. Moreover, they explain that the 

“link of formative assessment to self-assessment is not an accident; indeed, it is inevitable” 

(Black & William 1998: 143). Students can only evaluate their own performance and 

knowledge if they are aware of their learning goals, which is rarely the case, as numerous 

pupils “have become accustomed to receiving classroom teaching as an arbitrary sequence of 

exercises with no overarching rationale” (Black & William 1998: 143).Hence, Black and 

William (1998: 143) see self-assessment as “an essential component of formative 

assessment”, because “if formative assessment is to be productive, pupils should be trained in 

self-assessment so that they can understand the main purposes of their learning and thereby 

grasp what they need to do to achieve” their set goals. 

 To sum up, self-assessment is by nature a formative assessment process, as it aims at 

enhancing and supporting the students’ language learning process, which should also be 

reflected in existing self-assessment tasks (SATs).  

 For the purpose of this paper, the terms self-assessment and self-evaluation are used 

synonymously, as Boud (2003: 13) suggests. Moreover, self-grading represents the 

summative aspect of self-assessment and is, thus, treated as one type of self-assessment. 

However, for a SAT to be useful, it should always involve students in defining the criteria and 

provide some formative feedback, as Boud (2003) and Black and William (1998) emphasize. 

Students assessing their peers’ or teachers’ performances is an important part of teaching and 

learning but will not be part of the applied construct of self-assessment.  

 



13 

3. Theoretical Justifications for Self-Assessment 

In the following chapter, reasons and theoretical justifications for the use and implementation 

of self-assessment are examined. In Section 3.1., aspects of including self-assessment in 

formal assessment are elaborated on and the in 2.1. given assessment principles are applied to 

self-assessment. Subsequently in 3.2., important learning theories are put in relation to self-

assessment. Lastly, Section 3.3. summarizes other benefits of implementing self-assessment 

in teaching 

3.1. Self-assessment in formal assessment 

Formal assessment can be defined as a tool to generate systematic and planned feedback on 

how well students are doing, which means that all tests or other planned exams fall in the 

category of formal assessment (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 7). In contrast, informal 

assessment happens all the time during teaching, mostly unplanned and spontaneous, like 

short comments and responses to students’ utterances (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 6).  

 Boud (2003: 168) finds two main arguments for incorporating self-grading in the formal 

marking process. The first is that students take tasks that contribute to their final grade more 

seriously than tasks that should only enhance learning; thus, self-assessment is often only 

done adequately when students know that it makes up a part of their final grade (Boud 2003: 

168). Moreover, “self assessment never exists in a vacuum, it always occurs in a context”, 

which means that through self-assessment students can practice the application of the often 

unclear assessment criteria, which is also important for their future lives as they will face 

situations where they are judged against criteria that they only partially know (Boud 2003: 

168). The second argument for involving students in the formal assessment process is that it 

saves precious teacher time, which can then be invested in the preparation of more learning 

enhancing activities than putting a letter grade under a test or piece of homework (Boud 2003: 

168).  

 Additionally, well-implemented self-assessment can also meet the assessment principles 

mentioned in 2.1. Regarding the principle of practicality, self-assessment scores through 

offering the possibility for all performances to be assessed at the same time (Sadler & Good 

2006: 2). Once implemented and accepted by students, self-assessment can save teacher time 

by providing a key once and handing it to all students.  

 Black and Wiliam (1998: 143) argue that “[p]upils are generally honest and reliable in 

assessing both themselves and one another; they can even be too hard on themselves”. 

Reliability in terms of self-assessment is often reduced to inter-rater reliability and, thus, is 
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defined as the degree of agreement between students’ and teachers’ grading and is usually 

called “accuracy” (Lew, Alwis & Schmidt 2010: 142). Several studies show that with some 

training, students’ self-assigned marks and teachers’ marks correlate highly (Edwards 2007; 

Leach 2010; Sadler & Good 2006). Other studies show that students themselves are also 

consistent in their own assessment “over a range of skills and tasks”; thus, intra-rater 

reliability is also ensured (Fitzgerald, Gruppen & White 2000, cited in Ross 2006: 3). When 

studies show that teachers are unreliable or biased raters, the proposed solution is rater 

training, which should also be applied to student raters (Boud 2003: 169). If it is feared that 

students are not reliable enough to grade their work themselves, Boud (2003: 170) suggests 

the following measures “for improving marker reliability”: 

• establishing explicit criteria for satisfactory and unsatisfactory performance; 

• using scales in which the categories are unambiguously defined; 

• not using scales which are more sensitive than the fineness of discrimination 

allows; 

• training markers through practicing the application of accepted criteria to 

typical examples of work to be marked and the resolution of differences 

through discussion between markers to reach consensus on the interpretation 

of the criteria. 

Oscarson (2009: 87-88) suggests that students can perform accurate self-evaluation mainly 

depending on the students’ proficiency level; high achieving students with a high proficiency 

in the assessed skill are more likely to be reliable raters and even tend to underestimate 

themselves. Lew, Alwis and Schmidt (2010: 142) also found that low-achieving students’ 

assessment correlates less with their tutor’s assessment than of high-achieving ones. 

Moreover, practice in self-assessment helps students to become more accurate (Oscarson 

2009: 89). Reliability is also dependent on the specific task, as “[h]igher correlations were 

obtained using can-do statements and in on-task contexts compared to more global self-

assessments of language skills, in off-task situations” (Oscarson 2009: 88).  

 As heard before, validity, especially content, criterion-related and construct validity, are 

always dependent on the actual test; nonetheless, consequential validity is definitely given 

when looking at self-assessment, as students improve their learning by assessing themselves 

(McDonald & Boud 2003: 217; Sharma et al. 2016: 227; Strong, David and Hawks 2010: 55). 

Moreover, once they have internalized the assessment criteria, they are more likely to know 

what is expected of them. Face validity will depend on the actual students and their attitude 

towards self-assessment tasks but might be relatively high if the students realize the 

relevance. 
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 Authenticity is another assessment principle that is met by self-assessment because the 

skill to reflect on and evaluate their own work and improve it accordingly will be needed by 

students in the real world, especially by employers.  

 Self-assessment can have a great washback effect as students know what they need to 

focus on more explicitly and, if the teacher has a look at the self-assessment results, they can 

also adapt their future teaching to reduce unclarity. 

 Lastly, the quality of interactiveness is certainly given, as an effective self-assessment 

task involves the student’s knowledge, abilities and personality.  

 Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 153) supply a table consisting of several alternatives 

in assessment and their “fulfillment of the major assessment principles”. Self- and peer-

assessment are combined and are evaluated to show moderate practicality and face validity, 

low reliability but high content validity, washback and authenticity (Brown & Abeywickrama 

2010: 153). As already mentioned, reliability might be an issue, especially when self-

assessment is newly introduced; however, it can be trained, and students’ reliability can be 

improved. Practicality was rated higher than reliability by Brown & Abeywickrama (2010: 

153) which might be due to the administration process which allows the assessment of 

numerous students at the same time (Sadler & Good 2006: 2).  

3.2. Learning theories supporting self-assessment 

The concept of self-assessment is often considered as an alternative to the conventional way 

of assessing students’ work, that is the teacher collecting a piece of work, correcting it and 

putting a score or grade below it. However, for some teachers, or maybe also parents, the idea 

of students’ assessing themselves might seem irresponsible as the students are in the process 

of learning and might not “be capable of rendering an accurate assessment of their own 

performance” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 144). Nevertheless, theory reinforces the 

necessity of self-assessment, as it perfectly ties in with several principles of second language 

acquisition, namely autonomy, intrinsic motivation (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 144) and 

metacognition (Boud 2003: 14; McMillan & Hearn 2008: 43; Sacher 2001: 173-174).  

 Autonomy includes the “ability to set one’s own goals both within and beyond the 

structure of a classroom curriculum, to pursue them without the presence of an external prod, 

and to independently monitor that pursuit” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 145). Boud 

(2003: 27) refers to the connection between self-assessment and “autonomy and self-

direction”, meaning that “students tak[e] greater responsibility for their own learning”. 

“Students [need to] learn to become independent of their teachers and […] should be placed in 

circumstances in which they are expected to make decisions about what and how they learn”, 
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which is realized by implementing student self-assessment (Boud 2003: 27). Similarly, Little 

(2005: 322) mentions that “in learner-centred pedagogies calculated to promote the 

development of learner autonomy, self-assessment plays a central role in shaping and 

directing the reflective processes on which such development depends”. Hence, learner-

centred teaching, which should be common practice nowadays, and is defined as “’a 

collaborative effort between teachers and learners’” (Nunan 1988: 2, cited by Little 2005: 

321) enforces student autonomy by incorporating students in the “process of evaluating 

curriculum outcomes, including their learning achievement” (Little 2005: 322). A learner-

centred teaching approach also involves self-regulated learning, which “emphasizes autonomy 

and control by the individual who monitors, directs and regulates actions toward goals of 

information acquisition, expanding expertise, and self-improvement” (Paris & Paris 2001: 

89), which are great parts of self-assessment practice and therefore, makes it a requirement of 

modern teaching.  

 According to Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 145), “developing intrinsic motivation 

that comes from a self-propelled desire to excel is at the top of the list of successful 

acquisition of any set of skills”, and can be achieved by applying self-assessment effectively. 

As students receive some “control over their own actions” (Paris & Paris 2001, cited in Butler 

& Lee 2010: 8) and become “aware […] that their opinions are being taken into account […] 

their morale, involvement and, thus, motivation” can be enhanced (Boud 2003: 17). Rolheiser 

and Ross (2001: 13) argue that “[s]tudents who are taught self-evaluation skills are more 

likely to persist on difficult tasks, [are] more confident about their ability, and take greater 

responsibility for their work”. Hence, self-assessment can be used “as a tool for motivation 

and awareness raising” by “helping learners to appreciate their strengths, recognize their 

weaknesses and orient their learning more effectively” (Council of Europe 2001: 192).  

 Another crucial factor which helps tremendously with language learning is students’ 

“capability of monitoring what they do and modifying their learning strategies appropriately”, 

which is part of “metacognition” (Boud 2003: 14). Sacher (2001: 173-174) defines 

metacognition as the formation of knowledge about one’s own cognition and learning 

processes, which is enforced by self-evaluation. Metacognition “includes conscious control of 

specific cognitive skills such as checking understanding, predicting outcomes, planning 

activities, managing time, and switching to different learning activities” (McMillan & Hearn 

2008: 43). Those skills can be taught to students through self-assessment.  

 Hence, when successfully implemented, self-assessment is in line with crucial learning 

theories and facilitates skill development.  
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3.3. Further beneficial factors of self-assessment 

Self-assessment is not only supported by certain learning theories, scholars also report various 

benefits and positive effects of self-assessment on teachers and students.  

 Sacher (2001: 173-175), for instance, lists numerous benefits of student self-assessment, 

like an increase in the transparency of assessment criteria and, thus, a reduction in test anxiety 

(Sacher 2001: 173) and a better understanding by the students of what they are required to 

know. Moreover, self-assessment allows faster feedback on even small steps of improvement, 

which might go unnoticed by the teacher (Sacher 2001: 173).  

 Similarly, Edwards (2007: 75) observes that “self-grading alleviates student anxiety 

and, subsequently, eases student-teacher conflict by demystifying the grading process and 

making students feel that they have control over their evaluation”. The researcher teaches 

students in statistics at the University of Alaska, where they self-grade all their homework and 

exams by receiving the key afterwards (Edwards 2007: 73). The students profit from the keys, 

as they serve as documents for studying (Edwards 2007: 73). Furthermore, the teachers’ time 

is used more efficiently, as they can save time on correcting and give extensive formative 

feedback instead (Edwards 2007: 73). Another benefit of students’ correcting their own 

performance is that there is no time gap between doing the homework or writing the test and 

receiving feedback on it, which makes it possible to reconstruct their thoughts when writing 

the homework or exam (Edwards 2007: 73). Students report that they learn more from self-

assessment because they really look at what they did in contrast to when the teacher corrects 

the exam and students only look at the grade (Edwards 2007: 74). Moreover, they feel more 

relaxed as they do not have to wait one week or even longer for their grade (Edwards 2007: 

74). 

 Analogously, Sadler and Good list the above-mentioned advantages and categorize 

them in four groups, namely “logistical”, “pedagogical”, “metacognitive” and “affective”, 

meaning that self-assessment saves time by letting all students assess their performance at the 

same time, deepens knowledge of the topic, raises awareness of their strengths and 

weaknesses and assigns responsibility for their own learning to the students (2006: 2-3).  

 Strong, David and Hawks (2010: 55) conducted a study over two semesters in their 

“History of Creativity in the Arts, Science, and Technology” class with 240 students and 

found that more than 50 per cent of the participating students felt to have “a better 

understanding of the material”, perceived the lessons as more enjoyable and also tried new 

learning strategies, when self-grading was implemented.  
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 Taras surveys common “models of self-assessment in higher education […] in the 

Anglophone research world” and  mentions that involving students in the process of reflecting 

on and assessing their own work “recognizes the equal responsibility of the participants” 

(Taras 2010: 201) and, hence, prepares them for “their role in a democratic inclusive society” 

(Dearing 1997, cited in Taras 2008: 84). According to Boud (2003: 44), “self assessment 

contributes to changing power relationships, but only if it is used with a shift of control as, for 

example, can come about when it is used as part of assessment which counts for formal 

grading purposes”. Hence, “the formal use of self assessment” can have a symbolic meaning 

for students (Boud 2003: 44). Butler and Lee (2010: 9-10) also support this view by 

describing the capability of self-assessment to “change the power relationship” by enforcing a 

shift from an “exam culture” to a “learning culture”, where the learner’s progress is in focus.  

 Sharma et al. (2016) compared the outcome of two consecutive non-identical, but 

parallel theory tests with a process of self-assessing the first. Both tests were also marked by 

teachers for comparison, resulting in a “significant improvement in the academic performance 

of students […] as 74 % of the students showed improvement in marks” (Sharma et al. 2016: 

227). Likewise, Butler and Lee (2010: 27) found “marginal positive effects of self-assessment 

on the students’ English performance and their confidence”. McDonald and Boud (2003) 

conducted a similar study with two groups of final year high school students in Barbados, of 

which one received training in self-assessment. They also found that “self-assessment training 

had a significant impact on [the] performance of those who had been exposed to it [as they] 

outperformed their peers” (McDonald & Boud 2003: 217).  

 

In conclusion, a well-designed and administered self-assessment task can be used for formal 

assessment as it potentially meets the required qualities of language tests. Moreover, 

successful implementation of self-assessment does not only meet certain learning theories, 

like enhancing autonomy, intrinsic motivation and metacognition, it entails many more 

advantages, like power shifts, an increase of transparency, a decrease of anxieties, better 

performance, more efficient use of teacher time, only a short time gap between performing 

and receiving feedback and learning through engaging the performance.  
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4. Self-assessment in official documents 

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) is an extensive 

document published by the Council of Europe that aims at helping all people involved in 

language learning to reflect on the process of language learning and to “tell each other and 

their clientele what they wish to help learners to achieve, and how they attempt to do so” 

(Council of Europe 2001: xi). One subject of the CEFR is the assessment grids, which attempt 

to define what a learner needs to know for each skill to reach a certain language level via 

“can-do statements”. The skills themselves are again subdivided into several subskills; 

speaking, for example, into range, accuracy, fluency, interaction and coherence (Council of 

Europe 2001: 28-29). Here, it says that to be at A1 (the lowest) level of coherence in 

speaking, learners “[c]an link words or groups of words with very basic linear connectors like 

‘and’ or ‘then’” (Council of Europe 2001: 29). These descriptors can easily be translated into 

“I-can-do statements”, which are also included in the CEFR, and can serve the purpose of 

self-assessment (Council of Europe 2001: 26-27, 231-237). As the national curriculum gives 

which level should be obtained in a certain grade, teachers and, in the case of self-assessment, 

also students can use those descriptors to see what is already achieved and what needs to be 

improved; “[p]rovided the descriptors are positive, independent statements, they can be 

included in checklists for self- and teacher-assessment” [original emphasis] (Council of 

Europe 2001: 181). When talking about different types of assessment, the difference between 

“assessment by others” and “self-assessment” is also explained (Council of Europe 2001: 

191). Self-assessment is seen as “an effective complement to tests and teacher assessment” 

and “a tool for motivation and awareness raising” (Council of Europe 2001: 191-192). 

Furthermore, it is stated that “structured self-assessment can achieve correlations to teachers’ 

assessments and test equal to the correlation (level of concurrent validation) commonly 

reported between teachers themselves” (Council of Europe 2001: 191). It is also suggested 

that accuracy is increased through training when standards are clearly defined and “when 

assessment is related to a specific experience” (Council of Europe 2001: 191).  

 As the CEFR forms the basis for national curricula for second languages in lower and 

upper secondary schools, self-assessment also ought to be mentioned there in some form. 

When examining the Austrian curriculum for English (BMBF 2000a), a direct reference to 

self-assessment cannot be found. Nonetheless, it is connected to other topics mentioned. First 

of all, the curriculum for lower secondary says that students should be prepared for lifelong 

autonomous learning and for this reason, learning strategies should be taught (BMBF 2000a: 

1). For autonomous learning, self-assessment is essential for students to set realistic goals and 
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find out what to do to achieve them. Moreover, learning strategies can be taught by the 

teacher, but the students need to decide which ones are relevant for them, a process for which 

they again need the skill to reflect on their preferences. Furthermore, individual learning 

progress, skills and effort need to be taken into account (BMBF 2000a: 2), which can be 

facilitated through letting students assess their progress themselves to receive a holistic 

picture.  

