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Abstract
This article examines the effectiveness of Artificial Intelligence tools in assessing English
speaking and writing skills in contemporary language education. The study explores the
theoretical foundations of Al-based assessment, with particular attention to automated writing
evaluation and speech recognition technologies. It reviews existing digital platforms used for
evaluating productive skills and analyzes their reliability, validity and alignment with CEFR
standards. In addition to the theoretical overview, the article presents the results of an
experimental study conducted with language learners at intermediate levels. The experiment
investigates how Al-generated feedback compares to teacher assessment and evaluates the
consistency and accuracy of automated scoring. The findings reveal significant advantages of
Al tools, including instant feedback, scalability and scoring consistency while also identifying
important limitations in assessing higher-order skills such as coherence, argumentation and
communicative effectiveness. The study is concluded by discussing pedagogical implications
and recommending a balanced, hybrid assessment approach that combines Al technologies with
human expertise.
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Introduction

Writing is one of the most complex productive skills in English language learning, requiring
mastery of grammar, vocabulary, coherence, organization and style. Traditional teacher-based
assessment is valuable, but, limited by time, subjectivity and delayed feedback. With the
development of AL, new automated tools can assist both learners and teachers by providing
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immediate, personalized and data-driven evaluation. Traditionally, assessment of written work has
relied on teachers' professional judgement. This approach is undoubtedly valuable as it enables
teachers to consider not only language accuracy, but also meaning, creativity and communicative
effectiveness. However, this approach also presents several practical challenges. Checking large
numbers of written assignments is time-consuming, feedback can vary depending on the evaluator
and students often receive corrections after a delay. When feedback is not immediate, its
educational value decreases, and students miss the opportunity to quickly understand and correct
their mistakes. In recent years, the rapid development of artificial intelligence has opened up new
possibilities for supporting teachers and learners in the writing process. Automated writing
evaluation systems can analyse learner texts and provide instant feedback on grammar, vocabulary
and structure. These tools are not intended to replace teachers, but rather to support the learning
process by providing faster, more accessible and continuous feedback. One example of this
technology is the Write & Improve online platform, created by Cambridge English. Students can
submit their work and receive automated suggestions for improvement immediately. The growing
use of Al tools in language education highlights the importance of understanding how they function
in real teaching contexts and the benefits they can offer. While many studies discuss artificial
intelligence in general terms, there is still a need for practical analysis of how specific platforms can
support writing development, learner independence and formative assessment in everyday
classroom practice.

This article's novelty focus is on the pedagogical use of Al-based writing evaluation as a
supportive instructional tool, rather than simply a technological innovation. Particular attention is
given to how automated feedback can help learners identify their mistakes, revise their texts more
effectively, and take a more active role in their own learning process.

This article examines the role of Al-based writing assessment tools in English language
learning, paying particular attention to the possibilities offered by the Write & Improve platform.
The study explores how automated evaluation can complement traditional teacher feedback,
contributing to a more efficient, timely and learner-centred approach to writing instruction.

Materials and research methods

During the study the experiment was conducted to investigate the effectiveness of Al-based
automated writing feedback for learning English. The experiment involved two groups of English
learners: a control group and an experimental group. Both groups studied under comparable
instructional conditions and followed the same writing syllabus. However, different feedback
approaches were applied during the assessment stage.

The study participants were A2-B1 level English learners. They were divided into two groups
of approximately equal size. Prior to the experiment, both groups completed a diagnostic writing
task to determine their initial writing proficiency and ensure comparability between the groups.
During the experimental period, both groups were given the same writing tasks, including short
essays, opinion paragraphs and descriptive texts, all of which were aligned with standard
communicative learning objectives. The control group received traditional teacher-based feedback
consisting of written corrections, comments and recommendations, which were provided after the
assignments had been submitted.

In contrast, the experimental group used Write & Improve, an automated writing evaluation
platform developed by Cambridge English. Students submitted their work via the system and
received immediate automated feedback, including highlighted errors, suggestions for improving
their language use, and an estimated proficiency level. They were encouraged to revise and
resubmit their texts multiple times based on the system’s recommendations, thereby engaging in an
iterative self-correction process. The experimental instruction period lasted for 1 week (Three
lessons in each group). At the end of the experimental period, both groups completed a final writing
task of a similar difficulty to the initial diagnostic assignment. The collected texts were evaluated
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according to unified assessment criteria, including grammatical accuracy, lexical diversity,
coherence and task achievement.

