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INTRODUCTION 

English proficiency plays an important role in 

academic learning because students increasingly 

need English to access information, understand 

academic texts, participate in discussions, and 

prepare for further study. At the secondary level, 

English supports the development of academic 

literacy and prepares students for higher education.  

The demands become more complex in higher 

education, where students encounter journal 

articles, textbooks, lectures, presentations, and 

research-related communication. Academic 

language use therefore rarely involves a single skill 

in isolation. Learners often need to move between 

sources and modes, for example, reading a text 

before discussing its ideas, listening to an 

explanation and taking notes, or synthesizing 

information from written and spoken input into a 

response. 

These characteristics of academic 

communication have direct implications for 

language assessment. Tests that separate reading, 

listening, grammar, vocabulary, speaking, and 

writing can provide useful diagnostic information, 

but they do not necessarily represent the connected 

language activity in many academic settings (Oroh, 

2025). Recent scholarship has therefore 

emphasized the importance of defining the target 

language use and clarifying what an assessment is 

intended to represent before task formats and score 

interpretations are established (Allkivi, 2026; 

Brunfaut, 2023; Puspitaloka et al., 2026; Tian & 

Crossley, 2026).  

Recent research on integrated language 

assessment generally agrees that a test does not 
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become integrated simply because several 

language skills appear in the same examination. 

Integration becomes meaningful when successful 

completion of one part of a task depends on 

information processed through another language 

activity. Studies of reading to writing, and other 

source-based tasks show that learners must 

comprehend source material, select relevant 

information, reorganize it for a new purpose, and 

incorporate it into a new response (Harsch et al., 

2024; Liu & Brantmeier, 2019; Weigle, 2004; Ye 

& Liu, 2023)      

At the same time, recent research also shows 

that integrated tasks introduce more complex 

assessment demands. Source comprehension, 

source use, organization, argumentation, and 

linguistic control may contribute differently 

depending on the task and scoring criteria. Studies 

of rating and diagnostic frameworks therefore 

caution against assuming that greater integration 

automatically produces more valid assessment 

(Abbasi Sardari et al., 2025; Phakiti & Leung, 

2024; Plakans et al., 2019). These studies shift the 

discussion from whether skills should be combined 

to how task relationships and scoring can represent 

academic language use without introducing 

unintended difficulty.   

In Asian EFL contexts, Maryana et al. (2026) 

found meaningful relationships between receptive 

and productive performance in integrated tasks 

among Indonesian secondary-school learners and 

showed that students reused information from 

input when constructing later responses. 

Raymundo (2023) similarly reported the value of 

linked macro-skill assessment in Philippine higher 

education, while Sadeghi and Bakhshi (2025) 

showed that performance on integrated listening-

speaking tasks may also be influenced by 

cognitive, metacognitive, and affective factors. 

A second research strand concerns CEFR-

informed assessment. The CEFR Companion 

Volume presents language ability in terms of 

purposeful reception, production, interaction, and 

mediation rather than isolated knowledge of forms 

(Council of Europe, 2020). North et al. (2022) 

further argue that the framework should not be 

reduced to level labels, because its action-oriented 

perspective emphasizes what learners can 

accomplish with language.  

Recent studies highlight the need for careful 

contextual interpretation when applying CEFR to 

assessment.  Piamsai (2023) reported only a 

moderate relationship between CEFR-based self-

assessment and  measured proficiency, while 

Balleras et al. (2025) demonstrated that test 

alignment requires explicit familiarization and 

specification procedures. Waluyo et al. (2024) 

likewise showed that CEFR-based university test 

development becomes defensible only when 

descriptors are accompanied by systematic 

analysis of item functioning, reliability, and 

validity.  

These findings suggest that assessment 

innovation cannot be treated solely as a technical 

matter of task construction. Its feasibility and 

relevance are also influenced by the educational 

context in which assessment is implemented. This 

concern is consistent with Hoinbala & Marpaung 

(2025) who emphasize the importance of adapting 

assessment specifications to local curricular and 

instructional contexts. Accordingly, the 

development of more integrated forms of English 

assessment in Indonesia needs to consider both the 

target language abilities and the realities of 

classroom and institutional practice (Sari, 2024; 

Maryana et al., 2026). 

