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SEC ITALIAN 
MAY 2008 SESSION 

EXAMINERS’ REPORT 
 

 
1. Introduction 
 
To many teachers, lecturers, examiners and administrators involved in the teaching and 
learning of Italian in Malta it has become indeed disheartening to hear parents stating that 
their children have opted not to study Italian in order to learn another subject at school. There 
are several reasons for this, and whereas some of them may be based on incorrect 
information, others are grounded on constructive arguments. It is an undeniable fact, for 
example, that the exposure to Italian via television has decreased when compared to the 
recent past. Another aspect, which is often mentioned, is that the role of language teaching 
and learning in Malta, including Italian (be it a second, third or foreign language) has changed 
when compared to the past: the consequence of this is evident in some schools where 
students are given the option not to learn any other language besides Maltese and English. 
Though in some cases students sit for the SEC examination after following a course in Italian 
through private lessons or evening classes, there is no concrete evidence of the extent of this 
phenomenon and of the level reached by these students after following such courses. 
 
Given this premise, it is clear that this situation cannot be ignored when setting the Secondary 
Education Certificate examination paper in Italian. The aim and philosophy which was 
followed by the Board of Examiners for the 2008 SEC Italian session was simple and precise: 
to set a paper which examines aspects pertaining to Italian language of everyday use in its 
different forms. This was done by using criteria included in the Common European 
Framework of Reference for Languages  (CEFR) of which the entire text, as well as a 
summary of it, are available at: http://www.coe.int/T/DG4/Linguistic/CADRE_EN.asp. Basic 
linguistic tools, such as acquisitional sequences of language learning, were also considered 
while preparing the paper and assigning grades to the candidates.  
 
From the onset, the following measures were taken in the paper-setting: 
 

• the parts of the examination designed to test spoken language reflected real-life 
situations; 

• the texts chosen for the listening tasks reflected, both in length and in content , 
texts to which a student of Italian should be regularly exposed; 

• the written and reading tasks were based on everyday situations to which the 
candidate could relate and on which he/she could express his/her views; 

• in marking schemes, great importance was given to language learning strategies , 
that is those aspects of Italian language learning which are conducive and helpful 
even when using other languages. These include communicative skills, reading texts 
in order to identify general or specific information, layout and punctuation in writing: 
that is, those basic language skills which one has to use in all  languages, irrespective 
of whether one is communicating in Maltese, English, Italian etc. 

 
The above measures, while ensuring that the necessary standards expected from candidates 
were maintained, led to a paper which adequately reflects the situation of Italian in Malta 
today and this should encourage teachers to reflect on their teaching methodologies 
accordingly. 
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2. The 2008 paper: statistical considerations 
 
The first consideration that must be made regards yet another reduction of candidates who 
registered for the Italian SEC examination, as indicated in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Registrations througout the years 

 
 Total registrations 

SEC 
Registrations 

(Italian) 
% 

2003 7764 3027 38.98 
2004 7861 2981 37.92 
2005 8038 2925 36.38 
2006 7983 2794 34.99 
2007 7942 2660 33.49 
2008 7879 2576 32.69 

 
This slow, yet steady decrease in numbers  and percentages must be tackled at all levels by 
whoever is involved in the teaching of the Italian language in Malta. 
 
In table 2 below the candidates’ performance is presented according to the grade achieved: 
 
 
Table 2: Grade distribution for May 2008 
 

GRADE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 U ABS TOTAL 
Paper A 128  253 335 285 167 - - 66 14 1248 
Paper B -  - - 211 268 274 137 368 70 1328 
Total 128  253 335 496 435 274 137 434 84 2576 
% of Total  5.0 9.8 13.0 19.2 16.9 10.6 5.3 16.8 3.3 100 

 
The distribution of grades is rather similar to that registered in the 2007 examination, with the 
notable exception of the number and percentage of candidates who were Unclassified (i.e. 
awarded Grade U) in Paper 2A: whereas in 2007 this percentage amounted to 6.5% of the 
total, in 2008 this figure dropped to 2.6%. This indicates that compared to the recent past 
there were considerably less students who took the wrong option when choosing to sit for 
Paper 2A. In fact, from their performance in the 2008 SEC examination it is evident that the 
vast majority of students who opted for Paper 2A possess the Threshold Level in Italian as 
described in the CEFR. This is indeed an encouraging consideration as the examination 
matched the expectations of the candidates and of their teachers / parents who may have 
advised them whether to take the A or B options. 
 
