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ABSTRACT
ATTITUDES OF TEACHERS AND STUDENTS TOWARDS THE
ASSESSMENT SYSTEM AT HACETTEPE UNIVERSITY BASIC ENGLISH

DIVISION AND THEIR OPINIONS ABOUT ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF
ASSESSMENT

Gokhan, Cigdem

M.A., Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language
Supervisor: Dr. Bill Snyder

Co-Supervisor: Dr. Julie Mathews-Aydinh

July 2004

This study explored the attitudes of teachers and students at Hacettepe
University Basic English Division towards the assessment system currently used
in the institution. The study also investigated teachers’ and students’ opinions
about their involvement in the assessment process and about the use of alternative
forms of assessment.

The study was conducted with 50 teachers and 120 students in the Basic
English Division. Data were collected through a four-part questionnaire using

Likert Scale, closed response and open response items.



The results of the data analysis revealed that, overall, teachers and students
find the assessment system satisfactory in itself; however, the present system has
weaknesses as well as strengths. This emphasizes the importance of
supplementing the weak points with alternative forms of assessment and using
multiple assessment methods to obtain more effective results. The results revealed
that teachers and students would like to be involved in the assessment process
through the use of alternative assessment whose administration and evaluation are
carried out in the classroom by teachers and students themselves. Students would
also like to be involved in the assessment process by giving their opinions about
tests and test tasks. However, teachers and students will need to be trained on the

assessment instruments they do not have enough information about.
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OZET

OGRETMEN VE OGRENCILERIN HACETTEPE UNIVERSITEST TEMEL
INGILIZCE BIRIMINDE KULLANILAN SINAV SISTEMINE KARSI
TUTUMLARI VE ALTERNATIF DEGERLENDIRME YONTEMLERININ
KULLANIMI KONUSUNDAKI DUSUNCELERT

Gokhan, Cigdem

Yiiksek Lisans, Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Bill Snyder

Ortak Tez Ydneticisi: Dr. Julie Mathews-Aydinl

Temmuz, 2004

Bu cahsma Hacettepe Universitesi Temel Ingilizce Birimindeki dgretmen
ve Ogrencilerin kurumda su anda kullanilmakta olan 6grenci degerlendirme
sistemine kars1 tutumlarin: arasturmak amactyla yapilmistir. Caliyma aym
zamanda Ogretmen ve Ogrencilerin simnav siirecine dahil olma konusundaki ve
alternatif degerlendirme yontemlerinin kullanilmas: konusundaki diigiincelerini
O0grenmek amacim tagimaktadir.

Caligma Temel Ingilizce Birimindeki 50 6gretmen ve 120 dgrenci ile
yiriitiilmistiir. Cahgma ile ilgili veriler, dort boliimden olugan ve Likert Slgegi ile

kapal1 ve agik yamt tiiriinde sorular iceren bir anket aracilig ile toplanmustir.



Verilerin incelenmesi sonucunda, 6gretmen ve 6grencilerin sinav
sisteminden genel olarak memnun olduklar, fakat su anda kullaniimakta olan
sistemin, faydalarinin yansira yetersizliklerinin de oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir. Bu
durum, mevcut sinavlarin yetersizliklerinin alternatif sinav yontemleriyle
desteklenmesinin ve daha etkin sonuglar elde etmek igin farkli sav
yontemlerinin birarada kullamimasinin énemini vurgulamaktadir. Elde edilen
sonuglar da 6gretmen ve dgrencilerin, uygulamast ile degerlendirmesi bizzat
dgretmen ve dgrenciler tarafindan sinifta yapilan alternatif sinav yontemlerinin
kullanimu ile sinav siirecine dahil olmak istediklerini ortaya ¢ikarmustir.
Ogrenciler ayrica, sinavlar ve sinav sorulan hakkinda fikirlerinin sorulmas ile
siirece dahil olmak istemektedirler. Elde edilen sonuglara gore, 6gretmen ve
ogrenciler yeterince bilgi sahibi olmadiklar sinav yontemleri konusunda da

egitilmeye ihtiyag duymaktadirlar.
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CHAPTER