Local assessment conditions also shape what 

can be implemented. In Indonesia, teachers have 

reported practical challenges involving resources, 

learner diversity, professional preparation, and 

institutional expectations (Sari, 2024). More 

broadly, recent work on language assessment 

literacy shows that teachers' assessment decisions 

are influenced by training, professional context, 

digital demands, and institutional constraints 

(Allkivi, 2026; Busby & Skjelde, 2026; 

Puspitaloka et al., 2026)  Indonesian studies 

similarly report gaps between assessment 

knowledge and enacted practice (Puspawati & 

Murtiningsih, 2025; Sukarno et al., 2024; Umam et 

al., 2023). Assessment development must therefore 

respond not only to target language abilities but 

also to the educational conditions in which 

assessment is implemented.  

A third strand of research highlights the role of 

needs analysis in defining that environment. 

Recent EAP and ESP studies show that academic 

language needs vary across educational stages, 

disciplines, and institutional purposes (Cheng, 

2021; Gaffas, 2019; Tzoannopoulou, 2015)  .  

Large-scale and multi-source needs analyses 

have been used to inform EAP curriculum 

development (Hyland & Jiang, 2021), synthesis-

writing instruction (Plakans et al., 2019), and 

discipline-specific materials Indonesian studies 

further demonstrate the value of needs analysis for 

identifying context-specific academic and 

professional language demand (Amirbayeva in 

English, 2024; Mella Narolita & Aulia Restu 

Ariyanto Putri, 2025; Sankar & Aravind, 2026) .   
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These findings support the use of multiple 

perspectives when defining what learners are 

expected to do with English.  

For assessment development, however, needs 

analysis has a more specific function than 

documenting learner preferences. An argument-

based view of validity treats validation as the 

evaluation of evidence supporting intended 

interpretations and uses of assessment performance 

(Chapelle & Voss, 2021; Kane, 2013; Lauwaert, 

2023). From this perspective, assessment 

development begins with a defensible definition of 

the target domain and a clear account of the 

performances that should be represented. Needs 

analysis can contribute early evidence for domain 

definition and task specification, but it cannot 

establish score validity or CEFR alignment by 

itself. Such claims require additional evidence 

from task performance, scoring, reliability, 

standard setting, and validation (Chapelle & Voss, 

2021; Kane, 2013)  

This framing makes it possible to identify the 

specific gap addressed by the present study. 

Existing work has established that integrated tasks 

can reveal relationships between receptive and 

productive performance, and  CEFR descriptors 

can support test specification when they are 

contextually interpreted. Yet these strands have 

largely addressed different stages of assessment 

development. Maryana et al. (2026) examined 

integrated performance at one educational level 

rather than the cross-level needs-analysis stage. 

Waluyo et al. (2024) demonstrated CEFR-based 

test development and validation but did not begin 

from a multi-source analysis of learner and 

educator needs across educational levels. 

Raymundo (2023) examined integrated-

assessment practices but did not translate learner, 

educator, classroom, and documentary evidence 

into CEFR-informed design requirements. What 

therefore remains unresolved is how these forms of 

evidence can be connected at the initial 

assessment-development stage across secondary 

and university contexts. 

The contribution of the present study lies in the 

combination of three elements. First, it adopts a 

cross-level perspective to identify both shared 

principles and differences in academic language 

demands between secondary and university 

learners. Second, it treats CEFR descriptors as 

design references rather than assumed proficiency 

classifications, separating early task specification 

from later claims of alignment. Third, it translates 

triangulated needs-analysis evidence into explicit 

design principles during the first phase of a Design-

Based Research project. The contribution is 

therefore not the use of multiple data sources in 

itself, but the way those sources are connected to 

theoretically informed assessment-design 

decisions. 

The study consequently contributes at three 

levels. Methodologically, it illustrates how 

stakeholder and contextual evidence can be used to 

define an assessment domain before prototype 

construction. Theoretically, it connects integrated-

assessment research, the CEFR action-oriented 

view of language use, and argument-based validity 

by positioning needs analysis as early evidence for 

domain definition and task specification. 