Among the candidates who obtained the best grade in Paper 2B (i.e. Grade 4) there was a 
considerable number (estimated at around 40 students) who would have probably obtained a 
higher grade had they sat for Paper 2A. In this, case the usual tendency to play safe was the 
main reason for their choice to sit for Paper 2B rather than 2A.   
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In Table 3 the grades awarded in 2008 are compared to those awarded in 2007: 
 
 
Table 3: A comparison of grades awarded in 2007 and  2008 
 

2007 2008  
No. of 

candidates 
Percentage 

of those 
who sat for 

the 
examination 
(n = 2567) 

No. of 
candidates 

Percentage 
of those 

who sat for 
the 

examination 
(n = 2492) 

1-3 805 31.4 716 28.7 
4-5 797 31.1 931 37.3 
Total 1-5 1602 62.4 1647 66.1 
6-7 392 15.3 411 16.5 
Total 1-7 1994 77.7 2058 82.6 

 
The figures in Table 3 show a decrease in the number and in the percentage of students who 
obtained the highest grade, but quite a considerable increase in the number of students who 
obtained Grades 4 or 5. This shows that there was an overall improvement in the candidate’s 
general performance in the 2008: this was possibly also due to the measures taken by the 
Examination Board which were outlined in the introduction of this report. In fact, as stated 
previously, the 2008 examination paper was set in a manner that reflects the current 
sociolinguistic situation of Italian in Malta, whilst aiming to maintain the standards outlined for 
language learning in the CEFR. 
 
In Table 4 the average mark obtained for each part of the paper is presented. For each part 
the maximum mark that could be allotted is included within brackets (e.g. the Oral part of the 
exam carries a maximum of 15 marks, the Listening 15 marks etc.): 
 
Table 4: Marks (raw scores) obtained in the differe nt parts of the paper 
 
 
 Oral 

(15) 
Listening 

(15) 
Language Use 

(20) 
Comprehension 

(25) 
Writing 

task 
(25) 

Total 
(100) 

Paper 2A 10.7 11.7 13 17.6 14.4 67 
Paper 2B 7.8 8.7 7.3 10.9 9.9 43.1 
Difference 
between 
2A and 2B  

2.9 3 5.7 6.7 4.5 23.9 

 
From the figures presented in Table 2, one may notice a stark contrast between the difference 
in marks obtained by 2A and 2B candidates in the oral / listening and in the language use / 
comprehension / writing task. In fact, both in the oral and the listening tasks, which are based 
on oral and aural skills, the average difference between 2A and 2B candidates is barely of 3 
marks.  This difference, however, increases considerably in the other three parts of the 
examination, which are based on reading and writing skills. Measures to address this situation 
are long overdue: it is obvious that most local students will use Italian in the future in order to 
listen and to speak, much less so to read and write. It would be therefore advisable to start 
considering whether it may be appropriate to introduce certification specifically for oral / 
listening abilities in Italian . This would undoubtedly be beneficial to students who opt for the 
2B exam. Furthermore, it would be a fair qualification obtained by those who have a good 
level of speaking and listening Italian (in some cases even well beyond the Threshold Level of 
the CEFR), but who then fail the examination because of poor writing skills, namely the skill 
they are least likely to use later on in life. 
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The figures reported in Table 4 are converted into a percentage mark in Table 5 below: 
 
Table 5: Percentage scores obtained in the differen t parts of the paper 
 
 
 Oral 

 
Listening  Language 

Use 
Comprehension  Writing 

task 
Total 
(100) 

Paper 2A 71 78 65 70 58 67 
Paper 2B 52 58 37 43 40 43.1 
Difference 
between 
2A and 2B 

19 20 28 27 18 23.9 

 
From the Table 5 above, it is clear how the trend of performance in the different parts of the 
paper is very similar for 2A and 2B candidates. Both perform much better in the speaking / 
listening parts of the paper, as well as in the comprehension task. The parts of the paper in 
which the lowest marks are achieved are the ‘language use’ and ‘writing task’ parts. Further 
reference will be made to this below, but at this stage it is already worth noting how Paper 2B 
candidates fare most poorly in the ‘language use’ paper, that is that part of the examination 
which requires metalinguistic and analytic skills while testing one’s knowledge of vocabulary 
and grammar. Paper 2A candidates are better prepared to face this paper, because many of 
them also possess the necessary study skills to prepare for this paper, and fare poorest in the 
writing task of the paper. This will be further elaborated upon in Section 3.4 of this report.   
 