A comparative method was applied to analyse the results and examine differences in writing
performance between the control and experimental groups. Quantitative analysis compared average
scores before and after the intervention, while qualitative observation focused on patterns of error
reduction, revision behaviour and learner engagement with feedback.

Thus, the study's methodological framework combined experimental comparison, quantitative
score analysis and qualitative evaluation of learner writing development to determine the
effectiveness of Al-supported automated writing assessment as a pedagogical tool.

Literature Review

Research on Al-assisted writing assessment shows several important features of Automated
Writing Evaluation (AWE) systems. These systems are designed to provide immediate feedback,
spot grammatical and lexical errors, evaluate how well the text flows together, and generate CEFR-
aligned scoring. Their development is based on two things: large-scale collection of language data
and machine learning technologies. These technologies can automatically recognise patterns in
learner texts that have already been scored (Li, 2020). From a technical point of view, AWE
systems use supervised learning models that are trained on human-rated corpora. This means they
can approximate human scoring in controlled conditions (Deane, 2022).

A key idea in the theoretical discussion of Al-based assessment is construct validity. This is
how well a tool measures the intended language ability. In language testing theory, validity means
that assessments have to show real communication skills, not just single language features
(Alderson, 2021). However, scholars say that automated systems tend to focus on measurable
surface-level features such as grammar, vocabulary range, and sentence complexity. This may lead
to some things being missed (Deane, 2022). While Al scoring is quite reliable at evaluating how
well language is used (Li, 2020), it is less good at assessing things like creativity, how well
arguments are made, and how suitable language is for the situation (Zhai, 2022).

One well-known AWE platform is Write & Improve, which was developed by Cambridge
Assessment English. The system has been trained on a large amount of learner data and provides
instant feedback that is aligned with the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR). This feedback is designed to support learning in order to improve your
language skills (Cambridge Assessment English, 2020). It has been used in schools and universities
for testing, students' own practice and getting ready for exams. The system has a clear scoring
system and gives immediate feedback, which encourages people to make changes and learn
independently. However, research consistently highlights that Al tools should support teachers,
rather than replace them (OECD, 2021).

Another concern is about fairness and bias. Al systems need the data used to train them, and
imbalances in the data may change the results (UNESCO, 2021). Additionally, automated
evaluation systems may find it hard to take into account cultural differences in communication or
effective writing strategies that are not common (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2022). These limitations
show how important it is for teachers to be there to make sure that learning is ethical and that the
students are being taught well.

Overall, theoretical framework indicates that Al-assisted writing assessment is highly
effective in delivering fast, consistent, and scalable feedback, particularly with regard to linguistic
accuracy. However, its limitations in evaluating complex communicative competence justify the
implementation of a hybrid assessment model that combines technological efficiency with
professional human judgment (Lee, 2022). This theoretical foundation provides the conceptual
underpinnings for the empirical component of the present study, which employs experimental
methods to investigate the reliability and pedagogical value of Al-based writing assessment in
comparison with teacher evaluation.
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Discussion and results

Many digital tools now help learners analyze their texts, receive targeted feedback and
improve their writing through repeated revision. As Cambridge Assessment notes, Al supported
evaluation “can provide fast, consistent feedback to learners while supporting teachers in managing
large amounts of written work™ (Cambridge English, 2020) Nowadays, there is a wide choice
among various Al-based writing assessment Tools divided into categories:

1. Grammar and sentence-focused tools,

2. Vocabulary enhancement tools,

3. Plagiarism-detection systems,

4. Holistic scoring engines,

5. Comprehensive Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) systems

Our investigation is lying into the 5" category (AWE systems) and one of the tools that are
focused on providing full-scale analysis, feedback and scoring is Write&Improve. Cambridge
English describes it as a platform that “automatically evaluates learner’s writing and provides
immediate feedback for improvement” (Cambridge English, 2021)