 The curriculum for upper secondary school, in contrast, explicitly refers to the need for 

providing opportunities for self-evaluation in the context of preparing students for lifelong 

autonomous learning: “Möglichkeiten zur Selbstevaluation sind dabei besonders zu 

berücksichtigen” [possibilities for self-evaluation need to be especially considered] (BMBF 

2000b: 1).  

 Both curricula emphasize that all skills and subskills should be trained equally 

intensively, which would imply that also self-assessment should be taught equally for all 

those skills. However, Ross (1998, cited in Butler & Lee 2010: 7) “found that self-assessing 

one’s receptive skills, such as listening and reading, has been found to be more accurate than 

for productive skills such as speaking and writing”.  

 Looking at the LBVO (Leistungsbeurteilungsverordnung) (BMDW: 2019) 

[performance evaluation enactment], which is the legal document treating the assessment of 

students, the concept of self-assessment cannot be found anywhere  

 Another important document is the European Language Portfolio (ELP) (Abuja et al. 

2004), which translates the above-mentioned requirements of the CEFR into a portfolio for 

students where they can self-assess their progress. The ELP exists for different age groups and 

consists of a handbook for teachers, a language passport and the portfolio itself for the pupils 

(Abuja et al. 2004). The portfolio again covers several sections; the first deals with the pupils’ 

language learning experience, where they reflect on which languages they had contact with 

and what they already know about them (Abuja et al. 2004: 13-20). The second section 

includes tips for effective learning with some space for individual reflection at the end (Abuja 

et al. 2004: 23-26). Then there is a section which includes questions on the pupils’ actual 

language use, where they can write down and tick off what they do often in which language 

(Abuja et al. 2004: 29-31). The next part is called the language checklists, where all the can-

do statements for all the language skills are given and the pupils can tick their level of 

proficiency (Abuja et al. 2004: 35-55). The final section discusses intercultural experiences, 

where the pupils again have the chance to reflect on their experiences (Abuja et al. 2004: 59-

67). At the back of the portfolio is the dossier for a collection of pupil’s works which 
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represents their language learning progress (Abuja et al. 2004: 73-77). The language passport 

includes all the can-do statements with which the pupils can assess and classify their language 

proficiency for all their languages (Abuja et al. 2004).  

 To sum up, although the CEFR, as the official basis for national language curricula 

requires the administration of self-assessment, only the curriculum for upper secondary 

explicitly states it. However, the enhancement of autonomy for lifelong learning is part of 

every curriculum, which is one major goal of self-assessment, which could be implemented 

by using the European Language Portfolio, for instance.  

 

5. Types of Self-Assessment and tools for its administration 

Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 144-151) differentiate between five types of self-

assessment: “direct assessment of performance”, “indirect assessment of general 

competence”, “metacognitive assessment”, “assessment of socioaffective factors” and 

“student self-generated tests”. The implementation of those categories can happen through 

different tools, like portfolio tasks, journal entries, conferences, etc. To gather the required 

information, different formats can be used, for example multiple choice questions, 

questionnaires or short response questions, etc. 

5.1. Types 

5.1.1. Direct assessment of performance 

Direct assessment of performance is when students actually assess their own work, be it some 

text, oral performance or a comprehension task (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 145). Boud 

(2003: 12) sees this type of self-assessment as one “limited aspect of self-assessment” and 

calls it “self grading or self testing”. The time between the delivery and the evaluation of a 

performance should be short, for instance, directly after giving a presentation; hence, the 

student must be aware of the criteria against which they can gauge their output (Brown & 

Abeywickrama 2010: 145). The authors suggest a journal as an appropriate tool for direct 

assessment (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 145). Moreover, students directly assess their 

performance when they complete a quiz which they can correct themselves, either because 

they receive the solutions beforehand, or because the quiz is online and is corrected by the 

computer; however, the students themselves score the result and, thus, can grade themselves 

(Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 146). This procedure does not allow for a great washback 

effect, as the feedback is restricted and in this case is more summative than formative. The 
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teacher or computer presents the correct answers and students simply count their points; of 

course, this is self-assessment, but with little long-ranging impact, as the students potentially 

do not reflect on what exactly went wrong and the reasons for that. Other exercises, like 

students engaging with bilingual or foreign language texts, media, movies or news and 

afterwards checking and reflecting their comprehension, for example, by using subtitles or 

talking to peers about it, are mentioned as hand-on examples for direct assessment (Gardner 

1996, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 146). 

5.1.2. Indirect assessment of general competence 

Indirect assessment of general competence complements the above-mentioned type of 

assessment as the focus lies on the students’ abilities in general and disregards potential errors 

and mistakes happening within a specific performance (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 146). 

This kind of assessment can be useful after a lesson, a chapter or unit or a whole term (Brown 

& Abeywickrama 2010: 146). Moreover, assessing general competence could be a valuable 

tool as a diagnostic test at the beginning of a term or school year to identify students’ 

weaknesses and, thus, learning goals for the upcoming course.  

 Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 146) suggest that indirect assessment is especially 

helpful for learning processes or student activities which cannot be directly observed by the 

teacher, for instance, participation during group work phases, attention to the lecture or 

thinking processes while reading, which are easily self-assessed through a questionnaire with 

a simple rating scale, like assigning points from one to five, or choosing between three 

options as can be seen in the following example. 

 The following questionnaire (fig. 3.) is one example of or model for self-assessment that 

deserves some attention for several reasons. It is simple to understand as it is self-explanatory 

and, thus, students probably do not need prolonged instructions, especially if they are used to 

self-assessment, so it does not take up much of the already limited class time. Furthermore, 

this questionnaire gives students the chance to not only choose between the three options to 

rate themselves, but they can also leave comments, if they feel the need to add something. The 

most important benefit of this questionnaire is, however, that it predominantly asks about 

processes and actions the teacher can hardly observe or not at all, like questions on individual 

behavior during group or pair work. Moreover, the focus shifts away from an exclusive 

teacher-student interaction and includes questions about peer interaction, like “I ask my 

classmates questions” (Phillips 2000, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 147). 
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Teachers will probably rarely notice this kind of interaction; nevertheless, it shows active 

participation in class and, hence, should be taken into consideration when grading class 

participation.  

 

Figure 2. Self-assessment of class participation (Phillips 2000, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 147) 

 Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 148) further emphasize other options for indirect self-

assessment besides the format of a questionnaire, such as “journals, in which students engage 

in more open-ended assessment and/ or make their own comments on the result of completed 

checklists”. Hence, they suggest giving students the opportunity to reflect on the process and 

product of filling in a questionnaire, which again stimulates self-evaluation.  

 The self-assessment grids provided in the CEFR can be classified as indirect assessment 

of competences, as they describe in general what should be mastered at a certain language 

level.  
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 Stern (2010: 57) proposes to use a questionnaire for “before-after comparison” to self-

assess their study progress. He gives an example of a questionnaire with a list of topic-related 

terms, where pupils have to tick if they know “a lot” “something” or “nothing” about these 

terms before the topic is treated in class and afterwards to visualize their progress (Stern 2010: 

57). These results can again be an important support for teachers to see what their students 

have really understood, and which concepts need to be revised. These questionnaires can also 

be a motivational factor for the students themselves to learn more about terms they know 

“nothing” about, which is similar to goal-setting. 

 The results of such a questionnaire can subsequently be taken as a foundation for 

grading class participation in order to complement the teachers’ own notes, or the self-

assigned points are taken as the grade for class participation without taking other observations 

into account. The latter, on the one hand, ensures that students take the topic of self-

assessment, and especially the questionnaire, seriously and allots them great responsibility. 

On the other hand, it ignores observations made at other points of time. Hence, a combination 

of student self-assessment, maybe peer-assessment and teachers’ notes might yield the most 

accurate grade.  

5.1.3. Metacognitive assessment 

While the first two types of self-assessment concentrate on past performances or already 

acquired knowledge, metacognitive assessment focuses on “setting goals and monitoring 

one’s progress. Personal goal-setting has the advantage of fostering intrinsic motivation and 

providing learners with that extra-special impetus from having set and accomplished one’s 

own goals” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 148). This kind of self-assessment can be 

designed as an open task, like journal entries or “cooperative (oral) pair or group learning” or 

as a more restricted one, such as a list of goals to choose from or a questionnaire (Brown & 

Abeywickrama 2010: 148). The authors further talk about “end-of-chapter self-evaluation 

checklists” which can also serve the purpose of goal-setting, as students reflect on the 

knowledge and competences the chapter treats and can adjust their goals, if they conclude that 

they did not meet them satisfactorily (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 149). This revision of 

lesson content is highly beneficial for all parties, if the teacher is allowed access to the results, 

as they can adapt their upcoming teaching to the students’ needs and spend more time on 

topics most students struggled with or provide individual assistance (Brown & Abeywickrama 

2010: 149). 

 Stern (2010: 56) suggests another approach to the idea of goal-setting. He proposes that 

the pupils receive a list of learning goals in a certain subject and prioritize them according to 
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their subjective importance from which they have to choose two main goals, which will be 

reflected on during the school year (Stern 2010: 56). In the manner of a diary, students are 

asked to keep notes on their progress towards achieving their goals which, according to Stern, 

should happen at least twice a year, and additionally students receive feedback from their 

teacher (Stern 2010: 56).  

5.1.4. Assessment of socioaffective factors 

In contrast to the first three types of self-assessment, assessing socioaffective factors shifts the 

focus away from past or future performance to the students themselves and “affective factors 

in learning” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 149). This form of assessment “requires looking 

at oneself through a psychological lens” and seeks to identify and overcome distracting 

factors in learning (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 149). These include, for instance, 

anxieties, “mental or emotional obstacles”, preferences concerning guidelines and rules or 

motivation-reducing factors (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 149). Brown (2002: 2, 13, cited 

in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 149) developed statements for a questionnaire designed as 

a continuum with, for example, “I don’t mind if people laugh at me when I speak” at the one 

end and “I get embarrassed if people laugh at me when I speak” at the other end. Here, test-

takers are asked to mark their personal preference between the two ends (Brown & 

Abeywickrama 2010: 149). Questionnaires structured like this have a huge potential for all 

kinds of learning-influencing factors. This tool could also be used to reflect on one’s learning 

styles or learning environment preferences, like “I like noises/music/people talking etc. 

around me while studying” versus “I need absolute silence when studying” or “The best time 

for me to study is early in the morning” versus “I prefer studying in the evening”. Brown 

(2002: 37, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 150) suggests assessing multiple 

intelligences with a similarly structured questionnaire by giving points from one to four to 

certain statements, such as “I like making charts and diagrams”, “I like drama and role plays” 

or “I like group work and pair interaction”. This kind of questions may also help find ideal 

ways of learning and, thus, also teaching. 

 Furthermore, Brown (1999: 59, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 150) includes a 

questionnaire to assess learning preferences with a system of giving either one or two checks 

or none at all, depending on the degree of helpfulness of the item. 
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Figure 3. Self-assessment of learning preferences (Brown 1999: 59, cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 

150). 

 The results of this, or a similar, questionnaire can not only help the students themselves 

to choose their working environment, but also the teacher to plan future lessons based on the 

majority’s actual needs. It also makes it easier for teachers to individualize sequences by, for 

example, forming groups of students that prefer working on their own and of others who are 

allowed to cooperate with a partner. 

 Similarly, Stern (2010: 57-58) includes the “Kraftfeldanalyse: Reflexion über 

Motivationsfaktoren” [force field analysis: reflection on motivational factors] as a helpful 

form of self-assessment, which assists students to find facilitative and inhibitory factors for 

studying. A questionnaire can be an effective tool to identify those factors, or if the teacher 

wants to receive more individual answers, it can also consist of open-ended questions.  

5.1.5. Student self-generated tests 

Another type of self-assessment that is often not considered as assessment at all would be 

self-generated tests (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 150). Including students in the process of 

designing a test shows a progressive view of assessment and would never be compatible with 

a traditional and conservative purpose of testing (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 150). 

However, “student-generated tests can be productive, intrinsically motivating, autonomy-

building processes” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 150).  

 Stern (2010: 58-59) proposes to include the formulation of “good” questions in the 

grading process and shows an example of a possible task where students are asked to create 

one why-question they can answer themselves, one they want to know more about and two to 

which the answer is one word. The output is a good starting point for further discussion in 

class and is a great tool to find out students’ interests (Stern 2010: 59). Moreover, some 

student-generated questions can be included in an upcoming test or a crossword puzzle can be 

designed together (Stern 2010: 59). 
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 Gorsuch (1998; cited in Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 150) instructed students to 

generate a quiz on a reading passage on a regular basis and found that it was not only a 

“collaborative and fulfilling experience”, but that it was an effective reinforcement of the 

content. Although this procedure is rather unusual when it comes to testing, it meets all the 

primary purposes of testing, including review and integration of the content and the 

objectives, while creating intrinsic motivation by assigning responsibility and a voice to the 

students (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 151). Moreover, if students know the process of test 

design and have experienced it on their own, they will be more sensitive to the objectives of 

the class and, thus, they will know better what and how to study for other tests, which in 

further consequence possibly leads to better results.  

5.2. Tools 

Concerning the tools that can be used to administer self-assessment, the categorization into 

reviews, portfolios, conferences and journals reflect the most common ones. Questionnaires 

are also common tools for certain types of self-assessment, such as assessment of 

socioaffective factors or assessment of competences (see Figure 3); however, as it can be 

assumed that the structure of a questionnaire is generally known, they are not explained in 

detail.  

5.2.1. Review  

One tool for realizing the above-discussed types of self-assessment is mentioned by Stern 

(2010: 58) and is called “Wochenrückblick”, which would be “week in review” in English. 

He describes it as an open written reflection, best used at the end of a longer project or, as the 

name suggests, at the end of a week, including space for the set goals, the achieved goals, the 

next steps, what students need and wish for at that moment and what they liked best (Stern 

2010: 58). Analogously, reviews of, for example a chapter, a unit, a certain topic or even only 

one lesson can be designed in various ways and are a revealing support for students and 

teachers alike. If time is short during the lessons, this kind of self-assessment can be easily 

done at home, for instance, in the form of exercises that cover the topics of the last chapter 

and are assessed by the students themselves. Online quizzes, for example, lend themselves 

perfectly for this purpose and might also increase motivation as they can be done on the 

computer.  
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5.2.2. Portfolios 

Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 132) list portfolios as an “alternative in assessment” and 

not explicitly as a type of self-assessment; however, they suggest incorporating self-

assessment tasks that are “as clear and simple as possible”, like questionnaires, to ensure the 

“maximum benefit” for the student by combining it with teacher assessment. Such 

questionnaires within a portfolio can cover questions on past performances, future goals, 

general competences, socioaffective factors or issues and problems while completing a certain 

task. Self-generated tests might also be included; hence, the portfolio is a generally and 

widely usable task that is valuable for all kinds and ages of students.  

 Oscarson (2014: 720) emphasizes the self-assessing character of compiling a portfolio 

as “the collection of samples is based on systematic reviewing and assessment by the learner, 

resulting in a selection that he or she finds illustrative of successive phases of learning”. 

Similarly, Paris and Paris (2001: 95) mention that 

portfolios provide many opportunities for self-assessment through activities such as 

reviewing work samples, projects, and artifacts; understanding progress through record 

keeping; documenting interests and habits; identifying choices and preferences; 

conducting conferences with teachers; evaluating the processes of collaborative writing; 

and sharing personal responses to school work (Paris & Ayres 1994; Tierney, Carter & 

Desai 1991, cited in Paris & Paris, 2001: 95). 
 

A list of potential materials for a portfolio is given by Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 130):  

• essays and compositions in draft and final form 

• reports, projects, and presentation outlines 

• poetry and creative prose 

• artwork, photos, newspaper or magazine clippings 

• audio and/or video recordings of presentations, demonstrations, etc. 

• journals, diaries, and other personal reflections 

• tests, test scores, and written homework exercises 

• notes on lectures 

• self- and peer-assessments – comments, evaluations, and checklists 
 

All those possible contents of a portfolio involve or can be adapted to involve self-assessment. 

For several drafts, some degree of self-assessment of the text is needed; choosing the best 

works needs self-assessment; keeping record of progress, performances or preferences and 

also reflections are types of self-assessment.  

5.2.3. Journals 

This form of self-assessment was already mentioned in Section 5.1. as keeping a journal can 

support different kinds of reflection work. Stern (2010: 55) suggests the integration of 

journals in every lesson by giving the students a few minutes to reflect on the progression and 

content of the lesson. Provided that students are honest, such written journals can be 
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beneficial for teachers as well, if they collect and read them (Stern 2010: 55). Important 

information on motivational factors, learning progress and success and suggestions for 

improvement can be elicited (Stern 2010: 55). Stern further emphasizes the advantage of not 

collecting the journal notes of the students, as in this case they also feel free to express 

frustration or dislike for the teacher or certain methods without being afraid of this honesty to 

have negative consequences (Stern 2010: 55).  

 Keeping a learning journal does not require special materials and, thus, is easy and 

quick in its realization. In order to achieve the greatest benefit of a journal, it is advisable not 

to collect every entry but on certain occasions to gain some insight into students’ study 

progress.  

5.2.4. Conferences 

Conferences including teacher and student are categorized as “alternatives in assessment” by 

Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 139-141), but they lend themselves greatly to self-

assessment. They can be used for a variety of topics and, thus, it is a format how to conduct 

self-assessment rather than another kind of self-assessment. Conversations between teacher 

and student are nothing new; however, the focus is not on the teacher assessing what the 

student is saying, but rather on the teacher formulating the right questions to trigger reflection 

and evaluation of the student’s own performance. Conferences are especially useful to talk 

about several drafts in a process approach to writing (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 139). 