3. The 2008 paper: linguistic considerations 
 
3.1 Paper 1 Part 1: oral / aural skills 
 
Oral skills  were examined by means of three exercises, namely a role-play, ‘extended 
speech’ (which involves a brief presentation of a set text chosen and read by the candidate) 
and a free conversation.  
 
The 2008 oral exam included two changes compared to the examinations of the recent past: 
 

- In the ‘extended speech’ part of the examination candidates were to present a book 
chosen from a specific list of books included in the syllabus. This measure was taken 
as in past exams, when candidates were free to present any book of their choice, a 
number of texts were chosen which were not deemed to be up to the level expected 
in the SEC exam. 

- in the role play the examiners were given the prompts regarding the role they were to 
play and candidates were free to respond accordingly, as would occur in a normal, 
real-life conversation. The candidates could also follow the prompts given to the 
examiner on the paper he/she had before him/her during this session.  

 
The marking scheme which examiners had to follow (included in the Appendix to this report) 
clear gave priority to two aspects of spoken language for all three parts of this oral exam: 
 
(1) the candidates’ ability to interact spontaneously  and autonomously  in a conversation. 
(2) the candidates’ ability to communicate coherently in Italian, giving priority to 

communicative skills  and strategies. 
 
In the role-play  the candidates generally felt comfortable since they could follow the part 
played by their examiner and respond accordingly. In the free conversation  the candidates 
were asked to choose two topics out of a list of three: most preferred to speak about topics 
related to their personal experience. Overall, there were still many candidates who found it 
hard to express themselves fluently in Italian. Evidently they were not given enough time to 
practice their speaking abilities prior to the examination. 
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Some major problems were encountered in the ‘extended speech’ : this was due to the fact 
that a number of candidates (over 200) presented a book which was not in the set list 
included in the syllabus. In most cases, these candidates came from specific schools so this 
was obviously the responsibility of their teachers, who had not consulted the syllabus prior to 
the examination. This situation must not repeat itself again and all teachers  are to check  all 
parts  of the syllabus carefully before preparing their students for the examination. Having 
said this, it must be pointed out that the Examination Board, together with MATSEC officials, 
took the necessary steps to ensure that the candidates who were involved in this situation 
were awarded a fair mark which reflected their oral competence in Italian. 
 
Listening skills were examined by means of two exercises. In the first exercise candidates 
were required to match a publicity slogan to a corresponding image; in the second exercise 
they listened to two short texts (which reproduced a radio news item) on which they were to 
answer questions in writing. 
 
The first exercise did not present any problems to the vast majority of candidates and 
approximately 80% of the candidates obtained at least 3 marks out of a total of 5. This shows 
that most candidates are indeed capable of understanding short slogans in Italian, which are 
similar to those used in publicity slots on television channels.  
 
In the second exercise 75% of the candidates obtained more than 7.5 marks out of 15 in it. 
Most candidates were able to listen and understand the general information provided in the 
given texts. Difficulties were mainly encountered in questions which required listening and 
understanding in a more detailed and attentive manner. 
 
Overall, the candidates’ performance in the listening part of the examination clearly indicates 
that most of them are indeed capable of comprehending texts which are similar to those one 
encounters on the Italian media. The texts chosen for the exam were adequate in length in 
order to examine this aspect suitably and the results achieved show that carefully selected 
texts from Italian means of communication can be a useful teaching tool. 
 
3.2 Paper 1 Part 2: Language Use 
 
As stated earlier, this part of the examination is the one that requires metalinguistic and 
analytical skills. In this paper, two of the main areas which are tested are vocabulary and 
grammar. Developing competence in these two areas often requires a lengthy process in 
language learning.  
 
The paper included a total of ten varied exercises: 
 
Exercise 1:  Testing functions through colloquial expressions (recognition) 
Exercise 2:  Testing knowledge of vocabulary (recognition) 
Exercise 3:  Testing grammar: prepositions (production) 
Exercise 4:  Testing grammar: direct/indirect pronouns (production) 
Exercise 5:  Testing grammar: relative pronouns (production) 
Exercise 6:  Testing verbs (production) 
Exercise 7a:  Testing syntax (recognition) 
Exercise 7b:  Testing vocabulary: synonyms (recognition) 
Exercise 8:  Testing syntax / textuality (recognition) 
Exercise 9:  Testing punctuation and spelling (recognition / production) 
Exercise 10:  Testing vocabulary / textuality: Cloze passage (production) 
 
