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This past year, PEG’s keenly anticipated second Accreditation Test was offered to members, shifted 

as it was from its previous slot at the end of August to late in September. As before, we felt it 

necessary to gauge the opinions of those who took the test with a view to considering whether any 

further refinements were needed to the entire process and, if so, how and where. The views of those 

who responded to the post-test survey form the basis of this article. We thank them for their 

forthright responses, which will certainly inform the examiner team when they compile the 2022 and 

future Accreditation Tests. 

No fewer than 34 members took the test during the window period in September 2021. Of those, 17 

responded to the evaluation questionnaire that was distributed to them afterwards – a satisfactory 

response rate (50%). The responses were anonymous: we still knew the test candidates only by their 

reference numbers for the purposes of the survey. 

We solicited their opinions on five major aspects of the test experience: preparation prior to the test; 

communication prior to the test; administration of the test; taking the test (the experience overall); 

and content of the test. In addition, this year, those members who were sitting the test for a second 

time were asked to respond to five questions aimed specifically at them.  

These responses give a clear idea of the ways in which the second test was received overall by those 

who took it. This article provides an overview, where possible, of the number of candidates who 

selected each item on a seven-point Likert-type scale. I have added my interpretation of the 

responses, where appropriate. I begin with the section headed ‘Preparation prior to the test’, which 

was essentially about the efficacy of the series of webinars presented between October 2020 and 

September 2021 in helping members to prepare themselves.  
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Preparation prior to the test 

1. I feel that the workshop(s) and webinar(s) I attended between October 2020 and September 2021 

prepared me sufficiently for the PEG Accreditation Test.  

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 1 5. 5 6. 3 7. 8 N/A - 

[NA = not answered] 

Here, 94% of the respondents (16; scores 5, 6, 7) found that PEG provided them with the 

wherewithal to prepare them sufficiently for the test. 

2. I feel that more should be done to prepare members for the test. 

1. 4 2. 4 3. 3 4. 4 5. - 6. - 7. 1 NA - 

In response to this statement, only one out of 17 respondents felt that more should have been done 

to prepare members for the test. Only four had no strong feelings either way; 11 were happy with 

the preparations (scores 1, 2, 3; 65%). 

 

3. The webinars I attended in preparation for the test bolstered my confidence to take the test. 

1. - 2. - 3. 1 4. - 5. 2 6. 7 7. 7 NA - 

A total of 16 out of 17 respondents (94%) felt that the webinars served to bolster their confidence. 

This is an important point to bear in mind – this is also something that the Institute of Professional 

Editors (IPEd) and Editors Canada (EC) have experienced: boosting confidence to take the test is an 

important aspect of the psychological preparation for and success in it. Similarly composed PEG 

webinar programmes will have to be a feature of future tests, as was the case in 2021, and will be 

even more the case now that members have two PEG tests to attend webinars on in 2022 (those of 

2020 and 2021). 

 

4. Most of my expectations regarding the nature and content of the test were confirmed. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 1 5. 4 6. 6 7. 6 N/A - 

As could probably be expected, the opinions in response to this question were fairly mixed. But, at 

least in preparation for the 2021 test, members had the opportunity to be exposed to the 2020 PEG 

test. Indeed, some who were unsuccessful in 2020 made a point of attending the webinars on the 

2020 test as preparation for the next test. 

In the 2021 cohort, five candidates attended at least five webinars during the year, three attended at 

least four, four attended at least three, one attended at least two and three at least one. 
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5. The workshop(s) and webinar(s) that were most helpful in preparing me for the test were: 

 

5.1 IPEd   11 

5.2 SfEP   8 

5.3 EC   5 

5.4 Nitty-gritty webinar 13 

5.5 Connectors  7 

5.6 Plain language 5 

5.7 SATI  2 

5.8 Other  4 

5.9 None  1 

These data are illuminating: of the 17 candidates, the number of attendees at the IPEd and the Nitty-

gritty webinars was in the teens, and among the highest numbers of candidates who attended 

workshops were those who signed up for the grammar workshops. There seems to be an implied 

need among members to hone their English grammar – and not only with the test in mind.  

