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Abstract

Due to the unquestionable roles of technology inglege classes, it might be necessary to
use computers in assessing language knowledge. sty aimed to examine how
computers may be used to assess language abilBBBf students. Sixty computer-major
university students at Abadan University are theigipants of this study. They have taken
an ESP course for a four-month academic term. Tasore these participants’ ESP
knowledge, two types of tests were used: a fineleaement test based on course content,
and a computer-assisted test based on TLU domain.

The study used a computer-assisted test to hightigd validity of the final
achievement test. This study also investigated Eidents’ perception of computer-
supported assessment and highlighted some obsthatemay hinder e-supported activities
in an lranian context. Regarding the findings, shady points to the possibility of using
computer-assisted assessment as an alternative fzésent mainstream testing system.

Keywords: e-assessment, mainstream tests, perfoavaferenced tests, ESP.

1. Introduction

Attracted by many methodologists, teachers, and esteidents, Task-Based Language
Teaching (TBLT) has not only affected teaching, luthas also positively affected
assessment so much that a new paradigm of asséshase®merged and has ultimately

suggested prosperous promises. Iranian EFL teaeiergagerly stimulated to devour the



Teaching English with Technology, 13(2), 55-74 http://www.tewtjournal.org 56

merits of this rather newly proliferating changenred Task Based Language Assessment
(TBLA/ TBA), endeavoring to downsize the one-shedttmethods and welcoming the new
trends inalternative assessment (Brown, 2004) to the context of English as a fgnei
language (EFL).

As long as the foremost purpose of including Etgirs the instructional courses of
Iranian University students is to enhance studatigities to use language in real world
situations, design, content, methodology and tlauation system of the curriculum should
support the view (Nunan, 1988). For Widdowson (30@®at students need to have acquired
at the end of their EFL course is the language lwhik semantically encoded and
pragmatically used, which consequently providesmthaith the ability to learn more.
Therefore, in order to improve Iranian universitydents' abilities in using English for
specific purposes — for example, English for stisleri computer science- the system that
measures this ability should consider what wilkéguired in the real word uses of language.

TBLA, as employed in this study, is regarded as ay wof achieving a close
correlation between the test performance and tiberier performance. The test performance
incorporates what a testee does during the tedtfhancriterion refers to what the testee has
to do in the real world (Bachman, 1990; Ellis, 2D03

The present study examines how TBLA measures camymdjors’ abilities in
particular uses of language. The participants haken an ESP course for a four-month
academic term. To estimate the validity of a typiiteal exam, a TBLA method is employed.
After rendering a needs analysis (Munby, 1978) ftasks were selected to assess the
language knowledge of the students in working witbtomputer. TBLA is used to seek the

validity of the system-referenced test in makingisiens about students' failure or success.

2. Literature review
Interestingly enough, the term ‘task’ has receivetdnerous definitions and outstanding
attention during its rather short history. Ellis0(3:4) gives nine definitions drawn from

different research and pedagogic literature, reegtiie following concept:
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A task is a work plan with a primary focus on meanilt involves real-word processes of

language use and includes any of the four languskijls. Moreover, a task engages

cognitive processes and has clearly defined comratiné outcomes.

To have a clear overview of TBLA, the first impartgoint seems to be introducing
the notion of performance tests. Davies et al. 9 ®Xplain that a performance test assesses
participants' abilities in performing tasks, whiate particularly associated to their jobs or
studies. Brown (2004), on the other hand, defiask-based tests as a kind of assessment that
asks for students' involvement in target languasg which may not be a testing situation.
The evaluation of such performances occurs acogrdineal-world criteria. Eventually, the
inferences which are made based on the result©eofTBLA method cover underlying
language ability or the capacity to use language (@indley, 1994, cited in Bachman,
2002). For Brindley (1994, cited after Bachman, 200anguage proficiency includes both
knowledge and ability to use language. For exampihen installing a software program it is
important to accomplish the task correctly. Accogdio McNamara (1996) this is tlsgong
form of performance testing.

According to Brown (2004), performance tests maijbeeately aim at eliciting some
specific language performances that the testefs Wwisssess, hence performance assessment
may not necessarily be task-based. For examplepasition tasks and oral interviews are
typically scored based on some linguistic charattes of writing or speaking abilities;
therefore, success or failure to complete the imsiot as determining as it is in task-based
assessment.