The exercises in which the students obtained most marks were exercises (1); (2); (7a & b). 
The exercises in which students encountered most difficulties were exercises (4); (6); (8) and 
(10). This once again brings to the fore the fact that most students who sit for their Italian SEC 
examination face difficulties in order to complete grammatical exercises correctly, and this 
consideration is also valid for many students who opt for Paper 2A. One cannot stress 
enough the fact that teaching a language communicatively does not mean i gnoring 
grammar . Furthermore, the aspects tested in this paper regard the most basic grammatical 
functions (such as prepositions, verbs and pronouns) which form part of the Italian syllabus in 



SEC Examiners’ Report – May 2008 
 

 7 

all schools as early as Form 1 and Form 2. Recommendations in previous MATSEC reports 
have often been made in this respect, yet seem to go unheeded.  
 
In view of the results registered in this paper, the importance of a constant input regarding the 
basic grammatical categories  of the Italian language must be emphasised yet again. These 
categories should be covered repeatedly in all years of study . Students are to be made 
aware  of the importance of these aspects of language learning not only as specific ‘notions’ of 
Italian grammar but as features which, if learnt correctly, can help improve language use , be 
it in Italian, English, Maltese or in any other language. 
 
3.3 Comprehensions 
 
The candidates’ reading skills  were tested by means of two texts for each Paper (A & B) on 
which questions were asked. The format used was very similar to the one adopted in previous 
years, with questions set to test a varied amount of skills including skimming, scanning, 
inference and vocabulary. 
 
3.3.1 Paper 2A 
 
Analyses of the results reveal that the average mark obtained in the two texts was remarkably 
similar: 8.9 out of 12 for the first text and 8.8 out of 13 for the second one. These marks are 
quite satisfying, especially when considering that both texts were extracted from popular 
Italian websites and were doctored in a limited manner in order to suit the objectives and level 
of the Italian SEC examination. 
 
The first text in this paper, entitled “Il lavapiatti dice no a due milioni e mezzo di euro” was a 
narrative text. Candidates encountered most difficulties in question (4) and (5) which required 
respectively a degree of inference and understanding specific information. On the other hand 
most candidates did well in questions regarding anaphoric elements (e.g. question 7: a chi o a 
che cosa si riferiscono le seguenti parole) and also in question (9) which regarded the logical 
order of the narration. 
 
The second text entitled “Come mantenersi in forma in vacanza” was also used in order to 
examine the candidates’ ability to provide a short summary of a part of it. Most candidates 
fared quite well in this exercise though some lost marks as they merely copied sentences 
from the text. Candidates found questions (6) and (7) hardest to answer: the first required a 
brief explanation of two phrases included in the text;  the second asked candidates to trace 
two verbs (with a specific meaning) from the text. In the latter case a surprisingly high amount 
of candidates chose nouns or adjectives, which they seemed incapable of distinguishing from 
verbs. 
    
3.3.2 Paper 2B 
 
The two texts selected for the comprehensions of Paper 2B were respectively entitled “Ruba 
per fame ma sogna di diventare poliziotto” and “L’importanza del nome”. Again the marks 
awarded were remarkably similar, albeit much lower than those obtained by Paper 2A 
candidates: 5.5 on 12 for the first text and 5.3 on 13 for the second one. These marks clearly 
indicate that the reading and comprehension skills of many candidates who opt for Paper 2B 
leave much to be desired. 
 
In the first text poor marks were obtained in question (3) which required specific information 
from the text and also in question (4) in which candidates were asked to provide a paraphrase 
for a short phrase provided in the text. Candidates also found it difficult to find words from the 
text to replace equivalent terms (question number 8) and, contrarily to 2A candidates, many 
found anaphoric reference (question 9) to be rather problematic.  
 
In the second text (“L’importanza del nome”) most difficulties were encountered in a question 
in which candidates were asked to explain some terms. Most candidates also fared poorly in 
the final question (9) in which they were to fill in words in order to complete a short paragraph 
based on the text. 
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In both texts most marks were achieved in referential questions, that is those in which 
answers could almost be copied directly from the text. Unfortunately, however, most 
candidates could not go beyond this and therefore lost most marks in both comprehensions. 
In the paper-setting process great attention was given to the vocabulary used in both texts 
which was mainly based on the so-called lessico di alta frequenza, i.e. terms which are 
frequently used in Italian. Unfortunately, however, most 2B candidates’ level of 
comprehension is below this standard and many of them do not possess the necessary skills 
to read, comprehend and answer even the easier questions on the given texts. 
 