Practically, it produces level-sensitive design 

requirements for Indonesian secondary and 

university settings and highlights the assessment-

literacy support required for implementation (Hao 

& Johnson, 2013; Mohamad Marzaini et al., 2023a; 

Sumardi & Guci, 2023). 

The study represents the needs-analysis phase 

of a broader Design-Based Research (DBR) 

project. DBR is suitable for this purpose because it 

begins with an educational problem situated in 

practice and develops solutions through iterative 

stages of analysis, design, implementation, 

evaluation, and refinement (Akker et al., 2020; 

Valentine & Kopcha, 2013) . At this stage, the 

study does not claim that a final CEFR-informed 

integrative assessment has already been developed 

or validated. Instead, the findings are intended to 

provide an empirical foundation for subsequent 

prototype development, field testing, refinement, 

and validation. Accordingly, the study addresses 

the following research questions: (1) What English 

skills and linguistic resources do secondary and 

university learners perceive as important for 

academic learning, and how do these perceptions 

differ across educational levels? (2) How do 

students and educators perceive current English 

assessment practices and the use of more 

integrative forms of assessment? (3) What CEFR-

informed design principles can be derived from the 

triangulated needs-analysis evidence to guide 

subsequent assessment prototype development? 

 

METHOD  

This study employed an explanatory sequential 

mixed-methods needs analysis design within the 

analysis and exploration phase of a broader 

Design-based Research (DBR) project. In an 

explanatory sequential design, quantitative data are 

collected and analysed first, followed by 

qualitative inquiry that helps explain and 

contextualize the initial quantitative findings, with 
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both forms of evidence integrated during 

interpretation. The quantitative process was 

conducted first to identify general patterns in 

learners’ perceived academic English and 

assessment expectations (Creswell & Creswell, 

2018). The qualitative phase subsequently 

explored and explained these patterns through 

student and educator interviews, classroom 

observations, and document analysis.  

A mixed-methods approach was selected 

because questionnaire data could identify general 

patterns in learners’ perceived needs but could not 

fully explain why these patterns emerged or how 

they related to existing teaching and assessment 

practices. Interviews provided further explanation, 

while classroom observations and document 

analysis offered contextual evidence. The 

quantitative and qualitative phases were connected 

by using questionnaire findings to guide the 

interviews and by comparing evidence from 

questionnaires, interviews, observations, and 

documents during interpretation. This process 

helped identify shared patterns, additional 

explanations, and differences across participants 

and contexts, which were then translated into initial 

requirements for prototype development (Plomp & 

Nieveen, 2013). The study was conducted in 

Surakarta, Indonesia, and involved participants 

from secondary and university educational 

contexts. The quantitative sample consisted of 105 

students, comprising 40 secondary school students 

and 65 undergraduate students. Secondary 

participants were approximately 15-18 years old, 

while university participants were 18-23 years old. 

The two educational groups were included to 

identify both shared and level-specific academic 

English assessment needs. The qualitative phase 

involved ten student interviewees representing the 

two educational contexts and seven English 

educators, consisting of four secondary-school 

English teachers and three university lecturers. The 

educators contributed professional perspectives on 

current assessment practices, practical classroom 

challenges, and the academic language demands 

experienced at their respective educational levels. 

A purposive sampling strategy was used 

because the research required participants with 

direct experience of English learning, teaching, 

and assessment in the educational context 

involved. Student interviewees were selected to 

represent both educational levels and to provide 

more detailed accounts of issues emerging from the 

questionnaire. The qualitative sample was intended 

to provide explanatory depth rather than statistical 

generalization.