Nevertheless, there are plenty of other options how to use and incorporate self-assessment in 

such talks. Apart from the huge amount of time that having conferences with every student 

costs, the greatest advantage over questionnaires, journals or other written forms of reflection 

is that the teacher can adjust the questions and input in order to elicit maximum student 

reflection. For this purpose, a trusting and open frame has to be created, as “students need to 

understand that the teacher is an ally who is encouraging self-reflection and improvement” 

(Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 139). Moreover, it must be made clear that the conference is 

not graded “so that the student will be as candid as possible” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 

139).  

 Genesee and Upshur (1996: 110) list possible questions a teacher could use in a 

conference with a student to encourage them to reflect on the work done: “What did you like 

about this work?”, “What do you think you did well?”, “How does it show improvement?” 

“Did you have any difficulties with this piece of work?”, to only name some of them.  

 A special form of conferences is the interview; however, this might not be suitable for 

an honest and candid reflection by students, as the speaking performance is usually graded, 
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which can lead to anxieties and, thus, intimidate students (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 

140). This task is an opportunity to self-assess speaking skills afterwards and immediately 

receive feedback from the teacher, in order to adjust the perception of students’ own 

performance.  

 

To conclude, self-assessment can take on different forms, including direct assessment of 

performance, indirect assessment of general competence, metacognitive assessment, 

assessment of socioaffective factors and self-generated tests. Moreover, portfolios, journals, 

conferences and interviews or review sections can consist of different self-assessment and 

reflection tasks. Concerning the applied test formats, self-assessment tasks can feature 

selected, limited, as well as extended response, including e.g. multiple-choice items, short 

answer questions or extensive text production, like every other test (Brown & Abeywickrama 

2010: 295-305). This is also true for the actual content; when direct assessment of 

performance or indirect assessment of general competence is required, every language skill 

and system can be tested. The content will differ when the focus lies on metacognition and 

socioaffective factors; however, the formats can also range from limited, to selected to 

extended response. 

 

6. Implementation of Self-Assessment 

The implementation of self-assessment practices can be seen as an ongoing process and can 

be divided up into general considerations before and while inviting the students to assess 

themselves and guidelines that are valid for the tasks themselves; Hence, this section deals 

with general and task-specific guidelines for writing, speaking, listening, reading, grammar 

and vocabulary.  

6.1. General considerations when implementing self-assessment 

When introducing self-assessment for the first time, certain guidelines should be followed to 

be successful as is the case with every other “innovation in teaching” (Boud 2003: 177). First, 

students need to be involved right from the beginning and they need to be given the chance to 

discuss this innovation and also influence the next steps (Boud 2003: 178). Teachers are asked 

to modify the way self-assessment is implemented according to the students’ needs; however, 

they should avoid “being drawn into practices which they do not believe to be educationally 

sound” (Boud 2003: 178). When students’ ideas are incorporated, they are more likely to be 
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engaged in the whole process of self-assessment (Boud 2003: 178). Here, “explicit 

communication” is important, as also the teachers need to formulate their expectations and 

criteria for judgement clearly (Boud 2003: 179). Moreover, teachers who want to implement 

self-assessment, should “understand and become committed to the values” of the whole idea 

as there will always be resistance which they need to counteract (Boud 2003: 180). Lastly, 

self-assessment practices need to be adapted to the institutional requirements to meet all 

parties’ needs (Boud 2003: 184-185).  

 Boud (2003: 182) further explains that the students’ acceptance of self-assessment is 

highly dependent on how it is introduced. Teachers need to ensure that they convey a clear 

rationale, so the purpose of the task needs to be made understood; they need to explicitly state 

the procedure and what is expected of the students; they need to provide reassurance and a 

safe environment in which students can assess themselves honestly; and they need to enhance 

the students’ confidence that also their peers are candid and that cheating and dishonesty are 

discouraged (Boud 2003: 182). 

 Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 151-152) give four similar guidelines for bringing 

self-assessment into their class. First, students need to be convinced of the advantages of this 

concept to see its relevance (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 151). Second, the tasks need to 

be made clear for the students to know exactly what to do and not to be overchallenged 

(Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 152). Third, teachers should encourage objectivity as far as 

possible by defining unambiguous assessment criteria (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 152). 

Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 152) emphasize the necessity of follow-up tasks, like 

conferences, peer-feedback, revised goal-setting, etc.  

 Wong and Mak (2019) emphasize the importance of considering several aspects when 

implementing self-assessment, especially in writing. First of all, the learner’s age is a crucial 

factor as the required metalanguage to talk about their own knowledge develops over time 

and, thus, young learners might not be able to express themselves properly in the second 

language (Wong & Mak 2019: 187). Hence, teachers need to slowly lead their students 

towards complex self-assessment as Wong and Mak (2019: 187) suggest: 

To lessen the cognitive load of self-assessments, educators should slowly build 

the students’ capacity for self-assessment by introducing components of self-

assessment (e.g., articulating expectations, understanding rubric or checklist 

assessments, reflecting on expectations, etc.) one at a time. 

Another option is to support students and conduct the first assessment together in the whole 

group so that they manage to automatize the process (Wong & Mak 2019: 187). Especially 

younger students in lower secondary education might need greater support through less 
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complex questionnaires and rating scales than university students (Harris 1997: 18). Secondly, 

the cultural background of students should be taken into account as there might be differences 

in “the cultural norms for praise and criticism” (Wong & Mak 2019: 188). Depending on how 

the children were raised, some might find it especially challenging to express criticism, also 

towards themselves (Wong & Mak 2019: 188). Similar to the pupils’ age, also their language 

proficiency is an influencing factor as it is harder to detect errors and articulate them when the 

proficiency is low (Wong & Mak 2019: 188). In order to circumvent this problem, it might be 

useful to bring in the students’ first languages to give them the possibility to efficiently reflect 

on their skills and formulate their goals (Wong & Mak 2019: 189). Moreover, a correlation 

between proficiency and accuracy in self-assessment can be observed as high achieving 

students tend to underrate themselves, while low achievers are more likely to overrate their 

performance (Taras 2001: 611). Lastly, Wong and Mak (2019: 189) state that teachers have to 

provide formal instruction to empower students to develop their self-assessment skills. Here, 

also language input in the form of sentence beginnings or keywords may help (Wong & Mak 

2019: 190). 

 Boud (2003: 208-209) provides a table containing features of good and poor practice in 

self-assessment. This table is given below and will be adapted afterwards in part II.  

Table 1. Features of good and poor practice in self assessment (Boud 2003: 208-209) 

Good practice in self assessment Poor practice in self assessment: 

the motive for its introduction is related  

to enhancing learning 

it is introduced with a clear rationale and 

there is an opportunity to discuss it with 

students 

student perceptions of the process are 

considered prior to the idea being 

introduced 

students are involved in establishing 

criteria 

students have a direct role in influencing 

the process 

guidelines are produced for each stage  

of the process 

it is related to meeting institutional or 

other external requirements 

it is treated as a given part of course 

requirements 

 

it is assumed that processes which 

appear to work elsewhere can be 

introduced without modification 

students are using criteria determined 

solely by others 

the process is imposed on them 

 

assessments are made  

impressionistically 



33 

students learn about a particular subject 

through self assessment which engages 

them with it 

students are involved in expressing 

understanding and judgements in 

qualitative ways 

specific judgments with justifications  

are involved  

learners are able to use information from 

the context and from other parties to 

inform their judgements 

it makes an identifiable contribution to 

formal decision-making 

it is one of a number of complementary 

strategies to promote self-directed and 

interdependent learning 

its practices permeate the total course 

 

staff are willing to share control of 

assessment and do so 

 

qualitative peer feedback is used as part 

of the process 

it is part of a profiling process in which 

students have an active role 

activities are introduced in step with the 

students’ capabilities in  

learning-how-to-learn 

the implications of research on gender 

differences and differences of 

presentational style are considered 

the process is likely to lead to 

development of self assessment skills 

 

self assessment is only used for 

apparently ‘generic’ learning processes 

such as communication skills 

assessments are made on rating scales 

where each point is not explicitly defined 

 

global judgements without recourse to 

justificatory data are acceptable 

the activities do not draw on the kinds of 

data which are available in authentic 

settings 

no use is formally made of the outcomes 

 

it is tacked on to an existing subject in 

isolation from other strategies 

 

it is marginalized as part of subjects  

which have low status 

staff retain control of all aspects 

(sometimes despite appearances 

otherwise) 

it is subordinated to quantitative peer 

assessment 

records about students are produced  

with no input from them 

it is a one-off event without preparation 

 

 

the strategy chosen is assumed to work 

equally for all 

 

the exercise chosen relates only to the 

specific needs of the topic being  

assessed 

evaluation is not considered or is not  

used 
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evaluation data are collected to assist in 

improvement and for determining its 

contribution to student learning 

 

This table gives an overview of what to consider when introducing self-assessment in an 

educational context. It does not only feature elements that should be included in the task itself, 

like involving peer feedback or learning a specific subject with the help of self-assessment 

tasks; most of the given criteria concern the whole process and the contribution teachers 

should make, for example to explain the motive, considering students’ perceptions and 

sharing control, etc.  

6.2. Implementation of self-assessment for the language skills and systems 

In order to understand how self-assessment tasks should be structured in themselves, this 

section addresses issues of self-assessing the different language skills. 

6.2.1. Self-assessment of productive skills: Writing and Speaking 

When self-assessing writing, Wong and Mak (2019: 190-191) propose to arrange the whole 

process into a pre-, a during- and a post-writing stage. During the pre-writing phase, students 

take “time to reflect on their strengths and weaknesses, set goals, and consider how they will 

be assessed on their written work”; thus, assessment criteria need to be clarified, made 

available and understandable (Wong & Mak 2019: 190). Goals need to be set for both 

language and content and the teachers need to explain the relevance and importance of self-

assessment (Wong & Mak 2019: 190). In the second stage, students write their text; here, 

access to the assessment criteria needs to be guaranteed either by projecting them on the wall 

for the whole class or by handing them out to every student (Wong & Mak 2019: 190). For 

the post-writing stage, students need to be given enough time to read their work again and 

reflect on it, which can be facilitated by incorporating peers into the self-assessment process 

(Wong & Mak 2019: 191). It is important to always consult the goals that were set beforehand 

and adapt them according to their actual performance (Wong & Mak 2019: 191). Giving the 

students the freedom to use the language they are most comfortable with is more likely to lead 

to satisfactory self-assessment than forcing them to express themselves in English (Wong & 

Mak 2019: 191). Lastly, teachers can also contribute their appraisal on the students’ self-

assessment, which, in the long term, might lead to more accurate self-assessment (Wong & 

Mak 2019: 191).  

 Harris and McCann (1994: 76-77) find it crucial to let students reflect on their work, so 

that they do not only look at the teacher’s grade and ignore the much more important 
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formative feedback. Hence, they suggest letting the pupils become familiar with the writing 

assessment criteria by defining them together and giving them other pupils’ texts to assess 

first (Harris & McCann 1994: 77). They further emphasize the possibility of also collecting 

the drafts and revised texts as to ensure continuous work on their texts; here peer-assessment 

can also support the students (Harris & McCann 1994: 77). After the performance was 

assessed by the teacher and their feedback was added to the student’s notes, the ultimate grade 

should be negotiated, which provides room for discussion and real formative feedback (Harris 

& McCann 194: 77). 

 Brown and Abeywickrama (2010:153) supply examples of tasks to self-assess writing 

which include “[r]evising written work on your own”, “[r]evising written work with a peer”, 

“[u]sing journal writing for reflection, assessment, and goal-setting”, “[s]etting goals for 

creating/increasing opportunities for writing”. Together with the above-mentioned 

suggestions of Wong and Mak (2019), a spectrum of possibilities for self-assessment in 

writing is given.  

 Underhill (1987, cited in Chalkia 2012: 228) mentions self-assessment as one form of 

assessing speaking as, according to him, it is the most natural one because people 

continuously evaluate their success when communicating. However, conscious self-

assessment of speaking is not as easy as it seems; still, it can be approached similarly to 

writing (Harris & McCann 1994: 79). Again, assessment criteria need to be defined together; 

depending on the pupils’ proficiency and age these can include, “fluency and lack of 

hesitation, relevance and interest of the performance, pronunciation: sounds/rhythm/word and 

sentence stress/intonation, appropriacy of language, grammatical accuracy and use of suitable 

vocabulary” (Harris & McCann 1994:79). They suggest laying the focus on expressing 

strengths and weaknesses rather than on self-grading, which will again be complemented by 

teacher feedback (Harris & McCann 1994:79). The assessment can take place immediately 

after the performance or, by making use of recording, it can also happen later (Harris & 

McCann 1994:79). Recordings also have the benefit for students to be able to go back and 

watch or listen to it again and also to compare them with recordings from a later date to 

observe progress (Harris & McCann 1994:79).  

 Possible speaking tasks might be “[f]illing out student self-checklists and 

questionnaires”, [r]ating someone’s oral presentation (holistically […])”, [d]etecting 

pronunciation or grammar errors on a self-recording”, [s]etting goals for creating/increasing 

opportunities for speaking” (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010:152). As mentioned above, 
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students could also reflect on their own performance holistically or with the help of specific 

criteria.  

6.2.2. Self-assessment of receptive skills: Listening and Reading 

Harris and McCann (1994: 74-75) group reading and listening concerning the way they are 

self-assessed. Before students are able to conduct an evaluation of their reading or listening, 

they need to be aware of the different types and subskills of these two receptive skills (Harris 

& McCann 1994:74). The scholars stress the importance of students realizing that it is normal 

not to understand every single word to be a successful reader or listener and that text types 

differ in their degree of difficulty (Harris & McCann 1994:74). Regarding listening, it is also 

crucial to reflect on other variables that can influence students’ degree of understanding, like 

accent, background noise, gestures, etc. (Harris & McCann 1994:75). After having done a 

listening or reading task, students can correct their answers with the help of a key and reflect 

on why the answers are right or wrong in their journals or diaries (Harris & McCann 

1994:75). Furthermore, they suggest letting students estimate what percentage of the read or 

heard text they have understood and transfer it into a graph or diagram, to notice how much is 

necessary to grasp the main content and to observe their progress over the course (Harris & 

McCann 1994:75).  

 Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 152-153) also list examples for the self-assessment of 

listening and reading;  

Listening Tasks 

Listening to TV or radio broadcasts and checking comprehension with a partner 

Listening to bilingual versions of a broadcast and checking comprehension 

Asking when you don’t understand something in pair or group work 

Listening to an academic lecture and checking yourself on a ‘quiz’ of the content 

Setting goals for creating/increasing opportunities for listening  

[…] 

Reading Tasks 

Reading passages with self-check comprehension questions following 

Reading and checking comprehension with a partner 

[…] 

Conducting self-assessment of reading habits 

Setting goals for creating/increasing opportunities for reading 

As might be noticed, Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 152-153) include the setting of goals 

for further encounters in their suggestions of self-assessment tasks for all the four skills; 

hence goal-setting seems to be an important part of self-assessment. Assessing receptive skills 

can be challenging for teachers as they cannot observe what learners actually do and think 
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while reading or listening. Hence, self-assessment is a valid method with which these 

processes can be made understandable.  

6.2.3. Self-assessment of vocabulary and grammar 

About the implementation of self-assessment of vocabulary and grammar, little literature can 

be found. Harris and McCann (1994: 77-79) mention self-assessment of vocabulary and 

grammar only as part of self-assessing writing and speaking. Similarly, Brown and 

Abeywickrama (2010) only refer to self-assessing writing, speaking, reading and writing. 

However, the general guidelines for self-assessment can also be applied to grammar and 

vocabulary. Hence, it should also always be divided up into a pre-, while-, and post-self-

evaluating stage to ensure beneficial impact (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 151-152; Wong 

& Mak 2019: 190-191). Purpura (2004: 219) mentions the necessity of students knowing their 

“future learning goals” as one crucial aim of assessment feedback. This can be ensured by 

inviting pupils to set their goals themselves, which is part of self-assessment. Instead of 

establishing assessment criteria, pupils need access to the correct solutions to a grammar or 

vocabulary task to be able to assess their performance. However, a further task to reflect on 

why something went wrong would provide formative feedback and facilitates planning the 

next steps.  

As heard in Section five, not only performance itself can be self-assessed; self-evaluation can 

and should also encourage reflection on general competences, metacognitive aspects, and 

affective factors (Brown & Abeywickrama 2010: 145-151). 

 

7. Theory of School Book Analysis 

As the subsequent empirical part of this thesis consists of a school book analysis concerning 

the self-assessment tasks which are included, theory on school book analysis is reviewed in 

this section.  

 Firstly, a clear distinction must be drawn between analysis and evaluation; the first 

“leads to an objective, verifiable description” [original emphasis], while the latter “involves 

the making of judgements” [original emphasis] (McGrath 2002: 22). In order to receive a 

decent evaluation, it is necessary to conduct a profound analysis, which is often combined due 

to a lack of time; however, these “two processes, though logically related, are different” 

(McGrath 2002: 22). Littlejohn (1998: 196) defines analysis as a process of describing what 

can be found. Thus, “[t]he purpose of textbook analysis, then, is to provide a description” 
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which “can be at different levels of sophistication” (McGrath 2002: 22). McGrath (2002: 22-

23) explains further that “[b]eyond the most basic level, the concern is to understand what 

assumptions and beliefs lie beneath the surface and what effects can be anticipated; analysis 

involves interference and deduction”.  

 Cunningsworth (1995: 9) differentiates between analysis, interpretation and evaluation 

and sees those three processes as consecutive. “Analysis is more or less neutral” and offers 

essential data for the second step, which is interpretation (Cunningsworth 1995: 9). When 

interpreting the gathered data, “the implications of the analysis are worked out”, which leads 

to the third stage of evaluation, which is a subjective process that “will reflect the views and 

priorities of those making [the judgements]” (Cunningsworth 1995:9). 