The next batch of questions homed in on communication about the test beforehand. 

 
Communication prior to the test 

6. The pre-test communication was sufficient to prepare me for the test. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 2 5. 1 6. 2 7. 11 N/A 1 

Whereas almost 76% of the candidates were completely happy with the pre-test communication 

(13/17), a number seem to have been those who had also attended the webinars, either to make up 

for not having passed the 2020 test or to prepare themselves for their first test. The announcements 

about the test date early in the year, in PEGboard and repeatedly, seemed last year to have ensured 

that as many members as possible were informed and could make the decision to register in good 

time. 

 
7. The pre-test communication was sufficiently well timed to prepare me for the test. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 1 5. 1 6. 4 7. 10 N/A 1 

Pre-test communication was sufficiently well timed, according to 88% of respondents – this means 

that we got it right in 2021! 
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8. The instructions sent out beforehand through various channels were clear and helpful, and easy to 

follow. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. 6 7. 9 N/A 1 

Of the respondents, 16 (94%) expressed satisfaction with the pre-test instructions. 

 
9. Additional comments or suggestions 

These were some of the comments or suggestions recorded in response to Statements 6–8: 

‘PEG’s approach to the test was professional, thorough and helpful throughout. It is in line with 

international accreditation levels, measurably tested all aspects of editing, and gave feedback on the 

results.’  

‘If I am accredited through this test, I will be proud to say I am an ATE (English) and clients can be 

confident that my services are excellent. It is reasonably priced and gives value for money.’     

‘I was previously accredited by SATI but, after seeing the difference in the PEG approach, I did not 

feel proud of my SATI accreditation. Their accreditation process is not comparable to international 

accreditation levels, does not prepare applicants for the test, does not measurably test all aspects of 

editing, and does not give feedback on the results. It is expensive and is not worth the cost.’    

‘I think, having done the test last year, I was a little less anxious.’ 

‘I have none. I haven’t done a test for soooooo long.’ 

‘We had revision webinars long beforehand, which were great, but one or two revision webinars 

closer to the time would’ve been helpful. Perhaps participants could submit questions beforehand 

that could be discussed during a webinar in addition to going through a past paper.’ 

‘I was slightly confused that the PDF to print and mark up was presented as a Word document. Why 

not present it as a PDF to print and markup, exactly as one would get it after layout?’ 

‘I don’t remember much specific communication about preparing for the test. Some explicit pointers 

might be added to the documentation that warns of the imminent opening of test registrations.’ 

‘I attended the PEG webinars on Nitty-gritty Grammar and Connectors in 2020. I didn’t attend these 

webinars in 2021 because I thought they were repeats of the 2020 webinars. After writing the 2021 

Accreditation Test, I am concerned that I missed additional information that would have been useful 

for the exam.’   
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‘I think it would be helpful to know for future if some workshops are repeats or not, or whether it is 

worth attending the repeat workshop anyway for additional information.’ 

 

Administration of the test (including the Accreditation Officer’s role) 

Generally, this battery of questions received the most resoundingly positive responses – mainly 7s 

and some 6s for Statements 10–15, with only a handful of responses to Statement 16 – mainly 

positive suggestions. Clearly, candidates were happy with the general administration of the test, 

including the registration, payment, timings, anonymising, and the submission and return of the 

scripts. All credit to the Accreditation Officer!  

 
10. Registration and payment for the Accreditation Test were handled competently. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. - 7. 15 N/A 1 

The registration and payment procedures received a resounding thumbs-up from the respondents. 

 
11. The registration fee is reasonable. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. 4 7. 11 N/A 1 

Encouragingly, 15 out of 17 respondents (88%) felt that the fee was completely reasonable, which is 

most heartening, because this was an important requirement – other comparable tests are virtually 

unaffordable. Yet we are still able largely to cover our costs for the administration and marking. One 

member echoed the opinions of many: ‘It is reasonably priced and gives value for money.’  

    

12. Emailing my test paper and the Acknowledgements and Confirmation form to me proceeded 

smoothly. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. - 7. 14 N/A 2 

 

13. Returning my test paper and completing and returning the Acknowledgements and Confirmation 

form proceeded smoothly. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. 1 7. 14 N/A 1 

Most of the respondents found the process of emailing and returning the test papers to have 

proceeded smoothly. 
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14. The process of anonymising the test paper worked well. 