Introduction

In large institutions where students are assessed only by language tests
prepared by a separate testing unit, class teachers and students rarely have any
input into the assessment system. These individuals are important parts of the
assessment process as test users and test takers, but until the day they are given the
tests, they remain outside the assessment process. In addition, teachers and
students are in close contact with each other every day in a teaching-learning
environment, and thus, teachers are the best observers of their students’
performance and progress. Nevertheless, in these contexts, teachers are left
dependent on language tests prepared by other people in order to evaluate their
own students. The aim of this study is to reveal the attitudes of the teachers and
the students of Hacettepe University Basic English Division towards the current
assessment system in the institution. The study also aims to learn the ideas of
teachers and students about their involvement in the assessment process and about
using alternative forms of assessment together with tests.

Background of the Study

As Allan (1999) states, assessment and testing “...have many shared
characteristics and areas of overlap, but they are not the same thing” (p.19).
Assessment is used as a broader term to refer to a variety of means of evaluating a
student’s performance and progress, such as individual and group projects,

assignments, portfolios, self and peer assessment, as well as language tests (Allan,



1999; Brown, 1998; Ekbatani & Pierson, 2000; Heaton, 1990; O’Malley & Pierce,
1996).

Alternative assessment methods have been developed as a reaction to
standardized tests because it is believed, in conjunction with changing theories in
language teaching, the methods of assessment should also be improved.
Alternative assessment is believed to be in line with learner-centred language
teaching, to help students to learn through assessment, and to provide teachers and
students with meaningful feedback (Allan, 1999; Brown, 1998; Ekbatani &
Pierson, 2000; Gipps & Murphy, 1994; Huerta-Macias, 1995; O’Malley & Pierce,
1996). However, there are also supporters of traditional, standardized tests. Since
testing has a longer history than alternative assessment, it is believed to be a more
valid and reliable form of assessment (Allan, 1999; Bachman, 1991; Brown &
Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996).

In many educational institutions, students are assessed only by means of
tests. Bachman (1994), Brown (1995), and Davies (1990) agree on the central role
of testing in language teaching programs. Brown considers the development of
testing instruments “...a natural next step in curriculum design after establishing
the program objectives” (p.108). Bachman draws our attention to the outcomes of
tests including the effects on teachers and students.

According to Davies (1990), the effect of tests on teaching is strong and is
usually negative. He calls this negative influence ‘washback’. However, Brown
and Hudson (1998), Hughes (1989) and Mc Namara (2000) claim that washback
effects can be either negative or positive. Hamp-Lyons (1997) makes a distinction
between the terms ‘washback’ and ‘impact’. She explains that if there is a

difference between what is tested and what is taught or between what is tested and



the curriculum objectives, the term washback can be used. Despite the movement
towards teaching methods that emphasize communication rather than teaching
grammar, structure still constitutes a large part of tests. Teachers relate their
students’ performance in tests to their own performance in teaching. Therefore,
while teachers may prefer to teach the material in a certain way, they often find
themselves teaching to the test (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Hamp-Lyons, 1997). In
addition, “teachers question the overdependence on a single type of assessment
because test scores sometimes disagree with conclusions they have reached from
observing how students actually perform in classrooms” (O’Malley & Pierce,
1996, p. 2). According to Hamp-Lyons, sometimes, “negative effects can result
from a properly developed, correctly targeted test that is being implemented in line
with all available knowledge about best practice” (p.297). In this case, she
suggests, we need to use the broader term ‘impact’ to display concern with other
factors that may cause those negative effects such as the attitudes of institutional
groups and the individuals within those groups towards tests. Bachman and
Palmer (1996) similarly consider washback to be within the scope of impact.