 Littlejohn (1998: 191-192) criticizes prior existing frameworks for textbook analysis 

because they all implicate misleading criteria for what a good textbook should include and 

hence, he demands “a framework which separates assumptions about what is desirable from 

an analysis of the materials” and which “allows materials to ‘speak for themselves’”. He 

further summarizes the aspects that should be analyzed in two categories, namely 

“publication” and “design” (Littlejohn 1998: 193). “Publication” includes the “physical 

aspects of the materials and how they appear as a complete set or book”, like the “place of the 

learner’s materials in any wider set of materials” or the “subdivision […] into sections” and 

“sub-sections” or “how a sense of continuity or coherence is maintained” (Littlejohn 1998: 

193). “Design” is concerned with “the thinking underlying the materials”, such as the “aims”, 

“principles of selection” and “sequencing”, the occurring “types of learning/teaching 

activities”, issues of “participation” and “learner roles”, “teacher roles” and “role of material 

as a whole” (Littlejohn 1998: 193). To implement this framework, Littlejohn (1998: 195) 

offers three levels of analysis, “from the most objective […] through deductions about the 

demands likely to be made of teachers and learners […] to conclusions about the apparent 

underlying principles and ‘philosophy’ of the materials”.  
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Figure 4. Levels of analysis of language teaching materials (Littlejohn 1998: 195) 

Similarly, McGrath (2002: 25) classifies methods of analysis and evaluation in three 

categories, called “the impressionistic method”, “the checklist method” and “the in-depth 

method”. When applying the “impressionistic method”, the analyst might look at the 

description usually given at the beginning of the book, the “contents page”, and the 

“organization, topics, layout and visuals”, which is akin to Littlejohn’s first level of analysis 

(Littlejohn 1998: 196; McGrath 2002: 25-26). Besides the above-mentioned aspects, which 

include “publication date” and “intended audience”, Littlejohn suggests to further “look at the 

physical aspects of the materials”, like colors, sections and subsections and their organization 

and the ways information is provided (Littlejohn 1998: 196). 

 McGrath’s “checklist method” lends itself for conducting Littlejohn’s second level 

analysis. A checklist has several advantages, like its systematicity, its cost effectiveness, its 

convenience and its explicitness (McGrath 2002: 26-27). However, checklists need to be 

tailored for each analyzed task, as it needs to meet the respective purpose und “suit a 

particular context” (McGrath 2002: 27). In a level 2 analysis, deductions need to be drawn 

about “what exactly teachers and learners using the materials will have to do” [original 

emphasis] (Littlejohn 1998: 198). As it is suggested to divide each task into the three aspects 

“process”, “classroom participation” and “content” and each of these aspects can be further 

divided into subcategories that need to be analyzed, a detailed checklist can offer a clear 

overview (Littlejohn 1998: 198-199). The aspect of “process” includes the way students need 
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to respond to the material, like taking notes, replying to questions or “initiate” communication 

with their own words (Littlejohn 1998: 199). Furthermore, this aspect refers to whether the 

task is accuracy- or fluency-based and which “mental process” is required (Littlejohn 1998: 

199). The aspect of “classroom participation” asks for the required interaction format, like 

single, pair, group or whole-class work, while “content” deals with whether the 

communication happens in written or spoken form, whether words, sentences or extensive 

texts are required and what the focus is on, like “grammar explanations, personal information, 

fiction, general knowledge and so on” (Littlejohn 1998: 199). “Working through materials in 

this detailed manner is likely to be very revealing of the underlying character of the materials” 

and might question what is claimed about the material (Littlejohn 1998: 200). In this way, for 

instance tasks labelled “learner-centred” can be debunked as being rather teacher-centred if 

learners are required to simply respond with the help of the available material (Littlejohn 

1998: 200). The same can be applied in this paper as the label “self-assessment” might not be 

true for all tasks and other exercises which are not called “self-assessment” might in fact 

fulfill the relevant criteria.  

 Littlejohn’s third level of analysis asks for “what is implied” and can be equated with 

McGrath’s “in-depth method”, as at this level both look at the underlying concepts (Littlejohn 

1998: 201, McGrath 2002: 27). Here, insights made at level 1 and 2 are brought together and 

build a base for the third level to “make statements about the overall aims of the materials” 

[original emphasis] and “the roles proposed for teachers and learners” (Littlejohn 1998: 201). 

Furthermore, “the role of the materials as a whole in facilitating language learning and 

teaching” [original emphasis], for example whether the material is only an aid to create new 

material or whether it is sufficient to serve as single source, can be identified by conducting 

an in-depth analysis (Littlejohn 1998 201-202).  

 As this whole process is time-consuming, only ten to fifteen percent of a textbook or 

other material, “ideally chosen around the midpoint” are analyzed to yield a “’snapshot’ 

impression of the general nature of a set of materials” (Littlejohn 1998: 196). McGrath (2002: 

28) finds this issue of a close analysis problematic as it can never be ensured that the chosen 

examples are in fact representative, the analysis will always be only partial and great amounts 

of time and knowledge are required to conduct a profound analysis. Nevertheless, if the 

analyzed examples are chosen carefully, an adequate picture of the whole can be created. 

 Similarly, McDonough and Shaw (1993: 67-77) distinguish external and internal 

evaluation. External evaluation considers the facts about the book that are “stated explicitly 

by the author” including the cover texts, the introductory text and the table of contents 



41 

(McDonough and Shaw 1993: 67), which is in line with what Cunningsworth (1984: 2) has 

called “what the coursebooks say about themselves” and Littlejohn’s first level analysis 

(1998: 196). This should then be followed by an internal evaluation to investigate to what 

extent the findings of the external evaluation correspond with the actual “internal consistency 

and organization of the materials” (McDonough & Shaw 1993: 75).  

 Ellis (1998: 217-238) differentiates between macro- and micro-evaluation. While the 

first “collect[s] information relating to various administrative and curricular aspects of the 

programme”, the latter focuses on one particular task and its effectiveness and efficacy (Ellis 

1998: 218-219). Thus, daily micro-evaluations can result in a macro-evaluation, as teachers 

might analyze whether their exercises and tasks are appropriate for their class and whether 

their teaching goals are met (Ellis 1998: 218, 219). Nevertheless, “a micro-evaluation can also 

stand by itself and can serve as a practical and legitimate way of conducting an empirical 

evaluation of teaching materials”, without necessarily leading to a macro-evaluation (Ellis 

1997: 37). He emphasizes the necessity of a “clear and explicit description of the task […] in 

terms of its objective(s), the input it provides, conditions, procedures, […] the intended 

outcomes of the task” (Ellis 1997: 38) and “language activity”, i.e. which receptive or 

productive skill is trained (Ellis 1998: 227-228) as preparatory work for a micro-evaluation. 

 Other scholars, including Cunningsworth (1984), Dougill (1987) and Breen and Candlin 

(1987), provide checklists, organized as open-ended leading questions, for a systematic 

teaching material analysis. Dougill’s (1987: 29-32) questions are clustered into five groups 

concerning the “framework”, “the units”, the “subject-matter”, the “form” and the “course 

components”. Breen and Candlin (1987: 14-28) define two phases, called “initial questions” 

concerning the material itself and “your learners and the materials”, where the interaction 

between the students and the material is analyzed. Cunningsworth (1984: 74-79) provides 

open- and closed-ended questions which are divided into several categories, called “language 

content”, “selection and grading of language items”, “presentation and practice of new items”, 

“developing language skills and communicative abilities”, “supporting materials”, 

“motivation and the learner” and “conclusions and overall evaluation”.  

 Concerning the point of time when an analysis followed by an evaluation are conducted, 

Ellis (1997: 36-37) distinguishes “predictive” and “retrospective” evaluation. The first makes 

use of the above-mentioned checklists before the coursebook is implemented to predict its 

appropriateness, while the latter is done after using the coursebook and gives feedback on the 

success of the material and how to alter it to make it more effective (Ellis 1997: 36-37). 
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PART II – Analysis of the selected schoolbooks 

8. Research design and methods 

In the following, the empirical part of this thesis will be in focus, which consists of an 

analysis and evaluation of the self-assessment tasks (SATs) in four different school books. 

The chosen book series are Prime Time 5, Make Your Way 5, English to go 4 and More! 4, 

which, are all approbated and used coursebooks for English language teaching in Austrian 

secondary education (BMBWF 2019: 29-34). The conducted study is an explorative and 

predictive one (Ellis 1997: 36-37) and aims at gaining a basic overview of the integration of 

self-assessment tasks in the coursebooks, two each for lower and upper secondary school. 

Firstly, a global analysis was conducted, providing general information on the book series, 

stated aims and objectives and explicit statements on self-assessment, which corresponds to 

McGrath’s first step (2002: 22), Littlejohn’s first level of analysis (1998: 195), McDonough 

and Shaw’s external analysis (1993: 67) and Ellis’ macro analysis (1998: 217-238). 

Moreover, the relative importance of self-assessment in the series was measured by looking at 

the number of pages containing self-assessment tasks in relation to the overall number of 

pages. Table 65, which can be found in appendix 12.5., was used to gather the necessary data. 

It includes the title, authors, year of publication and publisher of the books, the different 

books and other materials provided, grade and language level, structure of the book, as well as 

of the units, number of pages, self-assessment tasks (SATs) and pages covered by SATs, 

explicitly stated aims and objectives and attitude towards self-assessment.  

 This was followed by a detailed analysis and evaluation of the included tasks. Not each 

individual type is discussed separately since this would become repetitive. However, an 

overview of the main findings concerning all the existing self-assessment tasks is provided, 

especially regarding their differences in content and format. In order to undertake these 

detailed analyses and evaluations, two grids based on the literature that was reviewed in part I 

were designed in the form of a checklist including a comment section (McGrath 2002: 25). 

All the assessment grids and tables used for the analyses and evaluations of the available 

SATs are included in the appendices 12.2 to 12.4. Hence, this part tries to answer the 

following research questions: 

• How is self-assessment presented in common Austrian schoolbook series for English? 
 

• What kind of self-assessment tasks are accessible when only relying on the 

schoolbooks? 
 

• Are the existing self-assessment tasks likely to be successful/ effective? 
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As already mentioned, the first step was to design a table for the global analysis (see appendix 

12.5., Table 65) and fill it in for the selected school book series. Secondly, two more tables 

were created; one for the analysis, to see “what is there” (Littlejohn 1998: 195) and a second 

that lists important features that successful self-assessment tasks need to include. A blank 

example can be found in appendix 12.5. (Table 66 & 67) and will be explained in further 

detail in the following.  

 In the first line of Table 2, the name of the book and SAT was noted and then the SAT 

type was determined:  

Table 2. Analysis grid: types of self-assessment. 

 

As reviewed in Section 5, self-assessment can be categorized in five types; thus, the first 

parameter that was looked at was in which of these five types the SAT at hand fits best.  

 Afterwards the assessment tool used was analyzed: 

 

Table 3. Assessment tools used. 

 

In the next step, the format or method and the actual content were examined and recorded in 

this part of the table. This list was created after having a first look at the relevant tasks.  

 

Table 4. Format/method and content of the SAT. 

ANALYSIS 

Book, Task:  

TYPE: 

Direct assessment 

of performance 

 Indirect assessment 

of general 

competence 

 Metacognitive 

assessment 

 Assessment of 

socio-affective 

factors 

 Student self-

generated test 

 

Comment:  

TOOL: 

Portfolio  Journal  Conference  Student self-

generated test 

 Review 

pages/check-out 

pages  

 Questionnaire  

Comment:  

FORMAT/ METHOD: CONTENT 

Selected resp.  Limited resp. Extended resp. Reading   Monologic 

speaking 

 Dialogic 

speaking 

 

Multiple-

choice 

 Gap-filling  Information gap  Listening  Writing  Grammar   Vocabulary   

True/ false  Short 

answer 

 Role play   

Discrimination   Dialogue 

completion 

 Text production  

Noticing tasks   Presentation/talk  Goal 

setting 

 Reflecting on writing 

process 

 Can-do 

statements 

 

Choosing 

word(s) for 

gap  

   

Matching  
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A distinction was drawn between monological and dialogical speaking, following the 

categorization of the CEFR (Council of Europe 2001), and other content, like goal-setting, 

reflection and can-do statements, were included. The different formats were grouped into 

selected, limited and extended response. 

 

Table 5. Basis, position and key of the SAT. 

 

The last three points in the analysis grid deal with the basis for the SAT, its position within 

the book and the place where the solutions are found. Here, the aim was to find out if the self-

assessment tasks only test what was or will be included in the relevant unit, or if the general 

book objectives or the can-do statements of the CEFR are also taken into consideration. 

Moreover, the positioning of the task might reveal its purpose, as it could either function as 

placement at the beginning of the book, as a review at the end of a chapter or a book or to set 

goals for the next weeks if it can be found at the beginning of a new unit. Lastly, students 

need to have unrestricted access to the solutions (key) as it stops being self-assessment as 

soon as the teacher compares the solutions with the class.  

 The last step focused on the success and effectiveness of the available SATs. For that 

purpose, another grid was developed which features criteria provided by the reviewed 

literature. Suggestions of all mentioned authors, which could be examined within the scope of 

this paper, were regarded and included. As the focus is purely on a school book analysis, only 

criteria were taken into account that can be directly investigated by having the SATs and the 

accompanying descriptions and instructions in the students’ and teachers’ books at hand. 

Criteria and guidelines regarding the process of implementation could not be regarded as it is 

within the teachers’ and students’ own discretion how to implement the SATs into their 

teaching and learning and can only be investigated by conducting interviews, questionnaires 

or observations. Furthermore, this evaluation grid contains the language test qualities or 

Choosing 

correct form 

 

Rating on 

scale 

 

Assigning 

points 

 

Comment:   

BASIS: KEY: 

Chapter 

content 

 CEFR/ELP  Book 

objectives 

 Student’s book  Teacher’s 

book 

 No key 

necessary 

 

Comment:   

POSITION: 

Beginning of book  End of 

book 

 Middle of book  Beginning of unit  End of unit  

Comment:  
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assessment principles, which were described in Section 2.1. These features were only 

considered if they were applicable, which means that the SATs are likely to contribute to 

formal assessment.  

 

Table 6. Evaluation grid. 

 

The found and applied criteria are represented in the upper part of this grid. The main focus of 

many definitions of self-assessment (see Section 2.3.) lies on the collaborative establishing of 

the assessment criteria (Boud 2001: 5). Thus, this is the first feature mentioned and might be 

found in the task itself or as part of the instructions for teachers. Secondly, it is important that 

students can conduct self-assessment independently and do not rely on teachers or their peers 

(Boud 2003: 27). Further, they should have some options to alter the task or at least the way 

in which they conduct it. Along with learning the language skills and systems themselves, the 

task should also enhance the development of self-assessment skills (Boud 2003: 209). 

Concerning the feedback, successful self-assessment provides formative feedback, and 

teachers and peers should be included in the feedback process (Boud 2003: 209; Harris & 

McCann 1994: 74-80). This should then result in realistic and useful goal setting (Harris & 

McCann 1994: 74-77; Mak & Wong 2019: 190). Students should be provided with a clear 

rationale, formal instructions, guidelines for each step and help in the form of, for example, 

language input to formulate their achievements and goals (Boud 2003: 208-209; Harris & 

McCann 1994: 74-80). Self-assessment should not occur once in a course but be continuously 

applied (Boud 2003: 208). Lastly, a self-assessment task should be structured into a pre-, 

while-, and post-self-assessing task to support the process and have long-lasting impact 

EVALUATION 

Task/ Book:  

IMPLEMENTATION: 

Collaborative 

definition of 

criteria 

 Formative 

feedback 

 Clear rationale  Continuity 

throughout course  

 Goal-

setting 

 

Students can 

conduct it 

independently 

 Qualitative peer 

feedback 

 Clear formal 

instructions 

 PRE   

Possibility to 

adapt to 

students’ need 

 Qualitative teacher 

feedback 

 Guidelines for each 

stage 

 WHILE   

Development 

of SA skills 

 Learning about 

particular subject 

 Providing help (e.g. 

language input) 

 POST   

Comment:  

QUALITIES (if applicable): 

Practicality  Reliability Validity Authenticity Impact Interactiveness 

High  High  High  High  High  High  

Moderate  Moderate  Moderate  Moderate  Moderate  Moderate  

Low  Low  Low  Low  Low  Low  

Comment:  
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(Harris & McCann 1994: 74-80). Concerning the required test qualities, rating their degree 

with high, moderate and low seemed reasonable as this categorization was also applied by 

Brown and Abeywickrama (2010: 153) 

 

9. Findings of the textbook analysis 

This section will present the findings of the global and detailed analyses and evaluations 

conducted with the grids introduced in Section 8. For each of the selected school book series, 

descriptions of the global and the detailed analyses are provided separately, which are 

followed by a comparison of what has been found.  

9.1. Findings of the global analysis 

9.1.1. Prime Time 5 

Prime Time 5 was written by Hellmayr, Waba and Mlakar and was published in 2010 by the 

ÖBV (Österreichischer Bundesverlag) for use in “allgemeinbildende höheren Schulen” (AHS) 

(grammar schools). The series includes the students’ book (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 

2010a), the teachers’ handbook (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b), a Language in Use book 

(Hellmayr & Waba 2013) and a Testen und Fördern (Testing and Promoting) book 

(Wohlgemuth-Fekonja 2014b). The Language in Use book features numerous exercises 

dealing with vocabulary and grammar and gives the solutions in the back of the book. “Testen 

und Fördern” provides seven sample tests in total, also with a key, to practice the standardized 

formats of the final exam. These two extra books will not be considered in the detailed 

analysis, because first, no SATs are included and second, they are not necessarily used by all 

teachers and students who use Prime Time 5 in their lessons. The student’s textbook consists 

of ten units followed by a writing guide, a grammar section and a vocabulary list. The units do 

not have a uniform structure, except for the check-out pages at the end of every unit, but there 

are recurrent elements, such as word banks, fact files, grammar input, useful phrases and tips. 