Reliability refers to how consistent and stable the scoring is. “Artificial intelligence is
reshaping educational assessment by enabling scalable, data-driven and adaptive feedback
mechanisms.” (Zhai, 2022) According to the Write&Improve help documentation, the system relies
on supervised machine learning trained on the Cambridge Learner Corpus, which includes millions
of learner essays that were previously scored by human examiners. “...a database of 30 million
words of EFL learners’ essays...along with the scores they awarded by human examiners” This use
of large-scale, human-annotated data contributes to the internal consistency of the scoring engine.
Moreover, the system’s design is deliberately conservative: it “only indicated possible errors when
it’s more than 90% certain it’s right”. This strategy reduces the risk of false positives in error
marking, which further strengthens reliability. However, there are inherent limitations to validity.
“Al in language assessment presents both unprecedented opportunities for efficiency and serious
challenges regarding validity, transparency and fairness.” (Lee, 2022) Automatic feedback tends to
excel in detecting surface-level issues (grammar, spelling, lexical errors), but may struggle with
higher-order writing skills such as argument quality, cohesion or rhetorical sophistications. Another
question that may arise is about ethics. “Al systems in education must be human-centered and
aligned with pedagogical values.” (UNESCO, 2021) Therefore, although Write&Improve provides
reliable, CEFR-based feedback and is valid for many formative purposes, its validity is ultimately
constrained by its inability to fully replicate deeper human judgement. To maximize its
effectiveness, it should be used in conjunction with teacher feedback or as a part of a hybrid
assessment model. “The integration of Al into assessment systems should support, not replace
professional judgment.” (OECD, 2021)

“Despite rapid technological development, Al applications in education remain limited in
their capacity to interpret complex human communication.” (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2022) Artificial
intelligence is becoming more and more important in how student writing is evaluated. This offers
new ways to provide feedback and scoring on a large scale. But Al-based writing tools also have
big limitations that must be considered when using them in teaching. “The key challenge for Al in
language testing is ensuring that automated scores genuinely represent the intended construct.”
(Alderson, 2021).

One of the best things about using Al to evaluate writing is how fast it is and how well it can
be used on a large scale. “Automated scoring systems may overemphasize easily quantifiable
features at the expense of deeper discourse qualities” (Deane, 2022) Automated tools can analyse a
text very quickly, which makes them particularly useful in educational settings with a lot of
students. Cambridge English says that combining automated and human marking can "deliver faster
results with the same level of accuracy as fully human-marked exams." This shows how Al can
speed up the assessment cycle without affecting the overall quality of hybrid systems. Another good
thing about it is that it is consistent. Unlike people, who may have different ideas about how to
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score things, or get tired, Al systems give all learners the same score. For example, the 'Write &
Improve' tool uses an artificial intelligence system that has been trained using thousands of essays
from the Cambridge Learner Corpus. This means it can give consistent scores for different writing
samples. Al-based tools also give students immediate feedback, which helps them learn by
themselves. Apps like Write & Improve point out mistakes in grammar and vocabulary and suggest
ways to improve your text. This lets you write, edit and resubmit your texts whenever you like. This
approach helps students focus on areas they may not be able to identify on their own, encouraging
them to take more control of their learning. Finally, Al feedback is easy to get and cheap, especially
for schools that don't have much money. Many of these platforms are free or low-cost, which makes
things easier for teachers and gives students more chances to practise writing. But there are
important limits to these tools. First, they tend to focus on basic mistakes, such as spelling,
grammar, and choosing the right words. While this can be useful for accuracy, automated systems
often struggle with complex rhetorical features such as coherence, cohesion, argument structure,
and creativity.

As the Write & Improve instructions explain, the system cannot judge how well the essay
answers the question, showing that current Al is not yet able to assess content relevance and higher-
order thinking. Another problem is that it might not be completely accurate. Although tools like
Write & Improve are based on large sets of data and are usually reliable, they are not perfect. If
learners are only given automated feedback and don't get any feedback from teachers, they might
get the wrong idea about what they're doing. This is because there might be some mistakes in the
automated feedback, like sometimes getting a positive when a negative would be better, or
sometimes getting a negative when a positive would be better.

Also, Al systems do not always understand cultural differences or the right tone and register.
This can be a real problem when you're doing writing tasks that need you to think about how things
actually work in the real world, or when you need to use language that fits with the situation you're
writing about. Another worry is that students will start to rely too much on Al, which might stop
them from thinking critically about their own writing. When feedback is instant and automatic,
learners may accept suggestions without understanding why a particular change is necessary.
Finally, there are ethical considerations, including data privacy, bias in training corpora, and
questions about transparency. Machine-learning tools are based on the data they are built on. If the
data includes biases related to things like learner background or writing style, then some students
may be unfairly penalised. Combined assessment may provide even better effect on learners’
results. “Emeging Al tools such as ChatGPT are transforming how learners receive feedback, but
their pedagogical integration requires critical oversight” (Kohnke, Moorhouse and Zou, 2023).
Overall, Al-based writing evaluation tools are incredibly useful for both learners and teachers,
offering immediate feedback, consistency, and efficiency. But they shouldn't be seen as a
replacement for human judgment. The best approach combines the strengths of Al — speed,
scalability and surface-level accuracy — with the deeper analytical and pedagogical insights
provided by human teachers.