Despite this overlapping dichotomy, Brown (2004hdades that task-based testing,
which used to be a subset of performance testiagbkecome mixed with the overall concept
of language performance testing. That is to sagpme cases participants may be required to
argue for their specific ideas in an open-endedingritask in which formal elements of
language as well as semantic and pragmatic isseesoasidered. In other words, not only
accomplishing a piece of writing is valued but linguistic elements play a role as well.

The second dichotomy related to our present dismusacludes system-referenced
versus performance-referenced tests. Baker (198f)es the former category as tests that

measure the knowledge of language as a systemhichvuanguage use and situations are
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absent and language proficiency is central whielgtter deals with providing information
about using language in specific contexts. EIIB0@ explains that these tests are construct-
oriented as they are based on theories of langpagfeciency, in contrast, performance-
oriented tests are outstandingly content-orienteti @ased on a "work-sample approach”. In
other words, they aim at assessing certain tyggedbrmance, for example, students follow
some steps and solve a computer problem. Decidicgtegorize a typical final exam paper,
we concluded that the assessment system in Irdsmaversities is almost entirely system-
referenced and totally lacks the other categoryfopmance-referenced tests. Therefore, to
measure specific language knowledge, studentnpeahnce in different situations should be
considered and eventually assessed.

Similarly, Brown (2004:252) asserts that "largelscstandardized tests tend to be
one-shot performances that are timed, multipleeodecontextualized, norm-referenced,
and that foster extrinsic motivation". On the othand, performance-based assessment (or
performance assessment) implies productive andnaddde skills such as speaking and
writing in content-rich tasks. For example, a verttmultiple-choice test will not measure
students' oral proficiency appropriately; instetitg performance of the action, or samples
thereof, is required to systematically evaluate phecess through direct observation by a
teacher and/or self and peers. That is why theuatiah system in Iranian universities
desperately asks for change and innovations inréigigrd are more than welcome.

Following Foster and Skehan (1999), classroom @iesvshould move toward second
language acquisition research, which invest onstask means of language learning. Since
language use and knowledge are considered insépavead aimed at finding some ways to
directly observe students’ ability to perform spiecfunctions and accurately assess their
ESP knowledge through TBLA.

The literature of language testing indicates thBLA could be used to assess ESP
knowledge. For example, Bachman (1990) identifige broad categories considered as
language knowledge; 1) organizational knowledgectwl@mbraces grammatical knowledge
as well as textual knowledge, and 2) pragmatic kedge which includes functional and
sociolinguistic knowledge. Strategic competencals® added to highlight how these sources

of knowledge are realized in real world situatiosnce in such a model,grammatical
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knowledge is not endorsed more than pragmatic kedyd, and both validity and reliability
are emphasized, measuring just organizational keayed to make decisions about particular
language knowledge would not be adequate enough.

In most ESP courses in Iran, the role of pragmatimpetence is overlooked; using
traditional methods, teachers assess the studapilgy through tests that just include
grammar and vocabulary and even translation taskevhluate the specific language
knowledge of students. The overall result is eveartbreaking since the students' failure or
success is decided upon based on this type of ®gth a method would inevitably fail to
address other sources of competence: pragmatielbasistrategic competence.

The last, but certainly not the least, importardreloteristic of TBLA is its positive
effect on teaching since tasks coordinate assessaneinteaching (McNamara, 1996). In a
similar vein, Brindley (1994, cited after Bachm&002) calls ‘task-centered assessment’ an
approach which has advantages over other formsalfi&ion since it views language as a
tool, integrates evaluation into the process ofliegy, and provides useful feedback as well
as positive washback effects. Moreover, it is mooavenient to report the results of
assessment through tasks. That is, if we welconaagds in evaluation systems, teaching
methodology may embrace the innovations fastemame optimistically.