 

Table 1. Participant profile and role in the needs analysis 
Participant Group Educational 

Context 

Approximate 

Age 

Total (n) Role in the Study 

Secondary 

students 

SMA/SMK 15–18 40 Academic English needs and 

assessment experiences 

University 

students 

Undergraduate 18–23 65 Academic language 

demands and assessment 

experiences 

Student 

interviewees 

Secondary  

and university 

Corresponding 

age groups 

10 Explanation of questionnaire 

results 

English teachers Secondary 

education 

30–50 4 Pedagogical and assessment 

perspectives 

University 

lecturers 

Higher education 35–55 3 Academic and assessment 

perspectives 

 

The study used four data sources: questionnaire, 

semi-structured interviews, classroom 

observations, and document analysis. The 

questionnaire examined the importance of English 

for academic purposes, reading and listening, 

grammar and vocabulary, and preferences for more 

integrative assessment. Sample items included,  

“English proficiency is important for achieving 

academic goals,” 

“Grammar mastery is important for academic 

writing,” and  

“Tests combining reading, listening, 

vocabulary, and grammar provide a better 

evaluation of English ability.”  

The questionnaire was used as a needs-analysis 

instrument rather than a proficiency test. The 

questionnaire items were reviewed to ensure 

alignment with the research questions and study 

domains, as well as clarity and relevance for the 

participants. Internal consistency was examined 

using Cronbach’s alpha based on the retained 

respondent-level responses to eight common 
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questionnaire items. The analysis yielded 

Cronbach’s α = .937, indicating high internal 

consistency among the items. 

Semi-structured student interviews explored 

experiences with existing tests, academic language 

activities, learning difficulties, and views of more 

integrated assessment. Educator interviews 

focused on current assessment formats, language-

skill integration, scoring practices, and practical 

assessment needs. Example questions included 

“How well do your current English tests reflect the 

way you use English in your studies?” and “What 

factors should be considered when developing 

more integrated assessment tasks?” 

Classroom observations examined the language 

skills used in learning activities, the treatment of 

grammar and vocabulary, and whether language 

components were used separately or together. 

Document analysis included existing assessment 

materials, curriculum or syllabus documents, and 

relevant CEFR descriptors. Documents were 

compared in terms of task format, language 

components assessed, degree of integration, and 

expected learner responses. 

Data collection was conducted during the 

needs-analysis stage of a broader Design-Based 

Research project. The broader project followed an 

iterative sequence of practical problem analysis, 

prototype development, testing and revision, and 

reflection and refinement (Akker et al., 2020; 

Anderson & Shattuck, 2012; Barab & Squire, 

2004). In the present study, the questionnaire was 

administered first to identify general patterns in 

learners’ academic English and assessment needs. 

Semi-structured interviews were then conducted 

with selected students and English educators to 

explore these patterns in greater depth. Classroom 

observations and document analysis provided 

additional evidence about current teaching and 

assessment practices. The findings from all sources 

were subsequently compared and integrated to 

identify common patterns and formulate design 

requirements for subsequent prototype 

development. The procedures, data collection 

techniques, analytical methods, and contribution of 

each data source are summarized in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Data collection and analysis 
Source of Data Participants  Analysis Contribution  

Questionnaire 
40 secondary and 65 

university students 

Frequencies and 

percentages 

Identified general patterns of 

academic English needs and 

assessment preferences 

Student 

interviews 
10 students 

Thematic coding and 

constant comparison 

Explained and contextualized 

questionnaire patterns 

Educator 

interviews 

4 teachers and 3 

lecturers 

Thematic coding and 

constant comparison 

Identified current practices, 

constraints, and future 

assessment needs 

Classroom 

observations 

Secondary and 

university contexts 

Descriptive coding and 

comparison 

Provided contextual evidence of 

actual language use and 

assessment practices 

Document 

analysis 

Tests, 

curriculum/syllabus 

documents, CEFR 

descriptors 

Content comparison 

Identified gaps among 

assessment practice, curricular 

expectations, and CEFR-

informed design 

Integration All evidence sources 
Triangulation and cross-

source comparison 

Generated provisional design 

principles for prototype 

development 

Questionnaire responses from the 105 

participants were analysed using frequencies and 

percentages to identify the relative salience of 

students’ academic English and assessment needs. 

The archived results showed consistently high 

levels of agreement across key domains, including 

English proficiency for academic goals, academic 

reading and listening, grammar for academic 

writing, vocabulary for understanding texts, and 

more integrative assessment. 