In order to promote the positive impact of tests on students, the first thing
to do is to involve teachers and students in the design and development of tests.
There are basically three ways to do this (Bachman, 2000; Bachman & Palmer,
1996; Beaman, 1998; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Hamp-Lyons, 1997; Murphey,
1994/1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). The first way of involvement is to ask for
their opinion of tests and test tasks. Hamp-Lyons states that it is not enough to
evaluate tests from the researchers’ and testers’ perspectives; nor is it sufficient to
include teachers’ perspectives. We must also take students’ views and beliefs into

consideration. She claims that studies of students’ views are ignored but are



needed to have “their accoﬁnts of the effects on their lives of test preparation, test
taking and the scores they have received on tests” (p.299). Beaman reports
research showing that adults, including university students, want some say in their
course work and in the methods with which they are evaluated. Secondly,
Bachman explains the involvement of students as students designing and selecting
their own assessment tasks and procedures and assessing themselves. Murphey
suggests using student-made tests in addition to the tests prepared by teachers or
testers. The third way teacher and student involvement is possible is through
teacher, peer, and self-assessment methods.

A number of authors (Allan, 1999; Brown, 1998; Brown & Hudson, 1998;
Bruton, 1999; Heaton, 1990; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996) have emphasized the
importance of using multiple assessment methods to promote the positive impact
of tests because the negative impact might stem from the overdependence of a
single assessment method. In the literature, four main problems were identified
with traditional tests (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Beaman, 1998; Huerta-Macias,
1995; Murphey, 1994/1995). The testing situation may produce anxiety within the
student and there may be personal problems or illnesses at the time of test taking
(Huerta-Macias, 1995). Students may overgeneralize test scores as an evaluation
of themselves as a whole, and this may adversely affect their self-esteem and
motivation (Murphey, 1994/1995). Adult learners, including all university
students, need assessment for motivation and feedback as well as for evaluation
(Beaman, 1998). In addition, if it is considered that sometimes a single test score
is used as a pass mark (like final tests), then, as Bachman and Palmer (1996)
question, “is it fair...to make a life-affecting decision solely on the basis of a test

score?...we need to consider the various kinds of information, including scores



from the tests, that could be used in making the decisions” (p.33). Heaton (1990)
reminds that a combination of grades from the tests and comments from
coursework, projects, group work, homework assignments, and oral questioning is
the most reliable form of assessment. Those forms of assessment and many others
compensate for some of the negative aspects of tests; because they are integrated
into the language teaching and learning processes, they “do not stand out as
different, formal, threatening, or interruptive” (Brown, 1998, p. vi). By using
them, as Bruton (1999) suggests, we could also take into account mixed abilities,
and different needs, interests, and motivations. As O’Malley and Pierce (1996)
point out, teachers need to use multiple ways of collecting information that
provide them with the type of feedback they need to observe student progress and
to plan for instruction.
Statement of the Problem

The importance of using multiple sources of information to assess student
progress (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Brown, 1998; Bruton, 1999; Heaton, 1990;
O’Malley & Pierce, 1996) and the importance of the involvement of teachers and
students in the assessment process (Bachman, 2000; Bachman & Palmer, 1996;
Beaman, 1998; Hamp-Lyons, 1997; Murphey, 1994/1995; O’Malley & Pierce,
1996) have received attention in recent literature. However, the field still lacks
research studies that focus on collecting information from teachers and students
about their opinions of the assessment system used in their institutions. As Hamp-
Lyons (1997) states, in particular, studies of students’ views are ignored and more
studies are needed presenting students’ ideas about the effects of the assessment

systems on them.



At Hacettepe University Basic English Division students are assessed
through written language tests prepared by the Testing Office. The office is staffed
by teachers of the institution who do not actively teach during the period they
work in the Testing Office. These people are knowledgeable about the
fundamentals of testing; many of them have done academic studies in the area.
They make the best effort to increase the quality of the tests and devote a lot of
time to preparing the required tests in the best way possible. Despite this great
effort, my students sometimes complain that tests and testers have aims other than
measuring their progress. They seem to view the tests as a kind of trap to fail
them, as something prepared with bad intentions. I have also observed that the
performance of some students in class and on tests are different. As a teacher, I
appreciate the efforts of the testers and the quality of tests they prepare. But I am
also disturbed by the fact that I have no role in determining how my students’
progress in learning will be addressed, although I am the person who is in
everyday contact with them. I would like to know whether my views and my
students’ views are shared by other teachers and students in the institution.