1. - 2. 1 3. - 4. 1 5. 1 6. 3 7. 10 N/A 1 

This process entailed having the Accreditation Officer remove all traces of candidates’ names or 

initials to ensure that the markers had no inkling of whose script they were marking. In all cases, that 

worked exceptionally well: the markers really had no idea whose scripts they were marking. 

One or two candidates expressed a need to receive assistance with the anonymisation of both their 

Word documents (especially their Comments ID) but also of their Adobe Acrobat Reader ID in PDFs 

(see Item 16 below). Instructions about how to go about this will be issued to members before the 

September test period, either via a webinar or in writing. 

 

15. In my experience, the Accreditation Officer was efficient and prompt. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. - 7. 15 N/A 1 

 

16. Anything that could have been done better or differently? 

‘Perhaps using more automated systems (Google Form connected to a payment portal) for 

registration/payment rather than lots of back and forth emailing.’ 

‘For the question about proofreading on PDF we were asked to also highlight our answers, but this is 

(a) very time-consuming, (b) risky, because it overlaps with the actual editing marks and (c) largely 

unnecessary because a complete list of comments can be opened and checked.’  

‘I also had quite a bit of technical difficulty with Adobe to anonymise my comments. Please warn 

participants in advance that the PDF markup would also have to be anonymised and that they must 

make sure they know how before starting the test.’ 

‘No – it was an easy process.’ 

‘This was my fault – not the fault of the Accreditation Officer: I typed my number on the top of each 

page before I started answering the paper – I did not realise that it would shift down as I worked. I 

then wasted time fixing the problem. Is it possible to have a stable “box” for the number?’ 

‘A step-by-step guide to anonymising the script (acknowledging the different options available) 

would have been helpful.’ 

‘Last year’s test gave clear instructions on how to remove your name before using track changes, 

which was very helpful.’ 
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Clearly, there is food for thought among these suggestions for improvement, suggestions that the 

examiner team will be considering.  

Having solicited responses about the preparation, communication and administration, we were 

interested next in ascertaining the candidates’ overall experience of the test itself, in Statements 17–

22 and Statement 30. 

 

Taking the test: Your experience overall 
 
17. The modus operandi of sitting the test in my home environment generally worked well. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. 2 7. 13 N/A 1 

An almost unanimous thumbs-up (94%) was given in support of writing the test in one’s own 

environment! The alternative was the restrictive (and some would say unnatural) IPEd and EC 

models, which require members to sit the examination in a venue during a fixed time period on an 

appointed date. Clearly, the home environment and fitting the text into members’ work routine and 

other responsibilities found favour with the respondents. 

 
18. Being given 48 hours to complete the test was sufficient. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 1 5. 2 6. 2 7. 11 N/A 1 

Of the respondents, 11 (65%) gave the duration a 7, and combined 5, 6 and 7 scores (88%) either 

agreed or fully agreed that the time allocated was sufficient. But time management seemed to be a 

problem for some candidates: one or two seem to have planned their time badly, others found it 

difficult to combine the test and work commitments within the allotted time. In contrast, others 

handed back their scripts hours before their deadline. One respondent indicated a preference for 

‘The exam being offered over a slightly longer period (ie two weeks)’. 

 
 

19. Being given choices for some of the questions was fair and largely accommodated my experience as 

an editor. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 1 5. 1 6. 6 7. 9 N/A - 

Here, again, opinions were divided, largely between those who were happy that certain questions 

suited them perfectly and others who experienced a mismatch. But many respondents were relieved 

that the editing and proofreading questions provided alternatives. These choices seemed to cater for 

the specialisations of most of those who took the test (including the recipe to edit!). One respondent 

commented, ‘The test was comprehensive’. 
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20. The spread of topics tested was reasonable. 

1. - 2. - 3. 1 4. - 5. 1 6. 6 7. 9 N/A - 

 
21. The skills and knowledge tested were reasonable and appropriate. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 1 5. 1 6. 5 7. 10 N/A - 

The responses to Statements 20 and 21 consistently indicate that the topics, skills and knowledge 

tested were reasonable and appropriate. 