To put the whole discussion in a nutshell, thisgoaglaims that system-referenced
tests are not reliable to make decision about lagguknowledge for particular purposes,
therefore, TBLA is a more useful approach not dolyprovide information about students’
ability, but also helping to increase their cap@pito learn more since the distinction

between language use and knowledge becomes insagriif

3. The study

3.1. The aims of the study
Although different researchers have employed taskstudy different aspects of language
learning, TBLA as a new trend is spotted with caseavhich calls for more studies

especially in the area of ESP. Since ESP draws timitdea that the kind of language ability
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which students try to learn should mirror theirulgt use of language in real situations, this
study aimed at using TBLA to measure such an ghilit valid, reliable and accurate way.
To obtain this aim, we tried to argue that the ss@btained from TBLA may display
students' ability tause language in real world, and not just measure lagglkknowledge. The
other point addressed in this study is that modtA'Besearch has targeted second language
acquisition (SLA) while only a small proportion hdsalt with ESP contexts. The present
study aims to bring performance-referenced testedan the TBLA approach in line with a
system-referenced test paradigm. In other wordéiofies to explore whether the scores
obtained from a system-referenced test integratingabulary, grammar, and reading
comprehension items represent students' targetudaeg use (TLU) domain (Bachman,
1990). To state the problem targeted by the stilyfollowing questions were raised:
1. Do TBLA results confirm or refute students' sucoastailure in a system-referenced
test?
2. Are the students who failed the system-refereneesd tapable or incapable of
performing tasks employed for assessing their E&Rviedge?
3. Could TBLA replace or, at least, be integrated witile mainstream testing methods
in Iranian universities?
Regarding the first two questions the following bijpeses may emerge:
1. There is no relationship between the types of scolgained from system-referenced
tests and TBLA scores.
2. The students who have not passed the system-reéstaest are not successful in
accomplishing tasks presented for assessing tregulge abilities in real word use.
To deal with the third question of the researches@moblems impeding TBLA are presented

at the end of section 4.

3.2. Participants

The present study used data from 50 students mgjon computer science studying at
Abadan Azad University, Abadan, Iran. There werarigles and 23 females. These students
had taken an ESP course for a four-month acadesmc. tAll the students had completed

Basic English and General English courses as puimiges for taking the present course.
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They have been learning English for six years abgk (two hours a week) during their

guidance school and high school studies. The mgarofparticipants was 21. Their L1 was
Persian in most cases and seven of them had bathicdand Persian as their L1; that is, they
had acquired Persian and Arabic simultaneouslynduheir childhood. Most of the students
did not have jobs, and only a handful of particigsanad computer-related jobs and they

provided support through giving information aboeglrworld uses of English.

3.3. Design and procedure
In order to check the validity of mainstream methad assessing language knowledge, the
following data collection procedures were used:

1. Questionnaires to get information about needs derto define the TLU domain
were designed since there was no well-specifiedseocontent (Bachman and Palmer
1996).

2. Oral interviews were used to elicit informationrfracomputer teachers and graduate
students, or those students with computer-relaibd. jThese interviews highlighted
the areas in which they experienced problems whew heeded to use language to
work with a computer.

3. Some tasks from the TLU domain were selected arehtesally test tasks were
isolated from the TLU tasks. Seven TLU tasks wdrained, and four of these were
eventually adopted due to the limitations of thelgt

4. Scales for rating tasks were developed which wigtdly aligned with the types of
inferences to be made (Norris et. al 2000). Siteetasks were not the same, one
measurement scale could not qualify for all taskerefore, four rating scales were
made and modified after being validated against pder teachers' views and
suggestions.

5. The results of the prior final exam were gathefiesh out of 50 students who took the
ESP course failed the final exam. However, 48 aeckfo participate in the study;
that is, most students who failed the final examead to be checked subject to the

TBLA method.
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6. In the end, information related to the curriculueachers’ views toward TBLA, the
context of the study and the relationship betwéesd issues were gathered through
interviews, questionnaires and personal accouris part of the research aimed at
finding some ways to improve the evaluation systéinanian Universities.

As it went on, through thoroughly developed progeduour tasks marked qualified
in order to be used for the ultimate purpose, iessessing the ESP knowledge of the
participants. The selected tasks had the followimayacteristics:

1. Students had not practiced them in their technomlrses. If they had had any
technical knowledge about the tasks, it might hafienced the validity of the
assessment.

2. They were not translated into Persian. Studentsidichave problems with computer
programs already translated into Persian, thergforearget what they needed, newly
released software programs and authentic tasksldaded from the Internet were
applied.