It covers 192 pages, of which 16 include SATs, which amounts to around eight percent. The 

student’s book is accompanied by a teacher’s handbook, where several goals and objectives 

are defined.  

 One of the major goals is the enforcement of student autonomy through raising 

awareness about the individual steps of mastering a certain text type or communicative 

language use (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3). Moreover, the textbook aims at 

encouraging continuous reflection to support lifelong learning (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 



47 

2010b: 3). The authors place value on providing authentic texts and relevant topics while 

making use of various interaction formats (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 4-6). Media 

literacy is enforced via tasks that require research on the internet (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 

2010b: 7). Lastly, the book content is based on the aims of the Austrian curriculum and the 

CEFR for the school year and language level concerned (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 

4). Regarding the attitude towards self-assessment, the teacher’s book contains an explicit 

statement, which says that as a consequence of the increasing demand for reflection skills, the 

already mentioned check-out pages are included in the Prime Time 5 student’s book, where 

students are trained to evaluate their own work (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3). Here, 

the preceding now-you-can statements help students become aware of the learning processes, 

list the communicative and structural contents of the unit, and the can-do descriptors of the 

CEFR give students insight into the assessment criteria (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3). 

Solutions in the student’s book and cross-references to writing and grammar guides, which 

are attached at the end of the book, enforce students’ autonomy and independence (Hellmayr, 

Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3).  

9.1.2. Make Your Way 5 

Make Your Way 5 (Davis et al. 2010) is another schoolbook series by the ÖBV and features a 

student’s book (Davis et al. 2010a), a teacher’s handbook (Davis et al. 2010b) and an extra 

book, called Testen und Fördern (Testing and Promoting) (Wohlgemuth-Fekonja 2014a). 

This additional book is identical to the Testen und Fördern book of the Prime Time 5 series 

except for the cover. The series also addresses 14 to 15 years old learners at a language level 

of B1 in a first grade upper secondary. The student’s book includes six extensive and seven 

compact units on 208 pages. Vocabulary stations, becoming-familiar-with sections, internet 

projects and tips are recurring elements in the units. According to the authors, the series 

generally aims at preparing the pupils for the test formats in the standardized Matura-exam 

(Davis et al. 2010b: 3). Imparting typical collocations and phrases and raising awareness of 

language structures are further goals of Make Your Way 5 (Davis et al. 2010b: 4). Lastly, 

autonomous internet research is enforced by internet projects, which can be found in each unit 

(Davis et al. 2010b: 4). In Make Your Way 5 no self-assessment task, or anything similar, can 

be found; hence, there is also no statement on self-assessment in the teacher’s book. For this 

reason, Make Your Way 5 will not be mentioned in the detailed analysis. 
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9.1.3. English to go 4 

English to go 4 (Westfall & Weber 2006) is another school book series published by the ÖBV 

for the fourth grade with the language level A2/B1. A coursebook (Westfall & Weber 2006a), 

a workbook regular (Westfall & Weber 2006b) and a workbook bonus (Westfall & Weber 

2006c), a teacher’s handbook (Westfall & Weber 2006d) and an additional booklet as learning 

journal (Westfall 2007) are part of English to go 4. The workbooks differ in the presented 

exercises; the regular one provides more input and revision, while the bonus one features 

more demanding tasks. As the structure and layout is identical, only the regular workbook 

was analyzed in depth. The coursebook consists of a table of contents, 16 units, a grammar 

overview, a language to go section and a glossary on 144 pages. The workbook has the same 

16 units and a list of irregular verbs on 112 pages. The learning journal gives an explanation 

of what it is and aims at and six sections: getting started, speaking, reading, writing, words 

and phrases and my tests. The units in the coursebook feature grammar and language to go 

boxes, a project and progress checks after four units. More self-checks are included in the 

workbook. Here small self-checks are given after each unit and bigger self-checks are offered 

always after four units. This bigger self-check is preceded by a revision part over two pages. 

Regarding the number of SATs, at 32 tasks the workbook clearly exceeds the coursebook with 

five. The learning journal covering 80 pages deserves special attention as it is a reflection tool 

on its own and will be further analyzed during the in-depth analysis.  

 The stated goals of English to go 4, which can be found in the teacher’s handbook 

(Westfall & Weber 2006d), include the attainment of the language level A2 and B1 according 

to the “Bildungsstandards” (educational standards), a definition of what students need to 

master after eight years of school (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 3). Further, the definite focus 

lies on the use of grammatical structures and essential vocabulary and learner-centred 

teaching with deductive approaches for students to discover the language themselves and, 

hence, develop language awareness (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 4). Moreover, by including a 

radio program, the authors want to counteract the growing TV culture nowadays to further 

literacy skills (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 4). Lastly, they clearly mention that their 

overarching goal is effective and successful communication and not perfection (Westfall & 

Weber 2006d: 6). Regarding the authors’ attitude towards self-assessment, they write that 

they orientate their formulations within a self-check to the European Language Portfolio and 

the CEFR (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 3). Moreover, they explicitly state that learner autonomy 

is enhanced through constant self-evaluation via the already mentioned self-checks and I-can 

statements (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 3).These statements are in German, which is in line 
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with what Harris and McCann (1994: 74) and Wong and Mak (2019: 189) said about the 

incorporation of the mother tongue to facilitate the reflection process and give pupils the 

possibility to express themselves satisfactorily. In the last unit, learners are asked to do a 

portfolio project to reflect on their progress (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 4).  

9.1.4. More! 4 

More! 4 (Gerngroß et al. 2013) was published by Helbling Languages and consists of a 

student’s book (Gerngroß et al. 2013a), a workbook (Gerngroß et al. 2013b) and three 

teacher’s books. Although a more recent edition from 2018 exists, only the 2013 version was 

available at the university library; hence, the analysis refers to the 2013 edition. The first of 

the three teacher’s books comments on the didactics (Kamauf et al. 2013a), while the second 

provides additional worksheets (Kamauf et al. 2013b). The third one concerns the cyber-

homework which is provided by the authors and can be assigned to the students; the book 

then includes the offline material for students who do not have access to the internet (Kamauf 

et al. 2013c). Three versions of More! 4 are available; a basic, an enriched and a general 

course, which will be analyzed here. More! 4 is designed for fourth grade lower secondary 

with 13-to-14-year old students at a language level of A2 or B1. The student’s textbook 

consists of a table of contents, 14 regular units, an extra unit and four CLIL units. CLIL, 

content and language integrated learning, is a teaching concept where specific subject matter 

is taught in a second or foreign language to develop both the subject knowledge and the 

language (Dalton-Puffer, Nikula & Smit 2010: 1). In the case of More! 4, CLIL sessions in 

history, science, biology and geography are provided. At the back of the textbook, there is a 

wordlist, an irregular verbs list, necessary classroom language, an English sounds table and 

references. The workbook is built similarly as it also consists of a table of contents, the same 

14 units and the extra unit. However, in the 2013 version, so-called “Bildungsstandards” are 

included, which are exercises that practice the formats of the standardized tests which 

regularly test if Austrian students have reached the required language level. The units in the 

student’s book are structured uniformly; first input is provided, then essential English is given 

and after four units, a progress check serves to self-evaluate the progress. Moreover, there is 

one portfolio task in each unit. Concerning the number of included self-assessment tasks, 

there are four progress checks, of two pages each within 169 pages. The portfolio tasks do not 

count as self-assessment tasks as they are just writing tasks which are corrected by the teacher 

as no instructions to reflect on or evaluate the texts can be found.  

 Regarding the educational aims stated in the teacher’s handbook, a focus is laid on the 

CEFR and the incorporation of new technologies (Gerngroß et al. 2013c: 4). Moreover, More! 
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4 is designed for heterogenous classes and enforces autonomous learning to reach the goals of 

the already mentioned “Bildungsstandards” (educational standards) (Gerngroß et al. 2013c: 

4). Explicit statements concerning self-assessment can be found with regard to the progress-

checks and the portfolio tasks (Gerngroß et al. 2013: 6, 38). The teacher’s handbook gives 

instructions on the implementation of these progress-checks and suggests inviting the students 

to do the exercises on their own, compare the results afterwards, let the students correct their 

answers themselves and talk about their performances so that the individual student receives 

information on their strengths and weaknesses and knows exactly what to focus on to make 

good their deficit (Gerngroß et al. 2013c: 38).  

9.1.5. Comparison of the global analyses 

To compare the actual weight self-assessment has in the selected schoolbook series, Table 7 

was created. The number of pages that are available to the students in the student’s textbook, 

workbook or additional material like a journal are added up and given in the first line. Then, 

the number of SATs and the pages dedicated to self-assessment are given and a percentage of 

those two numbers was calculated. In the last line, the explicit statements on self-assessment 

are summarized in keywords.  

Table 7. Comparison of SAT weight in the selected schoolbooks. 

Book series Prime Time 5 Make Your Way 5 English to go 4 More! 4 

Page count 192 208 336 (256+80) 293 

SAT count 10 0 37 + journal 4 

Number of 

pages for SATs 

16 0 117 (37 + 80) 8 

Percentage  ~8% 0 ~33% ~3% 

Statement on 

SA 

Growing need 

for 

autonomous 

learning 

Check-out 

pages for SA 

“Now you can” 

statements to 

raise awareness 

CEFR 

descriptors as 

insight into 

assessment 

criteria 

/ Progress checks 

to see where 

they stand 

Revision unit 

can be self-

corrected 

CEFR/ELP 

descriptors 

Autonomy 

furthered 

through self-

evaluation 

Self-checks & I-

can statements 

Progress checks 

to self-assess 

progress 

Suggestion to 

talk about 

results in class 

Results can 

show backlog 

demand 
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Self-correction 

through key in 

student’s book 

Cross-

references for 

autonomous 

reworking 

I can statements 

in German 

Portfolio project 

to reflect on 

progress 

Suggestion to 

talk about 

results and give 

mini-lesson on 

topic that more 

pupils have 

problems with 

 

As can be seen in the table, Prime Time 5 includes SATs on around eight percent of their 

pages, More! 4 in three percent, while Make Your Way 5 does not include any at all. As 

English to go 4 is accompanied by an additional learning journal booklet with 80 pages, the 

relation between the count of pages and the count of pages featuring SATs is relatively high at 

33 percent. However, even when the journal is not included in the overall count, the English 

to go 4 books present SATs on around 14 percent of their pages.  

 Regarding the explicit statements found in the teacher’s handbooks, English to go 4 and 

Prime Time 5 seem to understand the growing need for autonomy, reflection and self-

assessment skills and base parts of their SATs on the can-do statements in the CEFR and ELP. 

Prime Time 5 offers cross-references for students to know where they can go and learn more. 

English to go 4 includes a rationale for the portfolio project and states that the included can-

do statements are in German, which makes it accessible more easily for the learners. More! 4 

and English to go 4 also give suggestions on what to do with the results of a SAT; teachers 

should address the results in class to see where most pupils have problems and draw on these 

findings in their following teaching. As Make Your Way 5 does not offer any SATs, nothing is 

mentioned regarding self-assessment in the teacher’s handbook either. 

 To sum up the findings of the global analysis, the selected schoolbook series might 

reveal a general approach in Austrian English teaching material to self-assessment. Three out 

of four series include SATs regularly and also formulate the development of this skill as one 

of their aims. English to go 4 is outstanding as the series includes a whole journal booklet 

concerned with student reflection work. Make Your Way 5 does not mention self-assessment 

at all. The following detailed analysis describes the included SATs in detail and attempts to 

evaluate their effectiveness and the validity of the statements made on self-assessment.  
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9.2. Findings of the detailed analysis 

9.2.1. Prime Time 5 

The detailed analysis of the self-assessment tasks in the student’s textbook of Prime Time 5 

revealed that their structure and layout are alike; only the content differs, as it is always based 

on the last unit and not all the language skills and systems are assessed within one task. All 

the tasks and the corresponding analysis grids can be consulted in appendix 12.2. The findings 

will be summarized and explained in this section. Prime Time 5 features so called check-out 

pages at the end of each unit; hence, ten tasks were analyzed.  

 Regarding the type, all the tasks are direct assessment of performance but include 

indirect assessment of competence in the form of can-do statements taken from the CEFR. 

These can-do statements match the preceding exercise and can be ticked off, which gives the 

students insights into what they are expected to know. The exercises can be corrected by the 

students themselves as the key is presented in the back of the student’s book. The distribution 

of formats used, and skills assessed is given in Table 8. Due to formatting issues, the word 

check-out is abbreviated with CO. 

 

Table 8. Content and formats of SATs in Prime Time 5. 

TASK 
CO  

1 

CO  

2 

CO  

3 

CO  

4 

CO  

5 

CO  

6 

CO  

7 

CO  

8 

CO  

9 

CO 

10 

Format 

Selected 

response 
X X  X X  X X X  

Limited 

response X  X X  X X  X X 

Extended 

response X X X X X X X X X X 

Content 

Reading  X    X      
Monologic 

speaking X X X      X  

Dialogic 

speaking  
  X  X X  X  X 

Listening     X     X X 
Writing  X X X X X X X X  X 

Grammar  X X  X X  X X X X 
Vocabulary  X X  X X X  X X 

 

This table shows a variety of formats and content. Every check-out task includes at least one 

exercise that requires an extended response, i.e. written text production, a role play, or a 

presentation/talk prepared by the students. Moreover, selected and limited response exercises 
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also feature regularly. Concerning the language components that are asked for, it can be 

observed that writing, grammar and vocabulary are the main focus. Nevertheless, also 

speaking, monologic as well as dialogic, reading and listening exercises can be found at 

regular intervals. As mentioned before, the check-out exercises are not only based on the unit 

contents but also include can-do statements taken from the CEFR. No instructions are given 

on what to fill in the box next to the descriptor but it can be assumed that students should tick 

it if they feel that they have successfully acquired the mentioned skill or knowledge. Table 9 

lists the descriptors found as well as the language level and topic the descriptor addresses.  

 

Table 9. CEFR descriptors in SATs in Prime Time 5. 

Descriptor + page in book 
Language 

level 
Section + page in CEFR 

Can give a prepared straightforward 

presentation on a familiar topic […] (12).  
B1 Addressing audiences (60) 

Can find and understand relevant information 

in everyday material […] (12).  
B1 Reading for orientation (70) 

Can write accounts of experiences, describing 

feelings and reactions in simple connected texts 

(13). 

B1 Creative writing (62) 

Can describe people, places and possessions in 

simple terms (28). 
A2 

Sustained monologue: 

describing experience (59) 

Can write personal letters giving news and 

expressing thoughts about abstract or cultural 

topics such as music, films (28). 

B1 Correspondence (83) 

Can briefly give reasons and explanations for 

opinions, plans and actions (43). 
B1 

Sustained monologue: 

putting a case (e.g. in a 

debate) (59) 

Can write very brief reports to a standard 

conventionalised format, which pass on routine 

factual information and state reasons for 

actions (43). 

B1 Reports and essays (62) 

Can make his/her opinions and reactions 

understood as regards […] practical questions 

of where to go, what to do, how to organise an 

event (e.g. an outing) (43). 

B1 

Goal-oriented co-operation 

(e.g. repairing a car, 

discussing a document, 

organizing an event) (79) 

Can understand a large part of many […] 

programmes on topics of personal interest such 

as interviews, […] when the delivery […] is 

clear (58). 

B1 Watching TV and film (71) 

Is aware of the salient politeness conventions 

and acts appropriately (58). 
B1 

Sociolinguistic 

appropriateness (122) 

Can give or seek personal views and opinions 

in discussing topics of interest (72). 
B1 

Informal discussion (with 

friends) (77) 

Can write short, simple essays on topics of 

interest (72).  
B1 Reports and essays (62) 
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Can recognise significant points in 

straightforward newspaper articles on familiar 

subjects (73). 

B1 
Reading for information and 

argument (70) 

Can take part in routine formal discussion of 

familiar subjects […] (85).  
B1 

Formal discussion and 

meetings (78) 

Can write a description of an event […] – real 

or imagined (85).  
B1 Creative writing (62) 

Can write […] letters describing experiences, 

feelings and events in some details (97). 
B1 Correspondence (83) 

Can express belief, opinion, agreement and 

disagreement politely (111). 
B1 

Informal discussion (with 

friends) (77) 

Can produce simple connected texts on topics 

which are familiar or of personal interest (111).  
B1 

Common Reference Levels: 

global scale – independent 

user (24) 

Can reasonably fluently sustain a 

straightforward description of one of a variety 

of subjects […] (124).  

B1 Overall oral production (58) 

Is aware of […] the most significant 

differences between the customs, usages [and] 

attitudes […] prevalent in the community 

concerned and those of his or her own (124). 

B1 
Sociolinguistic 

appropriateness (122) 

Can keep up with an animated discussion 

between native speakers (138).  
B2 

Informal discussion (with 

friends) (77) 

Can express thoughts on more abstract, cultural 

topics such as films [or] books (138).  
B1 

Overall spoken interaction 

(74) 

Can collate short pieces of information from 

several sources and summarise them for 

somebody else (139). 

