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Assessing the Suitability of  the Project 2020 Test 
for EFL Teachers in Vietnam
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University of  Queensland, Australia

Abstract
With the aim to upgrade English teaching and learning in the country, the Vietnamese ministry of  Education and
Training has conducted a nationwide project known as Project 2020. As part of  this project, EFL teachers across the
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about the quality of  the Project 2020 Test itself, particularly in light of  literature on language for
specifc purposes (LSP) tests. This paper will address the characteristics of  and current issues in
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Another common choice when conducting an ESP test is to adapt or combine recognised general
English tests such as IELTS or TOEFL (O’Sullivan, 2012), regardless of  the possible drawbacks
of  constrainedly  adapting  the  functions  of  general  language  tests  to  those  for  occupational
purposes (Douglas, 2000).

The replacement of  LSP tests with non-feld-specifc and standardized tests (e.g., IELTS)
has  received critique from both researchers  and test  takers.  These  tests  are  not  intentionally
developed for feld-specifc purposes, and, therefore, fail to assess the language essential for test
takers’ in-service performance. Although they manage to evaluate, more or less, the information
related to general language profciency, the specifc language determining successful performance
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effects  on their  performance in classrooms.  Those teachers tend to be less  confdent in their
teaching and  have  diffculty  choosing  suitable  teaching  strategies  (Smadi  & Al-Ghazo,  2013;
Tang, 2007). Tang (2007) witnessed that EFL teachers with limited English profciency provided
inappropriate feedback to their students. Teachers’ target language profciency also affects their
professional development and prestige within the staff. According to Nakata’s (2010) observations,
there  was  a  positive  correlation between teachers'  language profciency and their  ability  and
confdence in assessing their colleagues’ teaching performance.

Evaluating  teachers’  performance  has  become a prerequisite  for  the  quality  of  foreign
language  teaching  and  learning.  A multitude  of  efforts  and  investments  have  contributed  to
substantial projects meant to assess teachers’ language competency. It is undeniable that test tasks
are supposed to refect teachers’ professional activities. In that case, performance tests are an
ideal  choice  (Abraham & Plakans,  1988).  Performance  tests  are  usually  in-house  assessments
conducted within an educational institution in which teachers are required to ‘perform’ a part of
their teaching process in a real classroom situation. However, an obvious drawback of  this kind
of  assessment is that it can only involve a small number of  teachers and the results might be
questioned due to the subjectivity of  examiners' assessments.

In an attempt to investigate teachers’ target language profciency on a broad scale, teachers’
language profciency has been assessed by nationwide projects  involving all  teachers across a
country (e.g.,  Hong Kong (Coniam & Falvey,  2013),  Ireland (O’Sullivan, 2012)  and Vietnam
(NFL 2020 Forum, 2014)). As a telling example, Hong Kong is now (2017) in the middle of  a
national project involving secondary and primary teachers. They are required to take reading,
writing, listening and speaking profciency tests, as well as perform a teaching demonstration. It
appears to have been a well-prepared project, since piloting processes and repeated training for
assessors were conducted in advance (Coniam & Falvey, 2013). However, the initial outcomes still
show no signifcant improvement in  teachers’  standards (Drave,  2006,  as  cited in Coniam &
Falvey, 2013).

It should be noted that LSP tests for teachers have obtained both praise and criticism with
respect to their specifcity, authenticity and impact on teachers. It is worth acknowledging that
ESP test developers have had limited engagement with the literature on developing a proper test
(Douglas,  2000).  Also,  the  nature  of  an  LSP  test  itself  contains  a  variety  of  factors  to  be
considered (O’Sullivan, 2012). As for tests designed for assessing teachers’ profciency, aspects
specifc to teaching should be taken into account. In the following sections, I will closely examine
the case of  Vietnam, where EFL teachers’ English profciency has only recently drawn serious
attention (Mai, 2014).

The Adapted CEFR in the Vietnamese Context
Developed by Council of  Europe in 2001, the most updated format of  the CEFR is originally
designed for the contexts of  European countries only. It is designed to help Europeans overcome
possible  diffculties  arising  in  a  “multilingual  and  multicultural  Europe”  (Council  of  Europe,
2001,  p.  3)  and intended to be  used ta²�U0losF,
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showed that 75 percent of  elementary teachers and 90 percent of  high school teachers were



��������	
�������	���	���

�	�����������&��������#�'���#�	��#�	����#��'�����"������'����� ����	���������'���'����������!
/�'��#��	���������#���&�	���,�����0���������������	��&��	����*�	!)
1����"���#�*	��� ��� � ����� �2�3�*�	#�! �1��	�	��������*��� �%� ��,������#� ��� ��	����� ����

4��5���������	���6���������'�%���	&���#�7	����	!
(An example of  Writing task 2 of  the Project 2020 Test)

The topic can be argued to be unsuitable for English language teachers in the Vietnamese
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EFL  teachers  actually  need  for  their  teaching  practices.  Also,  the  organization  of  the
examination, which might affect the results of  teacher test takers, should be taken into account.

Conclusion
It is praiseworthy that the Project 2020 Test has offered teachers an opportunity to self-evaluate
their  language  profciency  as  well  as  encourage  lifelong  learning,  which  is  of  paramount
importance to teachers’ success (Horwits, 1996). Furthermore, for many Vietnamese teachers, the
training they receive from the project helps them get exposure to new teaching methods. This is
valuable and urgent for those who are fromxr is
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APPENDIX A
CEFR Reference Levels

Level Global descriptor
Profcient user C2

C1
Profciency: ‘Mastery’; not native-speaker competence
Advanced: ‘Effective Operational Profciency’

Independent user B2
B1

1st Certifcate: Post-intermediate
Pre-1st Certifcate: ‘Threshold’

Basic user A2
A1

Pre-intermediate: ‘Waystage’
Post beginner: Breakthrough

(Council of  Europe, 2001)
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APPENDIX B
Description of  a Project 2020 Test for Vietnamese EFL teachers

Components  (point
allocation/100)

Duration
(minutes)

Number  of
items

Task description

Listening (20) 40 35 items Task 1: short announcements
or instructions
Task  2:  conversations  on
everyday topics

Task 3: a talk or lectures
Reading (30) 60 40 items 4 reading passages

(500 words/each)
Writing (30) 60 2 tasks Task  1:  replying  an

email/letter
Task  2:  an  academic  style
essay on a common topic

Speaking (20) 12 3 sections Social interaction
Solution discussion
Topic development

(Source: http://vstep.edu.vn/de-thi-mau-chung-chi-b1-b2-c1-tieng-anh-theo-dinh-dang-vstep) 
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