The participants were asked to follow the instruts$i and then complete a task. After
successfully doing each procedure, students reteiseme points. Although after
accomplishing each task the end was a measuratdieigiy the steps to complete each task
were procedural and helped the rater to evaluaterbcess.

Data were collected at the University of Abadaan)rin May and January 2008. Two
different types of assessment framed the shaphi®fstudy. First of all, the results of the
final test developed by the teacher were usedteriiéne the success or failure of students in
the ESP course. As a kind of achievement test4igem multiple-choice test was based on
the course content. In the study, this type of teseferred to as a system-referenced test
since it fails to measure other types of knowleddech are required by students to use
language in real world contexts. This form of assemnt is typical in measuring ESP
knowledge of students in Iranian universities.

Another source of data were the tasks selectegldbas Munby's (1978) framework
for needs analysis. The tasks were administeretd university computer laboratory, where
each student had access to one computer and tsislkciions were displayed through a

visualizer. Based on the task input, the allott@setranged from 10 to 20 minutes. The
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students were asked to save the accomplished m#teadesktop under a newly created file
bearing their names. The data were sent to théné€acflash memories for later checking.
This event was repeated during four sessions dweepéeriod of four weeks and each time
students were asked to complete one task.

To ensure the validity of task selection, two cotepsoftware specialists teaching at
the same university had been consulted during étextson, implementation and evaluation
of task performance. Their insightful comments bdlpesearchers assess the completed
tasks. The mean of the three scores (includingobmesearchers) stood for the performance
of each student after one session. The mean ofgdiormance scores was the final score of
the performance-referenced test, which later wad @ the further analyses.

Students themselves provided invaluable informategarding the types of problems
they were facing in real uses of English in therergday life. The students who had
computer-related jobs reported the areas they imereed when using English. For example,
they unanimously agreed that they have problemsderstanding newly-released software
installations when they are not translated intsRer

Based on the needs analysis, students' feedbackasmputer teachers’ suggestions,
seven tasks were developed, which representedréas #shat were new, not yet translated
into Persian, and necessary for understanding oéware programs. Eventually four tasks
were selected and sequenced to represent six lefvdifficulty according to combination of
variables representing code complexity, cognitiemplexity (Ellis 2003) and length of input
(the number of steps that students should follosotmplete the task — see Appendix 1). The
resultant scores representing students' perforrsamecehe two types of measurement were

subject to different descriptive and statisticadlgises.

3.5. Results

The data analysis of the study included the foltaystatistics.

1. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test was usechexk if the distribution of the data
was normal in order to employ further statisticable 1, which represents the results of One-
Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test, confirmed that taa of the study were distributed

normally and qualified to receive further analyses.
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Table 1. One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test.

Final Taskl Task2 Task3
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z .849 .804 672 717
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 467 .538 757 .682

64

For preliminary comparisons, a mean of the samagkst and final scores were

calculated in order to check the students' perfanaan each task and initially describe the

results. Table 2 displays the descriptive staistit the study. According to this table, the

highest mean belonged to students' performanceashk Four, in which students were asked

to install the newly-released software of Visualds® Net. However, the highest standard

deviation represents students’ scores on the dixeain. This means that the scores were less

deviant from the mean in practical tests (Tasks. IMbreover, except for Task 2, the means

are positively increasing for performance tests.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics.

N Minimum Maximum Mean S,td'.

Deviation

Final 48 4 19 12.63 3.818
Taskl 48 8 19 11.81 2.507
Task2 48 5 17 10.79 3.222
Task3 48 6 19 12.10 3.116
Task4 48 7 19 12.83 3.218
taskl 4 48 7.7 17.75 11.88 2.254

2. Correlational analysis was the next step of data analysis process, which aimed at

checking the correlation between the studentsopmdnce on the final test and the TBLA

tasks. Table 3 depicts the results of a close lativa between final exam scores and the

TBLA scores. For example, there exists a corrahatd .439 between final scores and the

mean of the TBLA performance. This shows that kmalge of vocabulary and grammar
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influence the overall performance of the studentdding real world tasks, even though that

knowledge is not sufficient per se for using larggia

Table 3. Correlations.

final Taskl Task2 Task3 Task4 taskl- 4
final Pearson Correlation 1 .290 .305 .359 .352 439"
ina
Sig. (2-tailed) 045 035 012 014 002
Pearson Correlation 1 177 .357 .307 574
Taskl
Sig. (2-tailed) 229 013 034 .000
Pearson Correlation 1 490 .604 791
Task2 : .
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Pearson Correlation 1 441 T77
Task3
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .000
Pearson Correlation .810°
Task4
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level tgled).
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levek@iled).