3.4 Writing tasks 
 
The writing task  set in the paper consisted in a short task (approximately 50 words) and a 
longer task (approximately 200 words for 2A; 150 words for 2B). All the tasks assigned were 
communicative in nature and simulated a situation which one could be required to write about 
in real-life. 
 
As repeatedly stated in many past MATSEC reports, in this paper marks were mainly lost 
because of the following errors which apply, to a greater or to a lesser extent, to both 2A and 
2B candidates (This list is not a comprehensive one but some aspects which teachers 
should reflect upon  are mentioned): 
 

- spelling mistakes:  
o the use of the ‘h’ and the ‘i’ in syllables chi, che, ghi, ghe, cio, cia, ciu, gio, 

gia, giu; 
o the use of double letters, especially in –zione, which is often written with a 

double z; 
o distinction between a/ha; o/ho; ce/c’è;  
o accents, which in some scripts are non-existent; 

- morphology: 
o use of the articles (countless mistakes in the case of masculine nouns ending 

in –ma and in the use of the article l’ and its corresponding plural le/gli); 
o singular / plural (countless mistakes in incorrect article-noun agreement e.g. 

l’autori; countless mistakes in masculine nouns assigned feminine plural or 
viceversa e.g. le sorpresi) 

o use of pronouns (countless mistakes in the distinction between li/gli); 
o prepositions (many errors in the use of in / a; many errors in the use of 

preposizioni articolate; cases of negative transfer e.g. sulla televisione); 
o agreement, especially noun-adjective agreement with nouns ending in ‘e’ in 

the singular (e.g. molti ragioni); 
o verbs, especially incorrect use of auxiliaries. 

- syntax 
o very long or very short sentences; 
o incorrect, incomplete or incoherent syntactic order; 
o constant repetition of the grammatical subject. 

- textuality 
o vocabulary, at times lots of repetition; in some cases candidates barely 

possess survival vocabulary. 
o punctuation, at times non-existent (countless mistakes in the use of full stops 

and commas); 
o lack of paragraphs;  
o incoherence in organisation of text.  

  
On a more positive note, in many writing tasks candidates demonstrated an acceptable level 
of expression in Italian. In fact, a considerable number of writing tasks were well written and 
could be understood clearly. Especially in such cases it is indeed a pity that marks are then 
lost because of errors such as the ones outlined above. 
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3.4.1 Paper 2A 
 
The average mark obtained by Paper 2A candidates in the short writing task was 3 on 5, 
whereas in the longer task it was 11.5 on 20. Marks were generally lost because of spelling, 
punctuation and vocabulary errors. In some cases, however, candidates were also penalised 
because of lack of coherence in their writing. 
 
As stated above, the vast majority of 2A candidates possess an adequate level of expression 
in Italian. Ideas are expressed clearly enough and a number of written tasks were also quite 
creative. However, candidates’ level of expression is not matched by adequate writing skills, 
especially where basic grammar and style rules are concerned.  
 
In the shorter writing task the candidates were required to write a short notice on an Internet 
site it order to sell an object they possess. While in most cases this task was completed in a 
satisfactory manner, in others marks were lost as candidates did not read the rubric well. In 
the longer task the candidates could choose to write either a narrative account or an interview 
with a famous personality.  Besides the errors outlined in the previous section, the vast 
majority of candidates would improve their work if they develop their range of vocabulary. 
Furthermore, the conjunctions e and ma seem to be the only ones most candidates are 
familiar with. This is an aspect of teaching Italian which rarely seems to be mentioned but 
which deserves attention even because in Italian many cohesive elements are similar to those 
used in Maltese (e.g. allora, però...). These should be used regularly in writing alongside 
others such as intanto, malgrado, tuttavia, comunque etc. as they form an integral part of 
everyday spoken and written Italian and are conducive to better-structured written work. 
 
3.4.1 Paper 2B 
 
The average mark obtained by Paper 2B candidates in the short writing task was 2.2 on 5, 
whereas in the longer task it was 7.5 on 20. In the case of 2B candidates the shortcomings 
outlined previously (Section 3.4) were present in much more copious numbers when 
compared to 2A. This occurred even though the writing tasks for 2B are simpler than those of 
2A and, in the case of the longer task, candidates are given points on which they can base 
their work. 
 