The experiment was done over a week in two classes of intermediate-level English learners.
These classes were on at different times of the day, followed different schedules, and weren't linked
to each other academically. This made sure that the groups didn't influence each other's
performance or writing habits. A total of 17 students took part:

- There are 10 students in the control group (Class A).

- The experimental group is made up of 7 students (Class B).

Both groups were pretty similar in their general English proficiency and writing experience,
which made the comparison a decent idea.

The experiment tried to find out if using an Al-based writing assessment tool (Write &
Improve) could improve students' writing in a short space of time. In brief, Write&Improve is a tool
that was developed by Cambridge, and is widely used all around the world. It lets thousands of
students make their writing more proficient and confident. The first step was to present this tool to
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my experimental group, so they could know what they are dealing with. After short and flexible
registration we proceed to two different interfaces: for teacher and for students.

The experiment aimed to investigate whether using an Al-based writing assessment tool
(Write&Improve) could improve students’ writing within a short period. The focus was placed on
three writing components:

- Grammatical accuracy,

- Vocabulary range and appropriateness,

- Coherence and overall quality.

Both groups used the same writing prompts and the same CEFR-based rubric. The only
difference was the feedback method:

- Control Group: traditional teacher feedback only, no Al tools.

- Experimental Group: teacher guidance + Write&Improve for automated assessment, error
checking and iterative rewriting.

Organisation of the Experiment. The two groups had their classes at different times, so
lessons were held separately. The tasks were identical, but delivered their regular class hours. The
experiment included three writing sessions across one week (Tablel, Table 2).

Table 1 — Control Group Results

Student Baseline Score Final Score Progress Group
Al BI.1 B1.2 +0.1 Control
A2 Bl1.1 Bl1.1 0 Control
A3 B1.2 B1.2 0 Control
A4 BI1.1 B1.2 +0.1 Control
AS B1.2 B1.3 +0.1 Control
A6 BI1.1 B1.2 +0.1 Control
A7 B1.2 B1.2 0 Control
A8 Bl1.1 B1.2 +0.1 Control
A9 B1.2 B1.2 0 Control
A10 Bl1.1 B1.2 +0.1 Control
Average Progress — — +0.07 Control
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Table 2 — Experimental Group Result

Student Baseline Score Final Score Progress Group
B1 Bl1.1 B1.2 +0.1 Experimental
B2 Bl1.1 B1.3 +0.2 Experimental
B3 B1.2 B1.3 +0.1 Experimental
B4 Bl.1 B1.2 +0.1 Experimental
BS B1.2 B1.3 +0.1 Experimental
B6 B1.1 B1.3 +0.2 Experimental
B7 B1.2 B1.3 +0.1 Experimental
Average Progress — — +0.13 Experimental

The results of the mini-experiment demonstrate measurable differences in writing progress
between the control and experimental groups. As shown in Table 1, the feedback showed only
minor improvement in their writing skills during the study. While some students improved slightly
(for example, from B1.1 to B1.2), others showed no observable change. The calculated average
progress for the control group was +0.07, indicating relatively limited development during the
instructional period. By contrast, the experimental group demonstrated more consistent and
noticeable improvement (see Table 2).One possible explanation for this outcome is the immediacy
and iterative nature of the feedback provided by the Write & Improve platform, which was
developed by Cambridge English. Unlike traditional delayed correction, this system allowed
students to instantly identify language errors, revise their texts and resubmit improved versions
multiple times. This repeated interaction with feedback probably helped learners to become more
aware of their errors and encouraged them to engage more actively in the revision process.

However, it should be noted that the experiment was relatively short (three days), which may
have limited the extent of measurable improvement. Nevertheless, even within this short period, the
experimental group demonstrated stronger positive dynamics than the control group, suggesting that
Al-assisted formative feedback can enhance short-term writing development and learners'
responsiveness to correction. Overall, the comparative analysis of the two tables confirms that
integrating automated writing evaluation tools can positively influence students' writing progress
when used alongside traditional teaching methods as a supplementary instructional resource.

Conclusion

The results of the experiment suggest that automated assessment could be a valuable addition
to the evaluation of productive language skills, particularly in formative assessment contexts where
regular practice and prompt feedback are important. This study examined the effectiveness of Write
& Improve, an Al-based platform developed by Cambridge English, in evaluating the writing
performance of EFL learners at proficiency levels ranging from A2 to B2.