3. Paired t-test analysis, comparing the meantefktores obtained from the final test and
the TBLA performance, shows that no significanfedénce is displayed. Table 4 displays

the difference between means of final scores asidhiased scores.

Table 4. Paired t-test analysis.

Sig. (2-tailed)
0.147

Std. Deviation t df
3.47864 1.473 47

Mean
.73958

Final-Tasks 1-4

4. Results and discussion

The results that have appeared may seemingly nasobenuch favorable in answering

research questions; nevertheless, they have higbatignteresting facts regarding individual

performances.
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While doing this study, we tried to show that inder to assess the language
knowledge of students in performing tasks relatedtheir purposes, final tests, which
incorporate some elements of language, do notcsufin order to make fair judgments
regarding failure or success of students, systdarereced tests should be replaced or at least
integrated with performance-referenced tests.

In order to discuss the issue more systematicidlg/three questions of the study will
be presented and answered respectively. When angwre first question of the study
asked, "Do TBLA results confirm students' succeastaiture in a system-referenced test?",
no significant difference was displayed by the gaitt-test analyses. Although it was
hypothesized that the students' performance on Tiisks does not confirm their scores on
final test, the results point to the opposite ditet It should be concluded that most of the
students who passed the final test could accomphisitasks as well, and those who failed
the final exam were not able to use language tahdotasks. However, the individual
performance of the students presents some factshwépecifically provide answers to
guestion number two.

The second question of the study aimed at consigi¢hie performance of students on
each task individually. It was hypothesized tha shtudents who have not passed the final
test, which has a system-referenced format, aresootessful in accomplishing tasks
presented for assessing their language abilitidse flesults of individual performance
analyses show that some of the students who f#iledinal exam performed very well on
different tasks, and vice versa. That is to sayreal world situations students would be
required to use their knowledge of language to wanrksome specific tasks, and when they
might not be able to do so, their language scolightrbe questioned.

As evidenced in Table 5, although the two typegdests are highly correlated, the
individual performance of the students should netdverlooked. For example, students
number 5 and 11 who obtained the highest scoreinlie final exam could be considered,
with the means of their performances on TBLA tabkeng 12 and 12.25, respectively.
Students number 23 and 36 performed similarly,imgtl6 from the final exam and the
means of 9.5 and 11.75 in the performance test.didaepancies are not always moving in

the negative direction, i.e., some students apdearapable of accomplishing the
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performance tasks; hence, the case for the studdmddailed the course is more vital. Five
out of ten who failed the course have means abewearn performing those specific tasks
which required their language knowledge. For examgiudent number 4 failed the course;
he participated in the study and got a mean of5tifassessed through the TBLA method,

he and four other students may have not failectthese.

Table 5. Individual performance on final exam azsks.

Tasks 1- Difference

Final Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 4 between tasks
(Mean) and final tests
1 10 8 11 10 9 9.5 0.5
2 6 10 6 7 8 7.75 -1.75
3 15 13 14 11 16 135 15
4 7 11 8 15 13 11.75 -4.75
5 19 13 8 14 13 12.0 7.0
6 14 9 10 12 15 11.5 2.5
7 15 8 15 17 18 14.5 0.5
8 12 9 11 10 12 10.5 15
9 15 15 8 13 15 12.75 2.25
10 13 10 10 11 13 11.0 2.0
11 19 9 15 14 11 12.25 6.75
12 18 14 16 15 19 16.0 2.0
13 18 17 15 12 16 15.0 3.0
14 14 10 13 11 10 11.0 3.0
15 14 13 9 9 12 10.75 3.25
16 15 16 11 13 12 13.0 2.0
17 13 14 6 12 8 10.0 3.0
18 11 12 9 9 14 11.0 0.0
19 13 11 15 7 17 12.5 0.5
20 6 12 5 6 15 9.5 -3.5
21 12 8 7 8 10 8.25 3.75
22 16 12 10 14 9 11.25 4.75
23 8 10 7 7 9 8.25 -0.25
24 16 12 5 11 10 9.5 6.5
25 14 12 9 9 10 10.0 4.0
26 12 10 7 12 9 9.5 2.5
27 13 9 6 12 12 9.75 3.25
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28 6 11 9 7 7 8.5 -2.5
29 15 10 16 11 17 135 15