Research Questions

This study will address the following research questions:

1. What are the attitudes of teachers and students towards the current assessment
process at Hacettepe University Basic English Division?

2. Do teachers and students have similar or different attitudes towards the
assessment system?

3. Do teachers and students want to be involved in the assessment process? If so,
in what ways?

4. Do teachers and students want to use alternative forms of assessment as a



supplement to tests? If so, which ones?
Significance of the Study

There is lack of research in the field of foreign language teaching on
teacher and student opinions of the assessment systems used in their institutions.
The results of this study may contribute to this literature by revealing teacher and
student attitudes towards assessment systems and determining the impact of
assessment systems on these individuals.

At the local level, this study attempts to find out the attitudes of teachers
and students towards the current assessment system at Hacettepe University Basic
English Division. This information is valuable for the institution because the
results may lead to making new decisions about the overall assessment system. It
is also valuable for teachers and students because they will have the opportunity to
contribute to program decisions by expressing their opinions about the current
assessment system. On a personal level, as a future tester in the institution, the
study will benefit me by helping me to gain greater understanding of the strengths
and the weaknesses of the present system. This study may also lead to further
studies in finding ways to involve students and teachers of the institution in the
assessment process and to introduce alternative forms of assessment.

Key Terms

This section provides the explanation of the six key concepts used
throughout this thesis: assessment, testing, alternative assessment, washback,
impact, and involvement.

Assessment: A variety of ways of collecting information on a learner’s language

ability or achievement. Assessment is used as an umbrella term and covers tests as



well as other meal;s of collecting information (Allan, 1999; Brindley, 2001a;
Lynch, 2001).
Testing/Tests: "A performance activity or battery of performance activities of
limited duration completed under controlled, supervised conditions by students
who are graded individually by instructors” (Bruton, 1999, p. 730). Throughout
this thesis, the term ‘tests’ is used to refer to traditional, paper and pencil
assessment instruments.
Alternative Assessment: "Any method of finding out what a student knows or can
do that is intended to show growth and inform instruction, and is an alternative to
traditional forms of testing" (Stiggins in O’Malley & Pierce, 1996, p. 1).
Washback: The positive or negative effect of tests on the teaching and learning
process and on the language curriculum (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Hughes, 1989;
McNamara, 2000).
Impact: The effect of tests on society and educational systems and on the attitudes
of individuals within those systems (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Hamp-Lyons,
1997; McNamara, 2000).
Involvement: Taking part in the assessment process in a variety of ways which
include active participation by preparing tests, by using classroom assessment, or
indirect participation by giving opinions about the assessment instruments and
tasks (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Beaman, 1998; Hamp-Lyons, 1997; Murphey,
1994/1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996).
Conclusion

This chapter introduced the study by explaining its purpose and

significance, and by providing background information and explanation of the key

terms.



Chapter 2 will provide the theoretical basis for the study through a review
of the relevant literature on testing and assessment. Chapter 3 will present
information about the methodology used to carry out the study in terms of its
participants, the instruments used, and the procedures followed. In Chapter 4, the
detailed analysis of the data will be presented in three main sections: attitudes of
teachers and students towards the assessment system used in the institution,
opinions of teachers and students about their involvement in the assessment
process, and their opinions about the use of alternative assessment methods.
Chapter 5 will present the major findings of the study together with pedagogical
implications drawn from the findings, the limitations of the study, and suggestions

for further studies.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

This study attempts to investigate teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards
the current assessment system at Hacettepe University Basic English Division.
The study also aims to learn teachers’ and students’ opinions about their
involvement in the assessment process and about the use of alternative assessment
methods.

This chapter reviews the literature on assessment, alternative assessment,
testing, the impact of tests on teachers and students, and promoting the positive
impact of tests.