The findings show that the platform can provide immediate, structured feedback, enabling
learners to swiftly identify and correct linguistic errors. In particular, the system proved effective in
identifying common grammatical errors, lexical inaccuracies, and basic structural issues. The ability
to receive instant responses and repeatedly revise written work encouraged learners to engage more
actively in the editing process, supporting the development of self-correction strategies. From a
pedagogical perspective, the immediacy of this feedback is one of the most significant advantages
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of Al-assisted writing assessment, as it helps to maintain learner motivation and promote
continuous practice.

However, the study also revealed limitations of automated evaluation. While the system
reliably identifies surface-level language errors, it does not consistently capture more complex
aspects of writing quality, such as logical coherence, strength of argumentation, stylistic
appropriateness and overall communicative effectiveness. These higher-level components remain
strongly dependent on contextual interpretation and professional pedagogical judgement.
Consequently, the findings suggest that Al-based tools should be viewed as a complementary
resource that can enhance the overall feedback process, rather than as a replacement for teacher
assessment.In conclusion, the present study confirms the growing practical potential of artificial
intelligence in modern language education. At the same time, however, it emphasises that effective
writing assessment requires a balanced combination of technological assistance and human
expertise. The most productive instructional model appears to be one in which automated systems
provide rapid diagnostic support while teachers continue to guide learners in developing deeper
communicative and academic writing skills.
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TOXIPUBE/IE XKA3BAIIIA COMJIEY]JI ABTOMATTAHJIBIPBLIIFAH BAFAJIAY:
KA3BAIIIA COUJIEY A1 BATAJIAYTA APHAJIT'AH Al KYPAJIBIH
IKCIHEPUMEHTTIK TAJIJAY

AnHoTamus. byn Makamaga kasipri TUmik OumiM Oepy JKyHeciHAe aFbUIMIBIH TUTIHICTI
aybI3la KoHe kazbamia ceiiey narabutapelH  Oaramayaa JKacanael untemiekt  (OKU)
KypaJlapbiHbIH THIMIUTIT KapacTelpbuiagsl. 3eprrey KM Herizinaeri OaranmayblH TEOPHSIIBIK
Heri3iepiH Tanaanbl, acipece xkazdailia )KYMbICTapIbl aBTOMATTHI Oarasnay yienepi MeH ceitieyai
TaHy TEXHOJIOTHsUIApbIHA €PEKIe Ha3ap ayaapansl. Makanaaa mpoayKTUBTI NaFablIapAbl Oaramayra
apHaJFaH KOJIJAHBICTaFbl HUQPIBIK IIaTgopMmanapra IOy >KACalbIl, OJIAPABIH CEeHIMILIIT,
Bamuaruniri skone CEFR crammaprrapbiHa colikecTiri TangaHaabl. TeOpUsIIBIK TalgayMeH Katap,
Makanaja opTa JeHreijeri Tl YHpeHyUIUlep apachlHAa >KYPri3UireéH 3KCIEPUMEHTTIK 3epTTey
HOTIDKeNepl yChiHBbUIaApl. OkcnepuMmeHnT JKW apkpuiel OepinreH kepi OalIaHBICTBI MYFalliM
OaranaybIMEH CalbICTHIPYFa, COHJAAl-aK aBTOMATTaHMABIPbUIFAH OaranayiblH TYPaKTBUIBIFBI MEH
TONIITiH aHblKTayFa OarbiTTanrad. Hotwxkenep KU kypannapbiHbIH keaen Kepi Oaitnanbic Oepyi,
ayKpIMIbl ~ KOJJaHyFa Oedimfimiri >koHe Oaranmay[blH  OIpi3AUIITT  CHUSAKTBI  MaHBI3IbI
apTHIKUIBUIBIKTAPBIH KOPCETENll, COHbIMEH OIpre MOTIHHIH OalIaHBICTBUIBIFBI, apryMEHTalHsIChI
KOHE KOMMYHUKATUBTIK TUIMJILIITI CHUSKTHI KOFaphl JEHTeHIl HaFapuiapabl Oaranayaa oenrim Oip
HIeKTeysiep 0ap eKeHiH alKbpIHIaWIbl. 3epTTey KOPBITHIHABICHIH/IA TIEIarOrHKAIBIK MAaHbBI3ABUIBIFbI
Tankpu1anel, XKW TexHomorusiapsl MEH MyFalliMHIH KociOM GaranayblH YHJIECTIPETiH TeHrepimMai
THOPUJITI TOCUI1 KOJIJIAaHY YCHIHBLIAIBI.