30 12 12 12 16 15 13.75 -1.75
31 17 9 11 10 13 10.75 6.25
32 18 14 14 19 18 16.25 1.75
33 14 13 13 16 17 14.75 -0.75
34 9 12 15 16 15 145 -55
35 4 14 12 12 13 12.75 -8.75
36 16 13 12 13 9 11.75 4.25
37 7 12 13 13 9 11.75 -4.75
38 6 9 15 14 15 13.25 -7.25
39 18 19 17 16 19 17.75 0.25
40 12 14 10 14 12 125 -0.5
41 11 12 10 14 8 11.0 0.0

42 12 11 13 15 15 135 -1.5
43 9 8 12 11 12 10.75 -1.75
44 15 12 9 10 13 11.0 4.0

45 10 12 8 7 12 9.75 0.25
46 13 17 13 17 15 155 -2.5
47 14 13 10 15 16 135 0.5

48 10 13 8 14 11 11.50 -1.50

While as test developers and teachers are trgifg tfair and sensitive to individual
differences, this important issue is worth payingchnmore attention to. Although final tests
which try to measure language knowledge of theesttedare useful methods for estimating
the overall understanding of the course contery thight not be valid and reliable per se for
making high-stakes decisions about students' Gaursuccess in ESP courses. The results of
the study suggested that the scores on the twe tgpéhe tests are close; that is to say,
students with higher scores in system-referencetd tge able to deal with computer-related
tasks more profoundly. Although these results eonthe null hypothesis of the study, real-
world tasks do ensure authenticity and face validibile system-referenced tests fail to do
so (Ellis, 2003). System-referenced tests will detee the students’ overall mastery of
linguistic elements. However, there is always daterdegree of error which must be taken
into account. These results might further pointdsting conditions which are not always

ideal; it was the first time that such practicesavenplemented in assessing ESP courses,
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thus, some further longitudinal studies may puterigght on the relation between these two
types of testing.

Despite the results discussed so far, the prededy also considered the feasibility
of integration of TBLA with the mainstream testingethods in Iranian Universities.
Looking at the problem optimistically, we shouldsaer the question with a conditiongek.

To justify this suggested answer, some of the @mkl which are present in the Iranian
teaching context in general and assessment tranaaticular need to be discussed.

Different impediments are blocking the move towimbvative methods of teaching
and assessing. The major obstacles to the implati@miof TBLA in Iranian universities are
the educational system, the teachers, the studadtiack of financial support.

1. The educational system in Iran is centralized @ntrolled by the Ministry of Education,
which determines fundamental standards for schivolm kindergarten to high school in
order through an educational curriculum that esthbk standardized education throughout
Iran. The objectives, goals, curricula, universiéyendar and course subjects at each different
stage are formed under the laws and ordinanceslageek by the central government.
Although teachers have the power to choose theseobiook that favors their interests or
meets the needs of their students, the most funataie@ecisions are made in advance. For
example, ESP courses are regarded as theoretiosdénss should sit in cramped classes and
digest the teacher’s lectures which mostly incaapmgrammar explanations and vocabulary
lists.

2. The above-mentioned educational system has inelyatffected students’ study habits
and expectations. They are accustomed to a paplgpencil method in which a crowded
class is fronted by an active teacher who explaiinhe rules. Good students are supposed to
listen carefully and make as many notes as poswilide accumulated for studying before the
final exam (Brown, 2004).

3. The classes are overcrowded. The ideal numbstudents for language classes in our
university is 30. However, the ESP classes are peanwith almost 70 students taking the

same course and favoring one teacher.
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4. 1t is not possible to implement the TBLA apprioatith all students since each student
needs a computer set to carry out some real waskistthat he will be facing in the future.
Thus, assigning some practical courses to ESPfoallauch time and much more money.