B1 Processing text (96) 

 

In total, 23 can-do statements from various categories are presented and related to the 

exercises within the check-out pages. It is striking that one descriptor is taken from the 

language level B2, which is higher than all the other descriptors from the levels A2 or B1, and 

also higher than the level that the curriculum requires for the fifth grade, which is B1 in all 

skills (BMBF 2000b: 6). This can-do statement deals with informal, spoken interaction with 

native speakers, which might be of special interest for the authors. In general, descriptors 

concerning the productive skills occur most often, 16 times in sum, which might also reveal 

the focus of Prime Time 5.  

 The key for the exercises with limited or selected response is included in the student’s 

handbook, which makes it accessible for the students themselves. For the extended response 

exercises, the books do not give who should be the evaluator. In the best case, assessment 

criteria are designed with the students so that they can also assess their own written and 

spoken performance. If this is implemented, the check-out pages can really serve as effective 

self-assessment tasks as all the skills and also grammar and vocabulary are part of them. 
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 Concerning the evaluation criteria of SATs, the check-out pages in Prime Time 5 fulfill 

some of them. Firstly, students can conduct the tasks independently and are likely to develop 

self-assessment skills due to the can-do statements and the variety of skills assessed. 

Moreover, they learn about the subject, in this case, English and follow clear instructions. The 

can-do statements, as well as the now-you-can statements at the beginning of every check-out 

section provide help and support reflection. As they can be found at the end of every unit, 

continuity is given. The three-stages approach is also followed, as the already mentioned now-

you-can statements serve as some kind of pre-task exercise, while the can-do statements 

provide help while fulfilling the task. Cross-references to the writing guide or grammar 

section invite to subsequent work, which can be seen as a post-self-assessing task.  

 As the students’ performances might become part of formal assessment, the last part of 

the analysis grid was also considered. Practicality was rated as high, as the tasks can be 

assigned without extra effort. Reliability is moderate as it strongly depends on the students’ 

self-assessment skills and how honest they are. Validity was also seen as relatively high 

because all skills and formats are featured, it is based on the book content and the CEFR and 

if students also evaluate their written and spoken texts, it might yield in an enforcement of 

self-assessment skills. Authenticity is also moderate, as there are no authentic tasks, but 

students are likely to need dialogic speaking skills or presentation skills in their real lives. 

Impact and interactiveness are also evaluated as being moderate, as due to the can-do- and the 

now-you-can statements students might be encouraged to interact with their own knowledge 

and skills, which might lead to positive reinforcement of learning.  

9.2.2. English to go 4 

The English to go 4 book series features different types of SATs, namely progress-checks, 

self-checks, revision pages, other tasks within a unit or exercise that encourage reflection, and 

an additional journal booklet, which will be explained in detail in this section.  

 The coursebook includes four progress checks, after every four units. In contrast to the 

progress checks analyzed above in Prime Time 5, these ones assess general competence and 

not preceding performance. Can-do statements are formulated covering the content of the four 

units and are categorized into vocabulary, grammar, receptive skills (listening and reading) 

and productive skills (speaking and writing). Students are asked to tick the box next to the 

statement with either one check mark, two check marks or an exclamation mark, depending 

on their understanding. Regarding the evaluation criteria, these progress checks in the 

coursebook can be conducted independently, as students reflect on their own knowledge and, 

hence, no key is necessary. The instructions are clear. Because of the categorization, the 
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required knowledge and skills are broken down into small bits, which makes it easier to 

reflect on them. Hence, it is assumed that a development of self-assessment skills will be 

enforced. For the same reason, students receive formative feedback as they do not only 

receive an overall score but they can visually notice where their weaknesses are. The can-do 

statements provide language input in English; thus, language knowledge might also be 

deepened. Continuity throughout the book can be observed, which fulfills another criterium 

for successful SATs.  

 The workbook of English to go 4 includes numerous more SATs in the form of so-

called self-checks. At the end of every unit, there are “small” self-checks (see Appendix 12.3., 

Figures 25-40), which, similar to the progress checks in the coursebook, ask the leaners to tick 

can-do statements. The statements in the self-checks are, however, in German. The content is 

based on what was learned in the unit. Here, no instructions are given on what to write in the 

small boxes next to the statements, but it can be assumed that they should be ticked if students 

are certain about the mentioned skill or knowledge. The can-do statements are also 

categorized into listening, reading, speaking, writing and vocabulary. In nine out of 16 self-

checks, another category called “Lernen lernen” [learn how to learn] is added and only in one 

self-check is grammar included. However, the productive and receptive skills are not grouped 

together like in the progress-checks in the coursebook but are treated individually. Hence, 

there is a slightly different focus than in the coursebook.  

 Furthermore, the workbook presents revision parts with subsequent “bigger” self-checks 

always after 4 units. The revision parts resemble the check-out pages in Prime Time 5 as they 

are exercises with a key presented afterwards with which learners can self-assess their 

performance. However, the variation in content and format is less, which might be the case 

because they are followed by a self-check. The content and formats are presented in Table 10. 

Table 10. Content and format of review tasks in English to go 4. 

TASK Revision part 1 Revision part 2 Revision part 3 Revision part 4 

Format 

Selected 

response X X X X 

Limited 

response 
 X X X 

Extended 

response 
    

Content 

Reading      

Monologic 

speaking 
    

Dialogic 

speaking  
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Listening      

Writing      

Grammar  X X X X 

Vocabulary X X X X 
 

The formats are restricted to choosing word(s) for gaps, matching and choosing the correct 

form, which count as selected response, and gap-filling, which is limited response.  

 Concerning the content, these review parts only deal with vocabulary and grammar, 

maybe because the following self-checks invite students to reflect on all of the skills. The key 

to the exercises can be found below the self-check. Regarding the test qualities, these review 

parts perform poorly when analyzed in isolation. Practicality is high as the access and 

administration is easy. Reliability depends on the actual students and is rated moderate as 

cheating might be alluring with the solutions on the next page. Validity is low, as it only 

features vocabulary and grammar tasks with no extended response. Authenticity is also low as 

the tasks are out of context and do not have real-world relatedness. Impact and interactiveness 

are also seen as being low because they will not have a positive effect on learning, nor do they 

engage the student’s personality. However, if these review pages are considered as being a 

pre-task of the following self-checks, they still have their justification.  

 The “bigger” self-checks (see Appendix 12.3., Figures 49-52) present I-can-do 

statements that are adapted from the European language portfolio (ELP) for lower secondary 

to fit the contents of the preceding units. In contrast to the progress-checks in the coursebook, 

learners are also given the possibility to leave the box empty if they do not feel ready to assess 

this skill or competence. Similar to the other self-checks and progress-checks, the statements 

are also grouped according to the skills; however, following the ELP, speaking is further 

divided up into monologic and dialogic speaking and some blank lines are provided for 

students’ comments.  

 The “small” self-checks as well as the “bigger” ones fulfill some criteria for successful 

SATs. Students can conduct them independently as they do not need further input of the 

teacher when reflecting on their own skills and knowledge. They are likely to improve their 

self-assessment skills and the clear statements provide formative feedback. As the I-can-do 

statements are in German, they support reflection even more, as learners will access them 

more easily than the English equivalents. However, in contrast to the progress-checks in the 

course book, these self-checks might not help to learn the language itself. As the small self-

checks can be found in each of the 16 units, and the bigger ones are presented after four units, 

continuity can be observed. When the preceding revision pages are seen as part of the self-

checks, they include a pre-task as well as a while-task, which is filling in the boxes next to the 
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statements. A post-task is not given; however, it might be connected with the accompanying 

learning journal that will be described later.  

 Aside from these regularly occurring SATs, three more SATs could be detected within 

the units. Right at the beginning of the coursebook in the second unit, learners are asked to set 

individual goals for English for the new school year (see Appendix 12.3., Figure 54). In the 

form of a questionnaire with open-ended questions, students conduct metacognitive self-

assessment. Afterwards they are invited to talk to their peers about their set goals and try to 

alter them to formulate realistic and achievable goals. Concerning the evaluation criteria, this 

task meets most of them. Students can conduct it independently as clear instructions are 

given. They can adapt it to their needs as the questions are relatively open. As the post-task is 

to talk to peers, qualitative peer feedback can be expected. The goals should be formulated in 

English, so that the language itself and self-assessment skills are developed. Guidelines for 

each stage are given and help in the form of sentence beginnings is provided. Students are 

also asked to break down the goals into small manageable steps, which can be seen as a 

while-task. Also in the teacher’s handbook it is suggested to guide pupils towards formulating 

concrete goals and refer them to consult the progress- and self-checks for help.  

 Another SAT, which is not labelled as such, is presented in the workbook and is about 

reflecting on the students’ contribution during a group work phase (see appendix 12.3., Figure 

53). First, students receive tips how to organize group work and then they are asked to rate 

their performance on a scale from one to five in a questionnaire. The group work itself and the 

tips given in the task can be seen as pre-tasks for the SAT. One question asks students to rate 

how they felt and if others respected them during the group work; hence, self-assessment of 

socioaffective factors could easily be conducted by further asking students for the reasons 

why they felt good or bad. What to do with the questionnaires after the learners have filled 

them out, is not given in the books. However, it might be helpful to consult them when the 

group work is assessed by the teacher.  

 The last unit in the workbook covers four pages and is called “this is me” (see appendix 

12.3., Figures 55-57). All the tasks presented in this unit deal with a portfolio project in which 

students are invited to reflect on their progress in English during the last school year. It is 

divided up into seven tasks that ask students to write down what they did in English, what 

they plan for the future and support them in planning their portfolio. This whole unit meets 

some crucial criteria for an effective self-assessment task. It can be performed independently 

as clear instructions, guidelines for each stage and language input are provided. As the 
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portfolio itself is a free project, students can adapt it to their needs and interests. It can 

potentially lead to the development of language as well as self-assessment skills.  

 In addition to the numerous SATs that are included in the coursebook and the 

workbook, English to go 4 provides a Learning journal booklet (Westfall 2007). This learning 

journal was written by Westfall and was published one year after the other series components. 

The first page describes the idea behind this journal and states that it is a personal booklet and 

will not be looked at or corrected (Westfall 2007: 3). It consists of 80 pages divided into six 

categories. The first chapter is called “Getting started” and serves as a warm-up section to 

become familiar with the format of the journal. In this section students have space and 

guiding questions for personal information, recalling the past summer, trends in this year, a 

life list, a letter to themselves, writing about their neighborhood and setting their learning 

goals. The last three pages are left blank so that the learners can include what they like to. The 

second chapter deals with speaking. First, a table is provided in which learners can keep notes 

on their speaking practices. In the next eight pages, input and ideas using pictures, questions 

and bullet points for free-speaking are given and a table can be filled in with the learners free-

speaking performances. Moreover, learners are invited to produce dialogues about any topic 

they want. Similarly, the next section focuses on reading. It also includes a table in which 

students can take notes on their reading practices. Various reading tips help learners to 

become successful readers and again, several pages are left blank for individual ideas. The 

following section is structured analogously for writing. The second to last chapter consists of 

tables in which students are asked to write their favorite words and phrases. The last two 

pages give learners the chance to keep a record of their test performances. Language to go- 

boxes and learning tips or other useful and interesting information, like the 100 most frequent 

words in English are presented throughout the booklet. Concerning its contribution to 

developing self-assessment skills, it can be successful, when it is implemented as an 

accompanying tool. This journal gives language learners sufficient space to reflect on their 

progress and deepen their knowledge with topics they are interested in. Together with the 

above described SATs of general competence, performance and in the form of a writing 

portfolio, English to go 4 covers a wide range of possible ways to implement self-assessment.  

9.2.3. More! 4 

A closer analysis of the More! 4 book series has shown that only one type of self-assessment 

is included. The workbook does not feature any SATs, but the student’s book offers progress 

checks, after four units. Hence, in total four SATs were analyzed, which are all direct 

assessment of performance in the form of different exercises. Topic-wise all the progress 
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checks are based on the preceding units, which they intend to review. Hence, the only feature 

that differs between the four SATs is the topics and the actual grammatical structures or 

vocabulary that are reviewed. Table 11 shows the distribution of formats and language 

components assessed.  

Table 11. Content and formats of SATs in More! 4. 

TASK 
Progress check 

1 

Progress Check 

2 

Progress Check 

3 

Progress Check 

4 

Format 

Selected 

response 
X X X X 

Limited 

response 
 X   

Extended 

response 
    

Content 

Reading  X X X X 

Monologic 

speaking 
    

Dialogic 

speaking  
    

Listening  X X X X 

Writing      

Grammar  X X X X 

Vocabulary X X X X 
 

As might be noticed, a variety in content is not given, as all progress checks feature exercises 

for reading, listening, grammar and vocabulary. The productive skills, like writing and 

speaking do not occur within those tasks. Moreover, the formats are also alike, as all four 

progress checks require selected response, such as multiple choice or choosing the correct 

form, matching, or true/false. Only the second progress check asks for limited response in a 

gap-filling exercise in a listening task. The actual occurrence of the formats can be found in 

appendix 12.4 (pp. 165-180).  

 After completing the task, students can assign themselves points and choose a smiley 

according to their performance. For each content part, three options are given; a smiling, a 

neutral looking or a sad looking smiley with a sum of points can be chosen. However, the 

solutions to these exercises are in the teacher’s handbook, which makes it impossible for 

students to conduct the progress checks independently. This point leads to the evaluation part, 

which should define if the task at hand can really be called self-assessment. The only points 

that pertain for the progress checks in More! 4 are that students learn about the subject, there 

are clear instructions, they are included regularly and continuously throughout the book and 
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there is a post-task stage, when the results are compared with the teacher and the students’ 

performances are discussed, which might lead to some kind of formative teacher feedback. As 

mentioned in Section 9.1.4., the teacher’s handbook includes a statement on these progress 

checks that says that with the help of them students can test and evaluate their progress on 

their own, which, following my criteria, is not really the case in reality. It is suggested to let 

students correct their mistakes on their own; however, the whole process of thinking about the 

criteria for a good performance and reflecting on their own performance while having those 

criteria in mind is completely left out, when the results must be compared with the teacher. In 

fact, the analyzed progress checks are just additional exercises to reinforce the content of the 

four preceding units.  

 In case some teachers might include the results of these progress checks in the formal 

assessment process, the test qualities were evaluated on base of the information that was 

accessible and available in the books. The practicality of these tasks is relatively high, as they 

are featured within the coursebook and, thus, can be administered without additional expense. 

As the solutions are compared with the teacher, a certain degree of reliability is also ensured 

because students cannot cheat or under- or overrate themselves. However, validity is not 

ensured; content validity might be moderate as it is always based on what has been learned 

before but SATs only test receptive skills and grammar and vocabulary. Construct validity, 

face validity and consequential validity suffer as students cannot assess themselves without 

needing their teacher and great impact cannot be wished for as students only give themselves 

one point for a correct answer, and no point for an incorrect one. Authenticity and 

Interactiveness are also low, as no authentic texts are featured, and the student’s own 

personality or wider knowledge is not really engaged. Similar to consequential validity, the 

impact can be rated as low as its potential to enhance further learning is not obvious because it 

results in a summative, teacher-imposed sum of points without providing space or time for 

students to reflect.  

9.2.4. Comparison of the detailed analyses 

After having analyzed the SATs in the four selected school book series, it might be helpful to 

transfer the findings into a table for a direct comparison. For this reason, Table 12 below was 

created, including the criteria used for the grids. The series as a whole will be considered here 

and not the individual tasks; thus, the findings of all the SATs will be merged. Language test 

qualities are not listed individually but it is noted if the SATs are likely to be used in formal 

assessment. As the series Make Your Way 5 does not feature any SATs it will be excluded in 

Table 12. 
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Table 12. Comparison of findings of detailed analyses. 

Book series Prime Time 5 English to go 4 More! 4 

Types 

Direct ass. of 

performance 

Indirect ass. of 

competence 

Direct ass. of 

performance 

Indirect ass. of 

competence 

Metacognitive ass. 

Direct ass. of 

performance 

Tools 

Check-out pages Progress-checks 

Self-checks 

Revision parts 

Portfolio 

Questionnaire 

Journal 

Progress Checks 

Formats 

Selected 

Limited 

Extended  

Selected 

Limited 

Extended 

Selected 

limited 

CEFR 

descriptors 

Yes  Yes  No  

All skills & 

systems 

Yes Yes No (no speaking and 

writing) 

Collaborative 

def. of criteria 

No No No 

Independent 

students 

Yes  Yes  No 

Possibility to 

adapt 

No 2 times No 

Development of 

SA skills 

Yes Yes No 

Formative 

feedback 

Yes Yes No 

Peer feedback No Once No 

Teacher 

feedback 

No Discussion in class Comparison with 

teacher 

Language 

learning 

Yes Yes Yes 

Clear rationale No No No 

Clear 

instructions 

Yes Yes Yes 
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Guidelines for 

each stage 

No Twice No 

Help provided Yes Yes Yes 

Continuity Yes Yes Yes 

Goal-setting No 2 times  No 

3-stage approach Yes No No 

Formal 

assessment? 