 
22. The instructions for answering the questions were clear and helpful. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 4 6. 6 7. 7 N/A  

 
23. Being able to answer many of the questions in the spaces clearly allocated was helpful. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 2 6. 6 7. 8 N/A 1 

 
24. The test was suitably exacting, and by passing it I feel that I will have earned the elevated status of 

Accredited Member. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. - 5. 2 6. 4 7. 11 N/A - 

The responses to the four questions above (approval by 16, 17, 16 and 16/17, respectively, for 

rankings 5 to 7) were most gratifying, because the team had aimed at setting a high standard 

comparable with international benchmarks but also at setting questions that would test appropriate 

knowledge and skills and accommodate as wide a range of experience and expertise as possible. 

These responses more or less tally with those to Statement 32, where 16 (94%) of the respondents 

rated the test between ‘fair/moderately difficult’ and ‘extremely difficult’, of whom 10 (59%) found it 

either ‘very difficult’ or ‘extremely difficult’. Only three of the 16 rated it ‘fair/moderately difficult’, 

and it would be interesting indeed to learn who they are, because one would assume that they are 

more experienced, and possibly more competent, well-rounded editors. 

 

32. Finally, on a scale of 1–7 (1 extremely easy; 4 fair/moderately difficult; 7 extremely difficult), please 

rate your overall experience of the test. 

1. - 2. - 3. - 4. 3 5. 3 6. 8 7. 2 N/A 1 

With three of the respondents assessing the test as ‘fair/moderately difficult’, the remainder 

indicated that it was pitched at varying levels of difficulty. One respondent commented: ‘I thought 
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the test was excellent and of a very high standard.’ For the examiner team this is reassuring 

feedback, confirming that the test was appropriately benchmarked. 

 
25. In my view, the following aspects of the test could have been done differently. 

Here, the respondents were free to express their views on how, for them, the test could have been 

different, perhaps more aligned to their expectations. Here are their responses: 

‘Perhaps boxing the instructions or improving the document design to clearly distinguish instructions 

from actual questions.’                             

‘I found the mark allocation a bit baffling sometimes: writing essays for 2 marks and then very little 

for 4/6 marks.’ 

‘The wording of some of the instructions was mildly confusing but this could have been because I 

haven’t sat for a test or an exam for so many years. I just hope I haven’t lost marks because of 

giving/doing too much.’ 

‘The exam being offered over a slightly longer period (i.e. two weeks).’ 

‘My only “complaint” would be that the choice was too wide – a lot of reading and a bit of agonising!’  

‘It would have been helpful to have an even greater number of options for the editing question.’           

‘Although I work almost exclusively with academic texts for publication, I have never worked with a 

research report in the natural sciences and am never expected to adjust the texts for the sake of a 

wider audience. I opted to edit the recipe instead, even though that did not sit too well with me 

either.’   

‘Proofreading section: The question on the style sheet confused me. I still wonder whether I should 

have done a comprehensive style sheet or only those issues listed.’ 

 

Content of the test 

In this set of statements, we tried to ascertain the pleasant, or unpleasant, surprises in the test and 

perhaps where, in the candidates’ opinions, the test didn’t include what was anticipated. Member 

responses show that, to a large extent, many found what they had anticipated. Some were surprised 

at more theoretical or ‘exam-style’ questions. Others were surprised to find a recipe to edit and not 

an option to edit fiction. 
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26. Appropriateness of questions generally 

 

26.1 In particular, I was pleased to find the following included in the test: 

‘Lots of questions on book publishing as that’s my main field of experience.’ 

‘The option to answer theoretical questions about proofreading.’ 

‘I was very happy to see a recipe because I have worked on many recipes/recipe books over the 

years. I just hope I didn’t go overboard with my “corrections”.’ 

‘Proofreading process.’ 

‘Sufficient editing opportunities.’ 

‘So much of what I learnt at webinars.’ 

‘I was pleased to have the option of answering short questions instead of having to proofread.’ 

‘The cookery book edit. 😊’ 

‘Referencing, knowledge of publishing.’ 