5. Some teachers are not aware of new methodgs @itbheaching or in testing. Even if they
are, they do not feel the enthusiasm or pressueenfdoy what they have learnt theoretically
during their own studies. Furthermore, implementingovations requires a determined
teacher as it demands a lot of time and energyioarther part. Instead, teachers simply take

the safe side and follow the mainstream methodsstiing or teaching.

5. Conclusions and suggestions for further research

The required ESP courses, which are presentecketsttilents, aim at making them ready to
use language in real world situations. Vocabulagsgmmar and other components of
language which constitute the overall content aflaage tests do not measure the students'
ability to use language to manipulate tasks reladetheir field of study and jobs. In other
words, the knowledge of language should be direte@rd real uses of language. Students
may learn an array of vocabulary and different ®mh verbs and structure and will luckily
pass the final test; however, such burdens areessels long as they do not represent the
students' language ability.

Although Ss’ performance on a system-referenestland a performance-referenced
test were correlated, individual performances shibweme differences. In other words,
having knowledge of the language system is necgdsarnot sufficient; it is useful only
when integrated with pragmatic and strategic kndgée(Bachman, 1999:99).

Curriculum writers and materials developers shqag close attention to this issue
since ESP courses are regarded as theoreticalesowkich should be lectured in the
classroom like literature or mathematics. No neefelt to have the ESP classes in computer
sites where the real world uses of language mighsimulated, and real world tasks are
presented to be accomplished by the students. BieATas an ongoing process, first,
provides effective washback to modify instructiodaourse contents. Second, it integrates
the newly released software, which is mostly in Iishgand often problematic for students.

Third, it puts forward immediate feedback to thedsints while they are working on tasks;
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and fourth, it presents an authentic and friendyienment where students feel at ease since
they have access to the teachers when they arggfacme problems. These points are just a
few advantages obtained after implementing TBLA.

As confirmed by the questionnaires, the immediarefit of employing TBLA is
students' satisfaction and encouragement. The degmart of data collection, task
implementation, was completed after the final exdahge time when students were not
required to take part in the classes; thus, it staprising that almost all students agreed to
participate in the research and do the assessmaskd, tshowing friendly participation and
invaluable help. Thus, it can be concluded thabrder to measure ESP knowledge both
system-referenced and performance-referencedsiestsd be used.

Finally, it can be stated that TBLA positively affed Ss to learn English since they
voluntarily participated in this study after thegchpassed or failed their ESP course.

Since this study is a preliminary research atterdpéctions for future explorations
might be the following:

1. While this study dealt with assessing the ESBwkedge of Ss majoring in computer
through some real word tasks, further studies @athd same for other fields. For example,
students majoring in nursing or midwifery face damiproblems when they want to use
language in order to manipulate some real worlkistaslated to their jobs.

2. Investigating long-term effects of TBLA on masamples may lead to more assuring
findings. The time and sample population were matmeited. In order to get more valid
results and spot more problems, longitudinal stidiee needed to deal with the effects of
TBLA on evaluation systems.

3. It was almost impossible to integrate TBLA willBLT in this study, which could be
attempted in the course of further research. Iner bring about innovation in the
educational system, teaching and assessment shmilth each other. The results of this
study imply that teaching methodologies in Iranoalequire some movement towards the

new trends in teaching.

References

Bachman, L. F. (1990Fundamental Considerationsin Language Testing. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



Teaching English with Technology, 13(2), 55-74 http://www.tewtjournal.org 72

Baker, D. (1989)Language Testing; A Critical Survey and Practical Guide. London: Edward Arnold.
Brown, J. D. (2004) Performance assessment: egisiterature and directions for resear&acond Language

Sudies 22(2), 91-139 Retrieved fromwww.hawaii.edu/sls/uhwpesl/22(2)/Brown.pdf

Brown, H. D. (2004)Language Assessment: Principles and Classroom Practices. Harlow: Longman.

Ellis, R. (2003)Task-based Language Learning and Teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hudson, T. (2005). Trends in assessment scalesritedon-referenced language assessment. AnnudeRe
of Applied Linguistic25, 205-227.