Interview, classroom-observation, and 

documentary evidence was analysed using an 

iterative coding and constant-comparison 

procedure. The first stage involved identifying 

recurrent ideas concerning academic language 

needs, learner difficulties, linguistic resources, 

current assessment practices, and integrated 

language use. These initial codes were 

subsequently grouped into broader analytical 

categories. The categories were then compared 
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across student and educator groups and across 

secondary and university contexts. Observation 

and documentary evidence were used to determine 

whether patterns reported in interviews were 

supported, qualified, or contradicted by contextual 

evidence. The final analytical stage translated 

patterns supported by more than one evidence 

source into provisional assessment-design 

principles. Because the qualitative evidence was 

intended to explain and contextualize the 

quantitative patterns rather than estimate 

prevalence, themes were interpreted according to 

their explanatory relevance and cross-source 

support rather than converted into numerical 

frequencies. Trustworthiness was strengthened 

through comparison across student interviews, 

educator accounts, classroom observations, and 

documentary evidence. 

Participation was voluntary, and informed 

consent and confidentiality were maintained 

throughout the study. Participants were informed 

about the purpose of the research and the academic 

use of the data, and identifying information was 

excluded from reported quotations. For secondary-

school participants, participation followed the 

permission and consent procedures applicable to 

the participating institutions.  

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Academic English needs and linguistic  

Resources 

The questionnaire findings showed consistently 

strong recognition of English as an important 

academic resource. Of the 105 participants, 95.2% 

agreed that English proficiency was important for 

achieving their academic goals. This qualitative 

evidence helped explain this high level of 

agreement. Secondary learners generally 

associated English with curriculum-based learning, 

access to information, and preparation for higher 

education, whereas university students described 

more specialized demands, including reading 

journal articles, following academic lectures, 

understanding disciplinary information, and 

participating in academic settings. The main 

difference between the two groups, therefore, 

concerned how and for what purposes English was 

used, rather than whether it was considered 

important. Secondary learners were still 

developing broader academic literacy, while 

university students increasingly encountered 

specialized texts and more demanding academic 

communication. 

This pattern is consistent with recent needs-

analysis research showing that academic English 

requirements vary according to educational level, 

disciplinary context, and target academic activities. 

Çiftçi B and Yavuz (2025), for example, identified 

differences in EAP needs across educational levels 

and fields, while Nausa et al. (2024) demonstrated 

that academic reading needs become more specific 

when students engage with disciplinary texts at 

postgraduate level. Damayanti et al. (2024) 

similarly showed in the Indonesian context that 

needs analysis can identify differences in academic 

language requirements and provide a basis for 

context-sensitive educational design. 

The present findings extend this evidence by 

examining secondary and university learners 

within the same assessment-development 

framework. Although the two groups shared a 

broad need for academic English, they differed in 

the complexity of texts, language resources, and 

responses expected of them. This difference 

suggests that assessment should maintain common 

principles across educational levels while adjusting 

input complexity, task support, and response 

requirements to reflect learners’ academic 

contexts. 

Grammar and vocabulary also remained 

important across both groups. 93.3% of 

participants considered grammar important for 

accurate academic writing, while 91.4% regarded 

vocabulary as important for understanding 

academic texts. The qualitative findings added a 

cross-level distinction: university learners referred 

more frequently to academic vocabulary and 

complex grammatical structures, whereas 

secondary learners experienced greater difficulty 

with general vocabulary and basic-to-intermediate 

grammatical patterns. 

These results suggest that linguistic resources 

should not be treated as irrelevant simply because 

the assessment aims to become more 

communicative or integrated. Instead, their 

function changes as academic demands increase. 

Vocabulary supports comprehension and source 

interpretation, while grammatical resources 

contribute to learners’ ability to explain, 

summarize, and communicate information 

accurately. The findings therefore qualify a simple 

contrast between discrete linguistic assessment and 

integrated performance: learners may value 

grammar and vocabulary while also expecting 

them to be assessed within more meaningful 

contexts. 