In the shorter task the candidates were asked to complete a conversation (presented as a 
simulation of a ‘chat’) by adding their interventions in response to some utterances which 
were provided to them. A number of candidates did complete the task in an understandable 
manner: unfortunately marks were lost because of many spelling and grammatical errors. In 
the longer task the candidates could choose between a short article to write in a school 
journal and an e-mail to send to a friend. Overall, the range of vocabulary of many of these 
candidates is alarmingly limited. Furthermore, in many cases punctuation was totally absent 
and there was no attempt to provide a coherently organised text. Since these are skills which 
are also used when writing in other languages, it is legitimate to question why some 
candidates do not possess even basic writing skills when they have been receiving formal 
instruction in language learning since when they attended Primary School.  
 
4. Conclusion 
 
The 2008 SEC Italian examination was set with the objective of presenting the candidates 
with a paper which reflects the context in which Italian can be useful today in Malta. This is an 
ongoing process, which will have to be constantly addressed and updated according to 
situations and changes in our society which influence language teaching / learning in general. 
In the light of the paper-setting process and of the analyses of results these final three 
considerations are deemed to be central: 
 
1. Most candidates possess adequate listening skills in Italian. Teaching listening  in Italian is 
vital in order to learn this language because the many similar words (cognates) between 
Maltese/English and Italian facilitate comprehension. In this respect teachers of Italian are to 
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be aware that it is not enough just to tell students to watch tel evision . It is vital, however, 
to bring television programmes into the classroom, to dedicate more time to listening tasks 
and to structure such tasks on the content of these programmes and to encourage students to 
carry out follow-up work in which they are to listen to the language at home through the 
media. 
 
2. Teaching Italian in order to sit for SEC normally requires a five-year course. Yet to speak, 
read and write the language effectively it is not necessary to introduce new grammatical 
concepts every year. Rather, it is necessary to reinforce constantly those gramm atical 
structures which are conducive to communicate effec tively . For example, as far as verbs 
are concerned acquisitional sequences clearly show that learning the presente indicativo, the 
imperfetto, the passato prossimo and the condizionale semplice will lead to correct and 
effective communication in Italian. Nominal morphology (articles, singular / plural etc.) is also 
one of the basic concepts of language learning.  It is therefore unfortunate to see that even 
students who express themselves quite well in Italian do not know how to use these simple 
functional grammatical notions  correctly. Similar considerations have already been 
included in past reports and teachers are asked to reflect about their practice in order to 
identify underlying problems in this area. 
 
3. In writing tasks, aspects regarding punctuation and text organisation  must be the object 
of every teacher’s attention. These would also be useful to help students start learning about 
language varieties and to realise that spoken language cannot be reproduced tale quale in 
written form.  
 
Chairperson 
Examiners Board 
 
September 2008 
 
Appendix: Marking scheme (Oral examination) 
 
SCHEMA PER ASSEGNARE I PUNTI (PER OGNI ESERCIZIO): 

 
Punti da 

assegnare  
Descrizioni delle competenze 

5 
Parla in maniera scorrevole dimostrando un’ottima padronanza della varietà 
orale; ottima competenza comunicativa; dimostra una totale autonomia; è 
capace di prendere l’iniziativa (nelle prese di turno, usa segnali discorsivi ...) 

       4 

Parla in maniera scorrevole, ma con qualche esitazione; ha una buona 
competenza comunicativa, magari con qualche limite a livello lessicale; 
dimostra una quasi totale autonomia ed è capace di prendere l’iniziativa 
(nelle prese di turno, usa segnali discorsivi ...) 

3  

Riesce a comunicare, ma con qualche difficoltà; dimostra limiti sia nella 
produzione sia a livello di comprensione (specialmente nel gioco di ruolo); 
ha un livello di competenza comunicativa medio o medio-basso; ha 
un’autonomia molto limitata e a volte dipende sugli aiuti forniti 
dall’esaminatore per poter parlare. 

1-2 

Comunica in maniera stentata, dimostrando notevoli difficoltà a produrre 
frasi comprensibili; ha una competenza comunicativa molto limitata; non 
possiede autonomia nella produzione; dipende (totalmente = 1; quasi 
totalmente = 2)  sull’esaminatore per poter produrre le battute. 

0 Non è capace di comunicare per niente; dimostra difficoltà anche a livello di 
comprensione; ha una competenza comunicativa totalmente insufficiente. 

 