Yes Some No 

 

As mentioned in Chapter 8, only the accessible information could be considered in the 

analysis. If the table says, for instance, that the SATs do not follow a three-stage approach, 

this just means that the student’s book(s) and the teacher’s book do not mention anything; 

however, it might be the case that the teachers themselves design and implement a pre- or 

post-stage. The most obvious difference between the four English schoolbook series is the 

weight the authors lay on self-assessment. Although the curriculum for upper secondary 

schools requires the integration of opportunities for self-evaluation (BMBF 2000b: 1), Make 

your Way 5 does not include any SAT at all. In contrast, English to go 4 features several 

different types and tools for students to reflect on their language learning progress. More! 4 

claims to provide opportunities for self-evaluation in terms of progress-checks (Gerngroß et 

al. 2013c: 38); however, learners cannot assess themselves independently but need their 

teacher to give them the correct answers. Hence, the progress-checks are just additional 

exercises that summarize the last four units. Prime Time 5 follows a more consistent 

implementation of check-out pages as they can be found in every unit. The layout is identical 

in all ten SATs, but the assessed skills and the formats used vary. For the limited and selected 

response tasks, the solutions are included in the student’s book; however, it is not given, who 

corrects the extended responses. If the learners also assess their written and spoken text 

productions themselves, self-assessment is definitely enforced. If the teacher evaluates the 

performances, the students still self-assess the other exercises and reflect on their achieved 

competences with the help of the can-do statements. These can-do statements are also a 

supportive feature in English to go 4; More! 4 does not include any of them. More! 4 is also 

the only series that neglects the productive skills in the progress-checks. Concerning the 

collaborative definition of assessment criteria, which is, following Boud (1991: 5, cited in 

Boud 2003: 12), part of self-assessment, no information could be found. Another important 

feature is that students have the possibility to adapt the process to their needs (Boud 2003: 

208), which is given in two tasks in English to go 4. Moreover, students should engage with 
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the subject matter (Boud 2003: 208), which is met by all three series that include SATs. 

Development of self-assessment skills (Boud 2003: 209) is not ensured by More! 4, but due to 

the can-do statements it might be enforced by Prime Time 5 and due to the numerous SATs 

with various types, tools, formats and content, including an additional journal booklet, it is 

definitely promoted by English to go 4. Clear instructions and help (Wong & Mak 2019: 190) 

are provided by all three books. Continuity throughout the whole course (Boud 2003: 208) is 

also given in all three series as the analyzed SATs occur at regular intervals. Explicit 

guidelines for each stage, peer feedback and goal-setting (Boud 2003: 208-209; Harris & 

McCann 1994: 77; Wong & Mak 2019: 189) are only featured in some SATs in English to go 

4. All the check-out pages in Prime Time 5 follow the three-stages approach (Mak & Wong 

2019: 190-191) as they offer now-you-can statements as a pre-task, CEFR descriptors as a 

while-task and cross-references to other sections in the book for post-tasks. The progress-

checks in More! 4 do show a post-task in terms of comparing the results with the teacher. In 

English to go 4, the SATs vary in their administration; some show a pre- and a while-task and 

others a while- and a post-task. Lastly, the language test qualities were assessed and based on 

the findings, it was assumed if the tasks would be included in the formal assessment process. 

The check-out pages in Prime Time 5 might serve well as part of formal assessment, as their 

qualities range between moderate and high. As the progress-checks in More! 4 do not even 

ask for all skills, and hence, the qualities are scored low or moderate, it can be assumed that 

they will not be included in formal assessment. English to go 4 features some tasks, like the 

portfolio task, the self-assessment task of the group work that will possibly be considered in 

the student’s final grade. The self-checks might be an effective tool to compare the teacher’s 

notes with the student’s own perceptions. The attached language learning journal, however, 

should not be taken into account in formal assessment as it should only help the learners by 

providing informal feedback and should not be looked at by the teachers.  
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10. Conclusion 

This paper investigated the existing self-assessment tasks in four selected current schoolbooks 

for English. First, a literature review was presented, including an explanation of relevant 

terms and concepts, reasons for implementing self-assessment, a summary of what official 

documents, like the CEFR, the curriculum and the LBVO mention concerning self-

assessment, the different types and tools, guidelines for its administration and lastly, theory of 

analysis of teaching material. Based on this literature, analysis grids were designed for a 

global and a detailed analysis. With the help of these grids, I tried to find out how self-

assessment is presented in Austrian schoolbooks for English, whether labelled self-evaluation 

tasks do really offer the possibility for pupils to self-evaluate and what is actually assessed 

with which tools and formats. Moreover, criteria for effective self-assessment tasks were 

gathered and the tasks were assessed with their help.  

 The questions for the study was how self-assessment is presented in Austrian school 

book series for English, what kind of self-assessment tasks are accessible when only taking 

the coursebooks into account and whether they are likely to be successful. The selected 

schoolbook series have shown a wide range in their presentation of self-assessment tasks. In 

Make Your Way 5 no SATs are included at all, while in More!4 tasks were labelled self-

evaluation but turned out not to be as the solutions need to be compared with the teacher. In 

Prime Time 5 relatively well-designed check-out pages featuring relevant CEFR descriptors 

are presented and English to go 4 sets a good example of how self-assessment can be 

implemented because it regularly includes various types of self-assessment and even provides 

an additional booklet for reflection, goal-setting and practicing. Hence, if teachers consider 

the development of self-assessment skills as crucial, they need to either choose their 

coursebook wisely, turn existing exercises into self-assessment or create SATs separately 

from the book series they use.  

 I would like to make some suggestions on how to turn the existing SATs into more 

effective ones. Firstly, there should always be some pre-task, like defining criteria for texts or 

oral production, but also to talk about what counts as a mistake in limited response exercises. 

Here, students need to develop a feeling for content validity, for example, that they do not 

count an orthographic mistake in a reading or listening task. Another possibility would be to 

recall students’ goals and then look in how far they have reached them. For a while-task, 

Prime Time 5 sets a good example as the descriptors taken from the CEFR give students an 

insight into what they are expected to know. English to go 4 also includes can-do statements 

that are based on the can-do statements in the CEFR and ELP, which are divided up into 
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much smaller parts of language that were treated in the reviewed unit(s). This might help 

students to understand what they are required to know and makes it easier to achieve the 

objectives. Almost the most important part of self-assessment is the incorporation of a post-

task. Students need to reflect on their performance, what went wrong and, especially, why it 

went wrong. For further learning it is crucial to know if a grammar exercise was answered 

incorrectly because the student was tired and did not concentrate well or because they did not 

understand the rules. Students need to provide themselves with formative feedback and set 

adjusted goals to increase their intrinsic motivation for further language learning. The learning 

journal in English to 4 includes a table in which students can note future opportunities for 

reading, writing or speaking English, which can be helpful.  

 It must be emphasized that the present study only took the available books and what 

they offer into consideration. Even if the books provide excellent SATs, it cannot be taken for 

granted that the actual implementation is also done well; conversely, only because the books 

do not present good SATs, does it not mean that the students do not have access to SATs or 

do not develop self-assessment skills. It might also be the case that dedicated teachers 

implement opportunities for self-assessment independently from their schoolbook or they turn 

a badly-designed SAT into an effective one.  

 In order to find out more about the actual status quo of the incorporation of self-

assessment in language teaching and learning, a follow-up study consisting of questionnaires 

or interviews would be desirable. The selection of school book series was made to the best of 

my knowledge; however, it might be the case that the analysis of four other series would 

reveal completely different findings. Moreover, the teachers’ and learners’ attitudes towards 

self-assessment might be interesting as these can also influence the success of the 

implementation process. Hence, the findings of this thesis might reveal a trend but cannot be 

considered as being complete. 

 As a final remark, I hope that this thesis provided an insight into the undeniable benefits 

of self-assessment and the necessity of its consistent incorporation. The analyses should help 

teachers to find an appropriate school book series if they would like their students to not only 

develop language but also self-evaluation skills. Furthermore, the grids might support the 

demasking of tasks that are called self-assessment, but in reality, are just additional language 

exercises that do not require student reflection. Self-assessment does not only enforce 

language learning, but is, in my opinion, a crucial skill to becoming a mature and responsible 

member of society.  

Word count: 25.476 
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12. Appendix 

12.1. Global analysis sheets 

Table 13. Prime Time 5: global analysis grid. 

Book: Prime Time 5 

Author/s 

Hellmayr, Georg; Waba, Stephan; Mlakar, Heike 

Testen und Fördern (TF): Wohlgemuth-Fekonja, Bettina  

Language in Use (LiU): Hellmayr, Georg; Waba, Stephan 

Year of publication 

2010 

TF: 2014 

LiU: 2013 

Publisher ÖBV (Österreichischer Bundesverlag) 

Materials 

Student’s textbook (SB) 

Teacher’s handbook  

Testen und Fördern (TF) (exercises for listening, reading, 

writing and LiU with solutions and cross-references to 

student’s book) 

Prime Time 5/6 – Language in Use (LiU) (exercises with key) 

Grade and language level 
1st grade upper secondary (AHS) 

14-15 years olds (B1) 

Structure of students’ 

book(s) 

SB: table of contents, Unit 1 – 10, writing guide, grammar, 

vocabulary, solutions to the Check-out pages, references 

TF: table of contents, Einstiegstest, Nachtest, 4 tests, 

solutions. 

LiU: table of contents, vocabulary, grammar, key, references. 

Structure of units 

SB: check-out page(s) after each unit.  

Recurring features: fact file, word bank, grammar input, 

useful phrases, tips  

TF: / 

LiU: / 

Number of pages 192 

Number of SATs 10 

Number of pages for 

SATs 

16 
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Aims and objectives 

(quotations) 

Die Förderung des autonomen und eigenverantwortlichen 

Lernens über die Schule hinaus ist ein zentrales Anliegen von 

Prime Time (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3). 

Die Ergebnisorientierung in Prime Time wird ergänzt durch 

die Bewusstmachung der einzelnen Schritte, die nötig sind, 

um eine angestrebte Textsorte und oder ein kommunikatives 

Ziel zu erreichen (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3). 

Durch die Erarbeitung der notwendigen sprachlichen 

Inventare, möglicher Inhalte und der jeweiligen 

Textmerkmale werden die Lernenden an ein systematisches, 

reflektierendes Verfahren herangeführt, das sie befähigt, in 

Zukunft (auch über die Schule hinaus) selbstständig ihre 

Sprachkenntnisse zu erweitern (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 

2010b: 3). 

Die Schülerinnen und Schüler werden somit in Prime Time 

angeleitet, sich als Gestalter/innen ihres persönlichen 

Lernprozesses zu sehen. Sie lernen, die Verfahren 

auszuwählen, die ihrem Lernstil am ehesten entsprechen. 

Damit wird lebenslanges Lernen initiiert (Hellmayr, Waba & 

Mlakar 2010b: 3).  

Der zweite große Schwerpunkt von Prime Time liegt daher 

auf einer konsequenten Anwendungsorientierung. Der 

eigenständige Gebrauch der Fremdsprache, das authentische, 

autonome Sprachhandeln werden verstärkt gefördert. […] 

Gesprächssituationen und interkulturelle Begegnungen 

werden in Prime Time mittel role plays vertieft (Hellmayr, 

Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3). 

Durch verschiedene Sozialformen werden bei den Lernenden 

Teamfähigkeit und kooperatives Verhalten angebahnt 

(Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 6). 

Medienkompetenz wird in Prime Time 5 durch die Arbeit mit 

dem Internet [..] und den Umgang mit authentischen Websites 

[…] gefördert (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 7). 

Die Aufgabenstellungen in Prime Time wurden nach den 

Kriterien des österreichischen Lehrplans und des 

Gemeinsamen Europäischen Referenzrahmen für Sprachen 

(GERS) erarbeitet und leiten die Schülerinnen und Schüler an, 

diese Aspekte der Sprache altersgerecht und dem jeweiligen 

Niveau entsprechend besonders zu üben (Hellmayr, Waba & 

Mlakar 2010b: 4). 

Explicit statement on SA 

Aufgrund der wachsenden Bedeutung autonomer und 

individualisierter Lernprozesse müssen die Lernenden heute 

zunehmen selbstständig über erreichte Lernfortschritte 

nachdenken und diese dokumentieren (Hellmayr, Waba & 

Mlakar 2010b: 3). 

Auf der Check-out-Seite jeder Unit können die Schülerinnen 

und Schüler ihre Lernleistung in der jeweiligen Unit selbst 
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einschätzen. Die Bewusstmachung von Lernprozessen wird 

durch Now you can-Statements zu Beginn dieser Check-out-

Seiten gefördert, die die kommunikativen und strukturellen 

Lerninhalte der Unit auflisten. Die anschließenden Übungen, 

in denen die Schülerinnen und Schüler die Schwerpunkte der 

Unit anwenden können, geben Gelegenheit zur 

Selbstkontrolle und zur Einschätzung des Lernforschritts. Die 

jeweiligen GERS-Deskriptoren geben den Schülerinnen und 

Schülern dort einen Anhaltspunkt, nach welche Kriterien ihre 

Leistungen beurteilt werden können. 

Schüler/innenselbstkontrolle wird auch gefördert, indem die 

Lösungen dieser Aufgaben am Ende des Buches für die 

Schülerinnen und Schüler angegeben werden (Hellmayr, 

Waba & Mlakar 2010b: 3). 

Querverweise zum writing guide und zur grammar erleichtern 

das eigenständige Nacharbeiten (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 

2010b: 3). 

 

Table 14. Make Your Way 5: global analysis grid. 

Book: Make Your Way 5 

Author/s 

Davis, Robin; Gerngroß, Günter; Holzmann, Christian; 

Lewis-Jones, Peter; Puchta, Herbert. 

Testen und Fördern (TF): Wohlgemuth-Fekonja, Bettina 

Year of publication 
2010 

TF: 2014 

Publisher 
ÖBV (Österreichischer Bundesverlag) 

Materials 

Students’ book (SB) 

Teacher’s Handbook (TB) 

Testen und Fördern (TF) 

Grade and language level 
1st grade upper secondary (AHS) 

14-15 years olds - B1 

Structure of students’ 

book(s) 

SB: table of contents, 6 extensive units, 7 compact units, 

references 

TF: table of contents, Einstiegstest, Nachtest, 4 tests, 

solutions. (identical with Prime-Time TF book) 

Structure of units 
SB: vocabulary station, becoming familiar with, tip. 

TF: / 

Count of pages 
SB: 208 

Count of SATs 
0 
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Count of pages for SATs 
0 

Aims and objectives 

Jede Unit trainiert in ausgewogener Weise die Skills 

Listening, Reading, Speaking und Writing (Davis et al. 2010b: 

3).  

Internet projects regen zu projektorientiertem Arbeiten an, 

Learning strategies und Reading tips unterstützen das 

selbstständige Lernen und Lesen (Davis et al. 2010b: 3). 

Becoming familiar with …: Im Anschluss an jede Unit führt 

die Section Becoming familiar with … in die 

maturarelevanten Testformate für Listening, Reading, 

Language in Use und Writing ein und bietet dazu 

Übungsbeispiele sowie ausführliche Tipps für den Umgang 

mit den Testformaten an (Davis et al. 2010b: 3). 

Der Language booster sieht vertiefende Übungen zu 

Kollokationen und Phraseologismen, wie sie für idiomatisches 

Alltagsenglisch typisch sind, vor und dient gelichzeitig der 

Bewusstmachung – Awareness raising – sprachlicher 

Strukturen (Davis et al. 2010b: 4).  

Ebenso ist für jede Unit ein Internet project vorgesehen, bei 

dem Schülerinnen und Schüler eigenständig recherchieren und 

diese Recherche nachvollziehbar dokumentieren sollen (Davis 

et al. 2010b: 4).  

Explicit statement on SA 

/ 

 

Table 15. English to go 4: global analysis grid. 

Book: English to go 4 

Author/s 
Westfall, Tanja; Weber, Charlie. 

LJ: Westfall, Tanja 

Year of publication 
2006 

LJ: 2007 

Publisher ÖBV (Österreichischer Bundesverlag) 

Materials 

Coursebook (CB) 

Workbook regular (WB) (& workbook bonus) 

Learning journal (LJ) 

Teachers’ handbook (TB) 

Grade and language level 
4th grade lower secondary  

13-14 years olds – A2/B1 
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Structure of students’ 

book(s) 

CB: table of contents, 16 units, grammar overview, language 

to go, glossary. 

WB: table of contents, 16 units, irregular verbs. 

LJ: explanations, table of contents, 6 sections: getting started, 

speaking, reading, writing, words and phrases, my tests. 

Structure of units 

CB: project at the end of every unit, progress check after 4 

units. 

recurring elements: grammar to go, language to go 

WB: small self-check after each unit, revision part after 4 

units, bigger self-check after 4 units 

recurring elements: language to go, learning tips. 

LJ: / 

Count of pages 

CB: 144 

WB: 112 

LJ: 80 

Count of SATs 

CB: 5 

WB: 32 

LJ: learning journal – extra tool for reflection 

Count of pages for SATs 

CB: 5 

WB: 32 

LJ: 80 

Aims and objectives 

Der Wortschatz wurde nach den angestrebten Niveaus (A2 

bzw. B1) der Bildungsstandards für die 8. Schulstufe 

zusammengestellt und umfasst so basic skills, die nachhaltig 

erworben werden sollen (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 3).  

Wichtiges Vokabular und Tipps für die Anwendung von 

Ausdrücken oder Strukturen werden in der Language to go 

und dem Tip Boxen verankert. Die relevante Grammatik wird 

in einer eigenen Grammar to go Box präsentiert, der 

meistens eine Discovery-Übung vorangestellt ist, damit die 

Lernenden soweit wie möglich die Regeln und Strukturen der 

englischen Grammatik zuerst für sich selbst entdecken können 

(Förderung von language awareness). Die Erklärungen zur 

Grammatik basieren auf den aktuellsten Grammatik-

Publikationen. Neben den rein formalen Kriterien (etwa die 

Bildung einer bestimmten grammatikalischen Struktur) legen 

wir das eigentliche Augenmerk auf die Anwendung 

(funktionale Grammatik). Weiters unterscheiden wir zwischen 

Anwendungen beim Schreiben und Sprechen (Westfall & 

Weber 2006d: 4). 

Ihr Radioprogramm [Weekend live] in den Bänden 3 und 4 

hat einen neuen Namen, ist professioneller und entspricht 

ihrem Alter. Die Ziele bleiben gleich: Unterhaltung, 

Konsolidierung der erworbenen Sprache und Unterstützung 
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von literacy skills. Ebenso wie bei der Auswahl von längeren 

Texten haben wir mit dem Hörspiel ein weiteres, verstecktes 

Ziel: einen Gegenpol zur reinen Fernsehkultur zu bieten 

(Westfall & Weber 2006d: 4).  

