3BUYaiiHO, MO0 MPOBECTH TaKE 3aHSTTS, BUKIJIAa4 MOBHHEH JIO0 MEBHOT
Mipyd po30upaTUCA B TUTaHHI a00 3BEPHYTHCS 3a JIOMIOMOIOK 10 (haxiBIliB
npodimorounx kKadeap. TiTbku B IIbOMY BUMNAAKy MOKHA CTBEPJKYBATH, IO
BOHO OyJle KOPUCHHM JIJII PO3BUTKY 1 TIpodeciifHoi, 1 IHIIIOMOBHOI KOMYHIiKa-
TUBHOT KOMITETEHII1 CTYICHTIB.

PeanizyBatu ¢akruuny, iHGopMaIliiiHy 1HTEHIII B mpoleci npodecii-
HOTO CITIJIKYBaHHS MOJKHA JIMIIE 32 JOMOMOTOI0 Pi3HOPIBHEBHMX MOBHHX 3aCO-
01B, MOBHUX YMIiHb 1 KOMYHIKATUBHUX HAaBUYOK, III0 BU3HAYAIOTHCS HOPMOIO
il €THKOIO JIIJIOBOI KOMYHIKQTUBHOI MOBEMIHKH [3].

OTxe, OCHOBHUM 3aBIaHHIM JIJIS BUKJIQIadiB CyJacHUX TEXHIYHUX BU-
1B Ha CHOTOJIHI € TMOIIYK, JOCHTIKCHHS Ta 3aCTOCYBAaHHS aKTyaJIbHUX METO-
JI1B BUKJIQJIaHHS IHO3EMHHX MOB 13 METOIO IIJITOTOBKHA BUCOKOKBaI1(hiKOBAHUX
(haxiBIIiB.
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ASSESSMENT OF SPEAKING IN LEGAL ENGLISH COURSE

Assessing students’ oral performance is a challenging job mainly for
two reasons. First, teachers have different teaching practices. Second, teachers
often do not have enough time, proper logistics and adequate training to assess
oral skills effectively. The most wide-spread problems with assessment are as
follows: when ranking assessment criteria for speaking, teachers basically
prioritise accuracy and to a certain extent neglect communicative aspect; the
assessment procedures do not provide teachers with a comprehensive picture
of students’ growth and achievement nor do they offer informative feedback
about the process of teaching and learning; teachers assign scores based on an
impressionistic idea of their students’ oral performance but not on clear crite-
ria. The lack of understanding what exactly should be assessed and the lack of
unified criteria or patterns in assessing student’s oral performance may cause
discrepancies between methodology and instructional practices.
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English for Specific Purposes (ESP) National Curriculum for Universi-
ties [1] developed by the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine in col-
laboration with British Council specifies objectives for language proficiency
levels B1, B2 and CL1.

The ESP Curriculum describes language learning objectives in beha-
vioural terms — what students should be able to do with their language skills.
Thus, unlike in a traditional linguistic norm-referenced approach, assessment
should be a matter of determining the extent to which students have mastered
the behaviour in question. These objectives are compatible with those of the
Common European Framework of Reference and those determined by Ukrai-
nian Education Qualification Standards. Assessment of learning outcomes
should be based on the specified Curriculum objectives, after they have been
adapted to the specific academic and/or professional environments in the uni-
versity/faculty/department which meet its own students’ specific needs.

The Curriculum also suggests a set of assessment criteria for both recep-
tive and productive skills. Speaking skills should be assessed according to the
following criteria interpreted at their language proficiency level:

1. Task fulfilment: organising both what is said, and how it is said, with
regard to quantity, quality, relevance and clarity of information;

2. Usage: accuracy and appropriateness of language use; range of
vocabulary and grammatical structures as specified in the level descriptors;

3. Discourse management: the coherence, extent and relevance of
learner’s performance;

4. Pronunciation: the learner’s ability to produce comprehensible
utterances; the use of stress, rhythm, intonation;

5. Interactive communication: the learner’s ability to take an active part
in the development of discourse; turn-taking and sustaining interaction
(initiating and responding appropriately).

The authors of the Curriculum recommend that teachers, when
developing assessment instruments and procedures of various types and for
different specialisms and levels, should use as a model internationally
recognised English Proficiency Tests (Cambridge PET, FCE, CAE, IELTS,
BEC, CELS, etc.)

Thus, according to the format of the International Legal English
Certificate (ILEC) [2, p. 257-261], the summative assessment of speaking
skills in the Legal English Course at a university may be carried out in the
form of a test consisting of four parts.

In Part 1 (An Interview) the examiner who talks to two students leads a
discussion in which they have to answer questions about themselves and about
their legal studies and/or legal work experience, such as:

— What area of the law do you find the most interesting? (Why?)

— In your opinion, is studying law more difficult than studying other
subjects?

— How do lawyers advertise their services in your country?
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This part of the test takes about 2 minutes.

In Part 2 of the test (Long turn) each of the two students has to speak for
1 minute without interruption. The interlocutor gives them a choice of two
law-related topics and the students have 1 minute to choose their topic and
prepare their talk (for example, Contract Law: the most important points of a
contract; what effect an oral contract has; what happens if a contract is bro-
ken). They may use the three prompts to help them structure their talk. The
students are supposed to give information and/or express and justify opinions.
They get different sets of topics to choose from, but each of them should pay
attention to what his/her partner is saying because they are supposed to ask a
question after the other has spoken.

Part 3 of the test (Collaborative task) measures the student’s ability to
take part in a discussion with his/her partner and work towards reaching a de-
cision. The student has to work with his/her partner to carry out a task based
on some verbal and written instructions which the examiner gives them. This
part lasts 4 minutes and students have to talk with each other for about 3 mi-
nutes.

In Part 4 of the test (Discussion) the student has to take part in a discus-
sion with his/her partner related to the topic of the task he/she did in Part 3.
The examiner asks both of them some questions.

Concurrently with traditional testing ESP teachers should apply other
assessment forms, namely classroom peer and self-assessment, assessment of
students’ group work, learning journals, reflective writing, etc.
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Muxaiino Mopos
Bapxayc

HJIAXHW HIIBUIIEHHA PIBHA BOJIOAIHHSA IHO3EMHOIO
MOBOIO CYYACHUMH PAXIBHAMU: B3AEMOAIA
JAEP KABHHUX TA CYCHUUVIBHUX IHCTUTYTIB

[TpobGiemaTuka MmiABUIIEHHS SKOCTI MOBHOI MATOTOBKK MalOyTHIX (a-
XIBIIB € aKTyaJbHUM Ta 3HAUYIIMM HaIPsIMOM JISUIBHOCTI SIK 0€3M0ocepeHbo
caMUX BHINHMX HAaBYAIBHHUX 3aKJIaJIB SIK Cy0’€KTIB, Kl 3a0€3MEUyIOTh BUKO-
HAHHS JICPKABHOTO 3aMOBJICHHS Ha MIJITOTOBKY KOHKYPEHTOCTIPOMOKHUX (a-
X1BIIIB, HAYKOBO-TIEJArOT1YHUX Ta POOITHHYUX KaJpiB, TAK 1 OPTaHIB JIepKaB-
HOo1 Bragu. Ilim yac pobOTH MiKHAPOJHOTO HAYKOBO-TIPAKTUYHOTO CEMIHAPY
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