This interpretation becomes particularly 

important when the findings are considered 

alongside current assessment practices. University 

participants reported that grammar and vocabulary 
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were often assessed separately even though their 

coursework required them to read, interpret, 

summarize, and communicate information. In the 

university group, 76% indicated that examinations 

still concentrated mainly on grammar and 

vocabulary, with relatively limited opportunity to 

combine information or demonstrate broader 

academic reasoning. 

Recent research on classroom assessment 

provides a useful explanation for this mismatch. 

Latif and Wasim (2024) found that traditional 

assessment practices may remain dominant even 

when educators recognize the value of broader 

constructivist approaches, reflecting tensions 

between assessment beliefs and enacted classroom 

practice. Similarly, contemporary language-

assessment-literacy research emphasizes that 

assessment decisions depend not only on teachers’ 

knowledge but also on training, institutional 

conditions, and the ability to translate assessment 

principles into classroom practice (Al-Akbari et 

al., 2025; Estaji, 2024; Mizoguchi, 2024). 

Thus, students’ strong support for grammar and 

vocabulary should not be interpreted as a 

preference for maintaining predominantly discrete 

testing. Rather, the quantitative and qualitative 

evidence together indicate that learners distinguish 

between the importance of linguistic knowledge 

and the way that knowledge is assessed. Grammar 

and vocabulary remain valuable, but learners 

expect these resources to contribute to meaningful 

academic language use. 

 

Current assessment practices and perceptions of 

integrative assessment 

The second research question focused on 

participants’ views of current assessment practices 

and more integrative alternatives. Across the 

qualitative evidence, assessment was generally 

described as organized around separate skills or 

language components.  

University educators reported that reading and 

listening were commonly assessed through 

multiple-choice or short-answer formats, while 

speaking and writing were assessed using different 

criteria.  Although such arrangements were 

considered practical and familiar, educators 

questioned whether they adequately represented 

students’ ability to use English across connected 

academic activities. 

Student accounts strengthened this 

interpretation. The finding that 76% of university 

respondents perceived examinations as largely 

focused on grammar and vocabulary became more 

meaningful when considered alongside their 

descriptions of coursework. Students were 

expected to read academic texts, summarize 

information, respond to lectures, and present ideas 

during learning activities, but examinations did not 

always require the same forms of language use. 

The quantitative evidence therefore identifies the 

extent of the perceived mismatch, while the 

interviews explain why students felt that the 

existing assessment did not fully reflect their 

academic language needs. 

Support for more integrated assessment was 

correspondingly high. 91.4% of participants 

supported assessment combining reading, 

listening, vocabulary, and grammar, while 89.5% 

believed that a more integrative approach would 

better represent actual language use. Interviews 

clarified what participants meant by such 

assessment.  

University students referred to activities such as 

summarizing academic texts, responding to 

information from short lectures, interpreting 

information presented in graphs or tables, while 

secondary learners generally preferred shorter and 

more guided contextual tasks.   

Previous research on integrated assessment 

helps interpret these preferences. Ye and Liu 

(2023) show that integrated writing requires 

learners to draw on reading comprehension while 

planning and producing a written response. Harsch 

et al. (2024) further demonstrate that integrated 

reading-to-writing assessment requires careful 

validation of the scoring scale because raters need 

to evaluate performance across several connected 

dimensions. 

These studies support the present finding that 

integration should be functional rather than merely 

structural. A test containing separate reading, 

listening, vocabulary, and grammar sections may 

still operate as a collection of discrete measures. 

Integration becomes more meaningful when 

information obtained through one language 

activity contributes directly to another response, 

for example when learners read or listen to 

information before summarizing, comparing, 

explaining, or responding to it. 

However, the present findings also suggest that 

greater integration should not automatically be 

regarded as preferable. Integrated tasks may place 

additional demands on learners because they 

require them to process source information, 

organize ideas, and produce a response while 

maintaining appropriate linguistic control. Abbasi 

Sardari et al. (2025) similarly show that integrated 

performance involves several interrelated 

dimensions that need to be clearly represented in 
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diagnostic and scoring criteria. Integrated 

assessment therefore needs to designed carefully 

so that task demands remain consistent with the 

abilities the assessment is intended to measure. 