‘A choice between business, academic and general editing.  

‘A question about lists and referencing that was separate from the main question about academic 

editing. In this way, I could have those skills tested although I had not chosen the academic text to 

edit.’ 

‘Plain language.’ 

‘I found all questions challenging.’ 

 

26.2 I was surprised to find the following included in the test: 

‘“Exam-style” questions about proofreading processes and terminology. To me, these are things 

anyone can look up on the internet/in a book. They don’t really test your skills as an editor/ 

proofreader.’ 

‘Recipe editing.’ 

‘Nothing surprised me.’ 

‘I was pleasantly surprised to find numerous questions about publishing in the test.’ 
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‘Question 3B – it almost felt too easy, after webinars and with NHR.’ 

‘Did not expect anything different to be included.’ 

‘Fiction editing.’ 

 
26.3 I was surprised to find the following excluded from the test: 

‘Basic formatting skills.’ 

‘Not having to identify grammatical structures by name: eg what is a classifying adjective, etc.’ 

‘More fixing of grammar or the chance to make sentences better/tighter.’ 

‘Specific grammar-related questions (ie when the en-rule is used).’ 

‘Fiction editing.’ 

 
If you took the test in 2020 and also took it this year, we’d appreciate your comparisons. If you did not, 

please proceed to question 31.  

Five candidates who had taken the test for the second time responded to the questionnaire – for 

which we thank them. The fact that most of them found the 2021 test to be either better or far 

better than its predecessor can be interpreted to mean that the examiner team had successfully 

implemented a number of the recommendations of the respondents to the 2020 questionnaire in 

addition to applying their own lessons learned from the inaugural test. 

 
27. I found the administration of this test, compared to 2020: 

 

 Worse About the same Better      Far better   N/A 

W. - AtS. 4 B. 1 FB. - N/A - 

 

 

28. I found the general organisation of the questions, compared to 2020: 

 
 Worse About the same Better      Far better   N/A 

W. - AtS. 1 B. 3 FB. 1 N/A - 

 

29. I found the instructions for answering the questions, compared to 2020: 

 
 Worse About the same Better      Far better   N/A 

W. - AtS. - B. 5 FB. - N/A - 
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30. I found the spread and nature/content of the questions, compared to 2020: 

 
 Worse About the same Better      Far better   N/A 

W. - AtS. 1 B. 3 FB. 1 N/A - 

 

31. I am glad that I decided to take the inaugural Accreditation Test. 

 

1. - 2. 1 3. - 4. - 5. 1 6. 5 7. 9 N/A 1 

The responses to this statement were given shortly after the completion of the test and long before 

any of the candidates knew the outcome of the test. It is reassuring that 14 of the 17 respondents 

were very glad to extremely glad that they had taken the test. As in the case of 2020, in the present 

survey some expressed the belief that, even if they had not been successful this time round, taking 

the test had been a useful learning experience, and one that would prepare them well – both 

psychologically and materially – for success in a future test.  

This, the examiners believe, is the kind of positive approach to the test that should be adopted by 

one and all. If nothing else, a benchmarked test such as this allows one to identify the gaps in one’s 

knowledge and skills, gaps that one can then fill by grasping whatever continuing professional 

development opportunities are made available. This is where the series of webinars on the 2020 and 

the 2021 PEG Accreditation Tests will play a key role, we believe. As one of the present respondents 

stated so aptly, ‘If I am accredited through this test, I will be proud to say I am an ATE (English) and 

clients can be confident that my services are excellent.’ 

To ensure that any of our members who have a medical condition that is likely to disadvantage them 

in their taking the examination successfully has a fair chance of becoming a proud Accredited Text 

Editor, we ask that they approach the Accreditation Officer for consideration of a special 

dispensation. Such a medical condition could result in a member not being able to work under 

pressure or to work with certain software or with/without apparatus, for example. 

Buoyed by the greater success of the 2021 Accreditation Test, the team can now prepare for the 

2022 test in earnest. At about the same time, the examiner team for PEG’s first Afrikaans-language 

PEG Accreditation Test in September 2023 will begin their preparations. 

 

 