McNamara, T. (1996 Measuring Second Language Performance. London: Longman

Foster, P., and P. Skehan (1999). The influengadarfning and focus of planning on task-based perénice.
Language Teaching Research 18(3), 299-323.

Munby, J. (1978)Communicative Syllabus Design. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Norris, J.M., Brown, J.D., Hudson, T.D. and W. Bof@002). Examinee abilities and task difficulty task-
based second language performance assesdrangtiage Testing 19 (4), 395-418.

Nunan, D. (1988)Syllabus Design. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Widdowson, H.D. (2003Defining Issues in English Language Teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Appendix A: Tasks 1-4

Task 1: Password protect a worksheet or workbook

Protect worksheet elements

Protect worksheet elements from all users
1. Switch to the worksheet you want to protect.
2. Unlock any cells you want users to be able @nge: select each cell or range, cli¢&lls on theFormat
menu, click theProtection tab, and then clear thecked check box.
3. Hide any formulas that you don't want to behtesi select the cells with the formulas, cli€lells on the
Format menu, click thé°rotection tab, and then select thidden check box.

4. Unlock any graphic objects you want users tafile to change.
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Task 2: Remove or change a password
Security Use strong passwords that combine upper- and t@ser letters, numbers, and symbols. Weak
passwords don't mix these elements. Strong passw@dh!et5. Weak password: House27. Use a strong
password that you can remember so that you dovet teawrite it down.
1. Open the document.
2. Enter the password when prompted.
3. OntheTools menu, clickOptions, and click theSecurity tab.
4. In thePassword to operbox or thePassword to modifybox, select the placeholder symbols (usually
asterisks) that represent the existing password.
5. Do one of the following:
o0 Toremove the password, press DELETE, and thek QK.
o To change the password, type the new passwordhanctlickOK.

If you changed the password, reenter the new padswand then cliclOK.

Task 3: Wrap text around pictures in Microsoft Word — Video Tip
If you use Microsoft Word to create any kind of downt that includes pictures, wrapping text arcaiicture
can be frustrating. Today's tip will give you soeesy-to-follow steps that will have you wrappingttiéke a
pro. A bonus of using this tip is that you can atsove your pictures around your document to alnamst
position.
As is my cardinal rule of word processing, typeyallr text in first then add pictures after youxttes finished.
To insert a photo or other image into Word:

1. Position the cursor where you want the picturepijoear

2. Click Insert —> Picture —> From File (note that yoan also scan pictures directly in at this pogit a

well)
3. Navigate to your photo

4. Click Insert
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Task 4. Resize your photo to the size you need

It eakies & few immiates to pel up and Tumiung with the sofraare, it aace voia :ﬁ.gu.rl: il
vou can quickly’ document everything from vour ousdoor grill to vour socks. Space
p'rtn‘id-:d- te wrile notes about each item, list the price vou paid, rocond serial nurnl.":r
brand mames and more. You can u

__I
prenanes of yous heme nventony it Qudasio =@y

SCANDCT 15 4 WUy
|
©* [ o [E o
|Eu . e
(Gt ot o Tat
ho E *qu..an! "

[ T #nd Bettas
.Tftwuh
Cruerall, |If1‘f¢liﬁ'|luﬂmm*F :

complex. T would hav
My Up® award if pes for the lack oﬂmsmp
cphons and lck of wnrien documentation, [

thmk in this day and age of software "wizards' an susomated function of soine sornt to

waers siared would be weloome, I;.|1-|.1l:,'1 the addition of sexmilesshy addimg di.gilal g
like wond processing docs. spreadabeets, et would make Home Data Bank a truly

If you click ONCE on your photo, the eight 'handig@itle black squares) should appear around ihtuge. At
this point, you should also see a small toolb&ditPicture”. If you don't see the toolbar, RIGEIck on your
picture and click "Show picture toolbar". With th&ture toolbar showing, follow these steps to wiag text
around the picture:

1. Click ONCE on the picture of the little dog (selastration)

2. From the choices that appear, click the Squar@opti

That's it, now your text should be wrapped arou&limage. As | mentioned at the beginning
of the tip, the bonus of following these last tweps is that you can click in theiddle of

your picture and drag it anywhere in your document.