For this study, this integration should be 

adapted to learners’ levels. Secondary learners may 

require shorter texts, familiar topics, clearer 

guidance, and more controlled responses, whereas 

university learners can be expected to process 

denser academic information and produce more 

independent summaries, comparisons, or 

explanations.  

Document analysis reinforced this point. 

Relevant CEFR descriptors provide examples of 

purposeful activities such as summarizing, 

explaining, processing information, and delivering 

structured responses, yet such descriptors had not 

been systematically incorporated into assessment 

practices in the contexts examined. The CEFR may 

therefore provide useful reference points for task 

and scoring development, provided that descriptors 

are adapted to the local context rather than applied 

mechanically. This provides a basis for translating 

the needs-analysis into CEFR-informed design 

principles for further prototype development.  

 

CEFR-informed design principles for prototype 

development 

Integrated evidence from the needs analysis 

provided a basis for defining how the assessment 

prototype should be developed. At this stage, the 

purpose was not to produce a finished CEFR-level 

test, but to translate the needs identified across 

questionnaires, interviews, classroom 

observations, and documents into a set of evidence-

based design requirements. This reflects the role of 

needs analysis in identifying relevant target 

language use and guiding the next stage of 

assessment development (Plomp & Nieveen, 2013; 

Valentine & Kopcha, 2013). Five related principles 

emerged from the findings: academic relevance, 

functional integration, differentiated task design, 

contextualized linguistic resources, and clear 

CEFR-informed criteria. 

One key principle is academic relevance. The 

prototype should reflect language activities that are 

meaningful in learners’ educational contexts. 

University learners were expected to work with 

academic texts, lectures, summaries, presentations, 

and research-related information, while secondary 

learners mainly needed English for curriculum-

based learning and preparation for further study. 

Assessment tasks should therefore reflect these 

different purposes rather than focus only on 

isolated language forms.  

The second principle is functional integration. 

The findings showed that reading, listening, 

grammar, and vocabulary were often assessed 

separately, even though learners needed to use 

them together in academic activities. The prototype 

should therefore connect input and response within 

the same task. Relevant tasks may include 

activities such as reading or listening to 

information and then using it to identify, compare, 

explain, or summarize key ideas. The literature on 

integrated-assessment emphasizes that integration 

depends on how language activities are connected 

within a task, rather than the number of skills 

included (Phakiti & Leung, 2024; Rao, 2018; 

Raymundo, 2023; Sadeghi & Bakhshi, 2025). 

A third principle is differentiated-task design 

across educational levels. The same assessment 

should not be used in exactly the same way for 

secondary and university learners. In the broader 

research blueprint, A2–B1 and B2–C1 were used 

as intended reference ranges for secondary and 

university prototype development. Secondary-

level tasks were designed around more accessible 

texts, familiar listening input, main ideas, and basic 

grammatical control, whereas university-level 

tasks involved academic texts, lectures, argument, 

inference, and more complex grammatical 

structures. These ranges are design references 

rather than confirmed CEFR levels of the 

participants. In practice, this means that task 

difficulty should be adjusted through input length, 

vocabulary level, information density, response 

complexity, and the amount of support provided. A 

secondary task may use a short text or listening 

passage followed by a guided response, while a 

university task may require learners to process 

more complex information before summarizing or 

comparing ideas. The CEFR can support this 

process by providing descriptors that help define 

expected performance at different levels. 

The fourth principle concerns contextualized 

linguistic resources. Grammar and vocabulary 

should remain visible in the prototype because 

students considered both important for academic 

learning. However, the findings indicate that these 

resources should not appear only as isolated test 

items. At secondary level, relevant areas include 

basic grammar and general vocabulary, whereas 

university learners require more academic 

vocabulary and more complex grammatical 

resources. The prototype may still use direct 

grammar or vocabulary items when diagnostic 

information is needed, but these resources should 

also be embedded in reading, listening, and 
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response tasks so that learners demonstrate how 

they use linguistic knowledge in context. 