Tipex ce3aep: »kacaHabl WHTEIUIEKT, Oaranay, aybI3lla ceiey, jkazlamia ceiliey, kepi
OaiiyaHbIC.

Cinreme :kacay ywin: Banenko A.M., baiirynucosa I'.U., Udarynuna A.I'. ToxipuGene
kazbalia ceilieyl aBTOMATTaHIBIPbUIFaH Oaranay: ka3bama ceileyal Oaramayra apHanraH Al
KypajblH 3KkcriepuMeHTTIK Tanjay // Philological Sciences Journal. — 2026. — Vol.13. — Nel. — 36-
46. DOI https://doi.org/10.52081/PhSJ.2026.v13.i1.073
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ABTOMATH3UPOBAHHASI OLIEHKA INUCbMEHHOM PEYUM HA IIPAKTHUKE:
SKCHEPUMEHTAJIBHBI AHAJIN3 HU-UHCTPYMEHTA JJIs1 OLEHKHU
NUCHbMEHHOM PEYHN

AnHoTamusi. B gamHOW crathe paccmartpuBaeTcs 3(PPEKTUBHOCTH HHCTPYMEHTOB
ucKyccTBeHHoro uHteiuiekra (M) mpu olleHMBaHMM HaBBIKOB YCTHOM M NMCbMEHHOW peud Ha
AHIJIMHCKOM SI3BIKE B COBPEMEHHOM SI3BIKOBOM 00pa3oBaHuu. lccienoBaHue aHAIM3HPYET
TeopeTuyeckre ocHOBbl MM-OpHEHTUPOBAHHOIO OLICHUBAHUS C OCOOBIM BHHMAaHHEM K CHCTEMaM
aBTOMATUYECKOM MPOBEPKU NMUCHBMEHHBIX PabOT U TEXHOJIOTUSIM paclio3HaBaHus peuu. B pabore
IPEJCTaBIeH 0030p CYUIECTBYIOIIUX HHUQPPOBBIX MiIaT(GopM, HCHONb3YEMBIX M OLEHKU
MIPOJYKTUBHBIX PEUYEBBIX HABBIKOB, a TAaKXKE AHAJIU3UPYIOTCS HUX HAIEKHOCTh, BAIMJIHOCTb U
coorBercTBUe cranaapraMm CEFR. ITomumo TeopeTnyeckoro 0630pa, CTaThs BKIIOUACT Pe3yJIbTaThl
9KCIIEPUMEHTAJILHOTO UCCIEA0BaHNUs, IPOBEAEHHOIO CPEIU U3YUAOUINX SI3bIK HA CPETHEM YPOBHE.
DKcIIepUMEHT HalpaBJeH Ha CpaBHEHHME OOpaTHOW CBs3M, creHepupoBaHHO MU, ¢ ornieHnBaHueM
IpenojaBaTesis, a TaKKe Ha OIpe/leJeHHE COIJaCOBAHHOCTH M TOYHOCTH aBTOMAaTHYECKOIO
ouecHuBaHus. llomyueHHble pe3ynbTaThl BBIABISAIOT — 3HAuUMTENbHbIE INpeumymiecrBa HWH-
MHCTPYMEHTOB, BKJIIOYasi MIHOBEHHYIO OOpaTHYIO CBf3b, MacIITaOMPyeMOCTbh U CTaOMIBHOCTh
OLIEHUBAHMs, a TAKXKE YKa3bIBalOT Ha CYIIECTBEHHbIE OTpaHMUYCHUS INpPU OLIEHKE HABBIKOB Ooiee
BBICOKOI'O YpOBHS, TaKMX KaK CBA3HOCTh TEKCTa, AapryMeHTalmuss W KOMMYHHUKaTHUBHas
s exTuBHOCTh. B 3akmoueHne oOCyXIaroTcsi Melarornyeckre MMIUIMKAlUd U PeKOMEHIyeTcs
cOamaHCUpPOBaHHBIA THOPUIHBIM TOAX0J, coueTatormuii MM-TeXHONIOrMM M SKCIEPTHYIO OLIEHKY
IIpenojaBaTels.

KiroueBble ci10Ba: MCKYCCTBEHHBIN WHTEIJIEKT, OLIEHMBAaHUE, YCTHAas peuyb, MUCbMEHHAas
peub, oOpaTHas CBA3b.
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