Wir erwarten uns nicht Perfektion (Niveau C2) in der 

Leistung, sondern gelungene Kommunikation (Westfall & 

Weber 2006d: 6).  

Explicit statement on SA 

Am Ende jedes Teiles gibt es im Coursebook das 

Radioprogramm Weekend live, das zur Konsolidierung der 

erworbenen Inhalte und Strukturen dient, und einen progress 

check zur Standortbestimmung. Parallel zu den 

Wiederholungsphasen im Coursebook gibt es weiterhin in den 

Workbooks eine revision unit, anhand derer die Lernenden 

Inhalte und Strukturen der letzten vier Units wiederholen und 

ihre Arbeit selbst korrigieren können. Die Formulierung der 

self-checks im Workbook orientiert sich an der vom 

Ministerium approbierten österreichischen Ausgabe des 

Europäischen Sprachenportfolios bzw. an dem Gemeinsamen 

Europäischen Referenzrahmen des Europarats (Westfall & 

Weber 2006d: 3).  

Lernerautonomie wird durch regelmäßige Selbstevaluierung (I 

can-statements und self-checks) gefördert und wichtige words 

and phrases aus der Unit, die zum aktiven Wortschatz der 

Lernenden werden soll, werden als mappings und strukturierte 

Listen am Ende der Workbook-Unit präsentiert (Westfall & 

Weber 2006d: 3). 

Die Lerntipps (verbunden mit Übungen) im Workbook sind 

weiterhin auf Deutsch ebenso wie die I can-statements 

(Westfall & Weber 2006d: 3).  

Am Ende des Jahres (Unit 16) machen die Lernenden wieder 

ein Portfolio-Projekt, um ihren Lernerfolg zu präsentieren 

(Westfall & Weber 2006d: 4).  

Progress check: Helfen Sie den S/S, die Checkliste 

auszufüllen. Option: Fragen Sie die Klasse, ob und wo sie 

Rufzeichen verwendet haben. Wenn mehrere S/S Probleme 

beim gleichen Thema haben, können Sie eine mini-lesson zu 

diesem Thema abhalten (Westfall & Weber 2006d: 33, 50, 70, 

86). 
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Table 16. More! 4: global analysis grid. 

Book: More!4 

Author/s 

Gerngroß, Günter; Puchta, Herbert; Holzmann, Christian; 

Stranks, Jeff; Lewis-Jones, Peter. 

Teacher’s Book (TB): Kamauf, Ulrike; Sprung, Waltraud; 

Gerngroß, Günter; Puchta, Herbert; Holzmann, Christian.  

Year of publication 2013 

Publisher Helbling Languages 

Materials 

Student’s Book – General Course (SB) 

Workbook – General Course (WB) 

Teacher’s Book – General Course: Teil A: Didaktischer 

Kommentar und Lehrstoffverteilung 

Teacher’s Book – General Course: Teil B: Worksheets 

Cyber Homework – General Course: Offline Kopiervorlagen 

(online homework provided; in here offline copy material for 

students without internet access) 

Grade and language level 
4th grade lower secondary 

13-14 years olds – A2/B1 

Structure of students’ 

book(s) 

SB: table of contents, 14 units, extra unit, CLIL units for 

history, science, biology, geography, wordlist, irregular verbs, 

classroom language, English sounds, references. 

WB: table of contents, according 14 units, extra unit, 

Bildungsstandards, references.  

Structure of units 

SB: uniform structure: input, (DVD tasks in 9 out of 14 units), 

essential English, progress check after 4 units. 

recurring elements: grammar boxes, portfolio tasks 

WB: vocabulary lists at the end of each unit. 

Count of pages 
SB: 169 

WB: 124 

Count of SATs 
SB: 4 progress checks, 15 portfolio tasks 

WB: / 

Count of pages for SATs 
SB: 23 

WB: / 

Aims and objectives 

Mit der Einführung von MORE! wurde erstmals ein Lehrwerk 

vorgelegt, das in einzigartiger Weise den Anforderungen eines 

modernen Fremdsprachenunterrichts sowohl im Einklang mit 

den Zielen des GERS (Gemeinsamer Europäischer 

Referenzrahmen für Sprachen) als auch hinsichtlich der neuen 

Lehrplanforderung nach zielorientierter Einbeziehung der 

neuen Informationstechnologien erstellt wurde (vgl. Bgbl. II 
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Nr.210 v.18.6.2008). Die Veränderungen in der 

österreichischen Schullandschaft in der Sekundarstufe I 

machten es notwendig, den Einsatz von differenzierten 

Lehrwerken zu entwickeln, das speziell für den Unterricht in 

heterogenen Lerngruppen konzipiert ist, in denen es eine 

große Bandbreite an unterschiedlichen Leistungsniveaus gibt 

(Kamauf et al. 2013a: 4). 

Bereits in den ersten drei MORE! Bänden wurde 

kontinuierlich das eigenständige Lernen gefördert, um ein 

gezieltes Hinführen zu den Bildungsstandards zu 

gewährleisten (Kamauf et al. 2013a: 4). 

Explicit statement on SA 

Writing for your portfolio bietet differenzierte themen- oder 

interessensbezogene Möglichkeiten zum Aufbau der 

Schreibfertigkeiten für alle Leistungsniveaus- Die BiSt-

relevanten Formate ermöglichen Feedback an Schüler/innen 

anhand von analytischen Beurteilungsskalen, was wiederum 

gezielte und nachhaltige Kompetenzerweiterung forciert 

(Kamauf et al. 2013a: 6). 

MORE! 4 gibt den Schülerinnen und Schülern, wie schon in 

den ersten beiden [sic] Lernjahren, die Möglichkeit, ihren 

Lernfortschritt regelmäßig und selbstständig zu evaluieren. 

Der Progress Check im Student’s Book (jeweils am Ende der 

Unit 4, 8, 11 und 14) biete Übungen, die die Schüler/innen im 

dritten Lernjahr in den Kompetenzbereichen Listening, 

Reading, Grammar, Vocabulary und Dialogue zur 

Selbstreflexion veranlassen. Die Schüler/innen bewerten mit 

Hilfe des Progress Check ihren Lernfortschritt selbst (Kamauf 

et al. 2013a: 5-6). 

Wie in den vorangegangenen Jahren haben die Schüler/innen 

mithilfe des Progress Checks die Möglichkeit, ihren 

Lernfortschritt selbst zu testen und zu bewerten. Spielen Sie 

den Hörtext zwei Mal vor; lassen Sie die Schüler/innen dann 

die restlichen Übungen zu den einzelnen Kompetenzen alleine 

erledigen. Vergleichen Sie die Ergebnisse abschließend und 

fordern Sie die Schüler/innen auf, ihre Antworten selbst zu 

kontrollieren und auszubessern. Besprechen Sie dann kurz das 

Abschneiden der Schüler/innen. Das Ergebnis gibt genauen 

Aufschluss darüber, in welchen Bereichen die Schüler/innen 

sehr gut bzw. weniger gut abschneiden. Für die Schüler/innen 

ist dies der Hinweis, wo sie verstärkt üben sollten, um so 

eventuell Defizite auszugleichen (Kamauf et al. 2013a: 38) 
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12.2. Prime Time 5: Analyzed self-assessment tasks & detailed analysis sheets 

 

Figure 5. Prime Time 5: check-out 1.1 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 12). 
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Figure 6. Prime Time 5: check-out 1.2 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 13). 
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Table 17. Prime Time 5: check out 1, analysis grid. 
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Table 18. Prime Time 5: check out 1, evaluation grid. 
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Figure 7. Prime Time 5: check-out 2.1 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 28). 
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Figure 8. Prime Time 5: check-out 2.2 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 29). 
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Table 19. Prime Time 5: check out 2, analysis grid.  
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Table 20. Prime Time 5: check out 2, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 9. Prime Time 5: check-out 3 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 43). 
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Table 21. Prime Time 5: check out 3, analysis grid.  
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Table 22. Prime Time 5: check out 3, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 10. Prime Time 5: check-out 4.1 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 58). 
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Figure 11. Prime Time 5: check-out 4.2 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 59). 
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Table 23. Prime Time 5: check out 4, analysis grid.  
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Table 24. Prime Time 5: check out 4, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 12. Prime Time 5: check-out 5.1 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 72). 
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Figure 13. Prime Time 5: check-out 5.2 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 73). 
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Table 25. Prime Time 5: check out 5, analysis grid.  
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Table 26. Prime Time 5: check out 5, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 14. Prime Time 5: check-out 6 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 85). 
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Table 27. Prime Time 5: check out 6, analysis grid.  
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Table 28. Prime Time 5: check out 6, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 15. Prime Time 5: check-out 7 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 97). 
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Table 29. Prime Time 5: check out 7, analysis grid.  
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Table 30. Prime Time 5: check out 7, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 16. Prime Time 5: check-out 8 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 111). 
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Table 31. Prime Time 5: check out 8, analysis grid.  
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Table 32. Prime Time 5: check out 8, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 17. Prime Time 5: check-out 9.1 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 124). 
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Figure 18. Prime Time 5: check-out 9.2 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 125). 
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Table 33. Prime Time 5: check out 9, analysis grid.  
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Table 34. Prime Time 5: check out 9, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 19. Prime Time 5: check-out 10.1 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 138). 
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Figure 20. Prime Time 5: check-out 10.2 (Hellmayr, Waba & Mlakar 2010a: 139). 
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Table 35. Prime Time 5: check out 10, analysis grid.  
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Table 36. Prime Time 5: check out 10, evaluation grid.  
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12.3. English to go 4: Analyzed self-assessment tasks & detailed analysis sheets 

 

 
Figure 21. English to go 4: CB: progress check 1 (Westfall & Weber 2006a: 30). 
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Figure 22. English to go 4: CB: progress check 2 (Westfall & Weber 2006a: 59). 
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Figure 23. English to go 4: CB: progress check 3 (Westfall & Weber 2006a: 90). 
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Figure 24. English to go 4: CB: progress check 4 (Westfall & Weber 2006a: 112). 
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Table 37. English to go 4: CB: progress checks 1-4, analysis grid.  
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Table 38. English to go 4: CB: progress checks 1-4, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 25. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 1 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 9). 

 

 

Figure 26. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 2 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 15). 

 

 

Figure 27. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 3 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 22). 
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Figure 28. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 4 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 27). 

 

 

Figure 29. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 5 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 36). 
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Figure 30. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 6 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 42). 

 

Figure 31. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 7 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 47). 
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Figure 32. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 8 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 53). 

 

 

Figure 33. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 9 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 63). 

 



126 

 

Figure 34. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 10 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 69). 

 

 

Figure 35. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 11 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 75). 

 



127 

 

Figure 36. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 12 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 82). 

 



128 

 

Figure 37. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 13 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 92). 

 

 

Figure 38. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 14 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 97). 
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Figure 39. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 15 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 103). 

 

 

Figure 40. English to go 4: WB: small self-check 16 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 107). 
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Table 39. English to go 4: WB: small self-checks 1-16, analysis grid.  
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Table 40. English to go 4: WB: small self-checks 1-16, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 41. English to go 4: WB: revision part 1.1 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 28). 
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Figure 42. English to go 4: WB: revision part 1.2 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 29). 
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Table 41. English to go 4: WB: revision part 1, analysis grid.  
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Table 42. English to go 4: WB: revision part 1, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 43. English to go 4: WB: revision part 2.1 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 54). 
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Figure 44. English to go 4: WB: revision part 2.2 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 55). 
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Table 43. English to go 4: WB: revision part 2, analysis grid.  
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Table 44. English to go 4: WB: revision part 2, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 45. English to go 4: WB: revision part 3.1 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 83). 
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Figure 46. English to go 4: WB: revision part 3.2 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 84). 
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Table 45. English to go 4: WB: revision part 3, analysis grid.  
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Table 46. English to go 4: WB: revision part 3, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 47. English to go 4: WB: revision part 4.1 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 108). 
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Figure 48. English to go 4: WB: revision part 4.2 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 109). 
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Table 47. English to go 4: WB: revision part 4, analysis grid.  
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Table 48. English to go 4: WB: revision part 4, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 49. English to go 4: WB: big self-check 1 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 30). 

 



149 

 

Figure 50. English to go 4: WB: big self-check 2 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 56). 
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Figure 51. English to go 4: WB: big self-check 3 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 85). 
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Figure 52. English to go 4: WB: big self-check 4 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 110). 
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Table 49. English to go 4: WB: big self-checks 1-4, analysis grid.  
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Table 50. English to go 4: WB: big self-checks 1-4, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 53. English to go 4: WB: learning tip: working effectively in a team. (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 79). 
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Table 51. English to go 4: WB: learning tip: working effectively in a team, analysis grid.  
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Table 52. English to go 4: WB: learning tip: working effectively in a team, evaluation grid.  
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Figure 54. English to go 4: CB: project: goal setting. (Westfall & Weber 2006a: 15). 
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Table 53. English to go 4: CB: project: goal setting, analysis grid.  
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Table 54. English to go 4: CB: project: goal setting, evaluation grid.  

 
 



160 

 

Figure 55. English to go 4: WB: portfolio project.1 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 104). 
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Figure 56. English to go 4: WB: portfolio project.2 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 105). 
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Figure 57. English to go 4: WB: portfolio project.3 (Westfall & Weber 2006b: 106). 
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Table 55. English to go 4: WB: portfolio tasks, analysis grid.  
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Table 56. English to go 4: WB: portfolio tasks, evaluation grid.  
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12.4. More! 4: Analyzed self-assessment tasks & detailed analysis sheets 

 
 

Figure 58. More! 4: SB: progress-check 1.1 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 44). 
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Figure 59. More! 4: SB: progress-check 1.2 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 45). 
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Table 57. More! 4: SB: progress check 1, analysis grid. 
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Table 58. More! 4: SB: progress check 1, evaluation grid. 
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Figure 60. More! 4: SB: progress-check 2.1 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 82). 
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Figure 61. More! 4: SB: progress-check 2.2 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 83). 
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Table 59. More! 4: SB: progress check 2, analysis grid. 
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Table 60. More! 4: SB: progress check 2, evaluation grid. 
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Figure 62. More! 4: SB: progress-check 3.1 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 110). 
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Figure 63. More! 4: SB: progress-check 3.2 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 111). 
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Table 61. More! 4: SB: progress check 3, analysis grid. 
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Table 62. More! 4: SB: progress check 3, evaluation grid. 
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Figure 64. More! 4: SB: progress-check 4.1 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 138). 
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Figure 65. More! 4: SB: progress-check 4.2 (Gerngroß et. al. 2013a: 139). 
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Table 63. More! 4: SB: progress check 4, analysis grid. 

 
 

 

 



180 

Table 64. More! 4: SB: progress check 4, evaluation grid. 
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12.5. Analysis and evaluation grids samples 

Table 65. Global analysis grid sample 

 

Book:  

Author/s 
 

Year of publication 
 

Publisher 
 

Materials 
 

Grade and language level 
 

Structure of students’ 

book(s) 

 

Structure of units 
 

Count of pages 
 

Count of SATs 
 

Count of pages for SATs 
 

Aims and objectives 

 

Explicit statement on SA 
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Table 66. Analysis grid sample 

 

 
 

 

 



183 

Table 67. Evaluation grid sample 
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12.6. Abstract in German (Deutsche Zusammenfassung) 

Die vorliegende Diplomarbeit setzt sich mit dem Thema Selbstbeurteilung beziehungsweise 

Selbstevaluierung von Schülerinnen und Schülern auseinander. Im Detail wurde erforscht 

inwiefern Selbstbeurteilung in geläufigen österreichischen Schulbüchern für das 

Unterrichtsfach Englisch vertreten ist, welche Aufgaben gestellt werden, wie diese aufgebaut 

sind und ob diese auch potentiell effektiv beziehungsweise erfolgreich sind. Hierzu wurden 

vier Schulbuchserien ausgewählt, einschließlich Prime Time 5, Make Your Way 5, English to 

go 4 und More! 4, und alle verfügbaren Materialien analysiert.  

 Im ersten Teil der Arbeit wird bereits existierende Literatur besprochen, auf Basis 

derer anschließend Analyse-Kriterien gesammelt und Analyse-Tabellen erstellt wurden. 

Relevante Begriffe und Konzepte werden definiert, Gründe um Selbstbeurteilung in den 

Unterricht einfließen zu lassen, Stellungnahmen offizieller Dokumente, wie dem 

Gemeinsamen Europäischen Referenzrahmen für Sprachen, dem Curriculum und der 

Leistungsbeurteilungsverordnung, die verschiedenen Typen der Selbstbeurteilung und wie 

diese in der Praxis umgesetzt werden soll, werden im theoretischen Teil adressiert. 

Anschließend wird Literatur zur Durchführung einer Lehrmaterial-Analyse vorgestellt. 

 Im empirischen Teil dieser Arbeit wird zuerst eine globale Analyse präsentiert, worauf 

eine detaillierte Analyse und Evaluation der vorgefundenen Selbstevaluierungs-Aufgaben 

folgen. Die Studie hat ergeben, dass von einem Schulbuch ohne jegliche Einbeziehung von 

Selbstbeurteilung, über jenes, das behauptet einen Fokus darauf zu legen, bei genauerer 

Betrachtung dies aber nicht der Fall ist, zu einer Schulbuchserie, die viele verschiedene Arten 

von Selbstbeurteilung eingliedert und darüber hinaus ein zusätzliches Lerntagebuch anbietet, 

alles vertreten ist.  

 

 