A final design consideration involves 

performance expectations and scoring criteria. 

Students and educators indicated a need for clearer 

and more transparent assessment expectations, 

particularly in productive tasks. The report shows 

that existing rubrics varied and were largely 

developed for specific institutional contexts, while 

students wanted clearer criteria for understanding 

the quality of their performance. Document 

analysis also showed that relevant CEFR 

descriptors were available for academic activities, 

including summarizing information from multiple 

sources and producing structured presentations, 

but had not yet been systematically incorporated 

into assessment in the research context. Relevant 

can-do descriptors can therefore inform task 

expectations and scoring criteria, while later 

piloting and validation remain necessary before 

results are linked to specific CEFR levels. The 

relationship between the findings and these five 

design principles is summarized in Table 3.  

 

Table 3. Evidence-based design principles for prototype development 
Design Principle Main Evidence Implication for Prototype 

Development 

Academic relevance  Learners needed English for 

educational activities that differed 

across secondary and university 

contexts 

Use meaningful, level-

appropriate academic or 

curriculum-related tasks 

Functional integration Students and educators identified a 

need to connect language components 

rather than assess them only separately 

Link reading/listening input 

with a meaningful subsequent 

response 

Differentiated task 

design 

Secondary learners showed greater 

difficulty with listening, while 

university learners faced more 

complex academic vocabulary and 

grammar demands 

Adjust input, vocabulary, task 

complexity, response demands, 

and support 

Contextualized linguistic 

resources 

Grammar and vocabulary remained 

important but were often tested as 

isolated components 

Assess linguistic resources both 

directly when needed and 

within meaningful contexts 

Clear and CEFR 

informed criteria 

Students wanted clearer expectations; 

existing assessment had not 

systematically used relevant CEFR 

descriptors 

Use selected can-do descriptors 

to inform task specifications 

and scoring criteria 

 

CONCLUSION 

The study addressed three questions concerning 

academic English needs, current assessment 

practices, and CEFR-informed design 

requirements. Regarding the first question, learners 

at both educational levels regarded English, 

reading, listening, grammar, and vocabulary as 

important for academic learning, although 

university learners faced more specialized and 

complex demands. Regarding the second, students 

and educators identified a mismatch between 

largely component-based assessment practices and 

the connected language use expected in academic 

learning, which helps explain the strong support for 

more contextualized and integrative assessment. 

Regarding the third, the triangulated evidence 

produced five design principles: academic 

relevance, functional integration, differentiated 

task design, contextualized linguistic resources, 

and clear CEFR-informed criteria. 

The central contribution of the study is to 

demonstrate how cross-level, multi-source needs 

evidence can be translated into theoretically 

grounded assessment-design requirements before 

claims of CEFR alignment or score validity are 

made. Methodologically, the study shows how 

learner, educator, classroom, and documentary 

evidence can contribute to domain definition at the 

start of test development. Theoretically, it connects 

the CEFR action-oriented view of language use, 

integrated-assessment research, and an argument-

based perspective on validity. Practically, it 

provides a transparent set of level-sensitive 

requirements for the next stage of prototype 

development. 

Several limitations remain important. The study 

was conducted in specific secondary and university 

contexts, the CEFR ranges were developmental 

references rather than measured proficiency levels, 

and no prototype was implemented in the present 
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phase. The findings therefore cannot establish 

reliability, validity, fairness, practicality, or 

empirical CEFR alignment of a future assessment. 

They also do not demonstrate that more integrative 

assessment will automatically improve learning 

outcomes. 

Future research should develop and refine 

prototype tasks, conduct cognitive and expert 

review, investigate task difficulty and scoring 

reliability, and examine how selected CEFR 

descriptors function in actual performance. 

Standard-setting and validation studies will be 

necessary before scores are linked to specific 

CEFR levels. Later DBR cycles should also 

investigate practicality, teacher assessment 

literacy, learner engagement, and the impact of the 

assessment on teaching and learning. In this way, 

the present needs analysis provides a defensible 

starting point for assessment development rather 

than a premature claim of a finished CEFR-aligned 

test.  
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