Language Assessment

The terms ‘evaluation’, ‘assessment’, and ‘testing’ are still often used
interchangeably in the literature to refer to any kinds of judgements or decisions
about a certain language program and its components (Allan,1999; Brindley,
2001a; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001; Heaton, 1990; Lynch, 2001;
Murphy, 1985; Nunan, 1988). Brindley (2001a), Genesee (2001), and Nunan
(1988) distinguish evaluation from assessment and testing, saying that the main
concern of the former is the language program as a whole, not just the individuals
who take part in it.

Brindley (2001a) makes a further distinction between assessment and
testing and defines assessment as an umbrella term to refer to “a variety of ways of

collecting information on a learner’s language ability or achievement” (p.137).
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Allan (1999) and Lynch (2001) agree on using assessment as a broader term that
includes language tests as well. In this sense, assessment and testing are not
exactly the same thing; the former covers the latter. In addition, assessment can be
used to evaluate student ability and progress in terms of both qualitative feedback
(feedback in words) and quantitative information (information in numbers).
However, the only feedback language tests usually offer is quantitative
information in the form of test scores.

For the purposes of this study, I will use the term ‘assessment’ in order to
refer to various means of evaluating a student’s performance and progress. In the
following sections, however, it is necessary to make a distinction between
assessment instruments which are usually developed as a reaction to traditional
methods, and standardized or traditional methods of assessment. To refer to those
different assessment procedures, I will use the terms ‘alternative assessment’ and
‘testing’, respectively.

Alternative Assessment

Stiggins (in O’Malley & Pierce, 1996) defines alternative assessment as
“any method of finding out what a student knows or can do that is intended to
show growth and inform instruction, and is an alternative to traditional forms of
testing” (p. 1). Huerta-Macias (1995) also perceives alternative assessment as “an
alternative to standardized testing and all of the problems found with such testing”
(p- 8). She believes that contrary to standardized tests which provide teachers and
students with only a set of numbers, alternative assessment enables teachers to
obtain detailed information about their students' growth in language learning.

Alternative assesment is considered to be different from standardized

testing in that it is based on performance and allows students to show what they
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are able to do with the language. Students are assessed on what they bring together
and produce, not on how they repeat information presented by books or teachers
(Huerta-Macias, 1995). Each alternative assessment procedure provides unique
information, and when these procedures are brought together, they present more
varied language samples for student assessment. This is why alternative

assessment is sometimes called complementary assessment (Shohamy, 1997).

O’Malley and Pierce (1996), however, prefer to use the term authentic
assessment to describe “the multiple forms of assessment that reflect student
learning, achievement, motivation, and attitudes on instructionally-relevant
classroom activities” (p. 4). According to O’Malley and Pierce, contemporary
language teaching has abandoned the transmission model of teaching, which
suggests that language is a set of discrete items to be taught separately to students.
This model required a similar understanding of language assessment. However, in
today’s curricula, effective communication, complex thinking skills, and
integration of language skills are important components, and students learn using
multiple strategies and following different methods. This should also be reflected
in assessment procedures, and, therefore, authentic assessment strategies need to
be applied in classrooms.

To exemplify alternative assessment methods, it is possible to count
observations, presentations, project works, oral interviews, response journals,
portfolios, role-plays, discussions, conferences, group activities, verbal reports,
and anecdotal records as possible sources of alternative assessment (Brindley,
2001a; Brown, 1998; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Ekbatani, 2000; Genesee, 2001;
Heaton, 1990; Huerta-Macias, 1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). This type of

assessment is also categorized as teacher/instructor assesment, peer-assessment
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and self-assessment depending on whether the teacher is the assessor, or students
assess each other, or students assess themselves (Allan, 1999; Beaman, 1998;
Brown, 1998; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Ekbatani, 2000; Heaton, 1990; Huerta-
Macias, 1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996).

Alternative assessment has advantages over standardized testing in
measuring student achievement and progress. The advantages can be categorized
as authenticity, focus on performance, attention to individual differences, reducing
anxiety, and providing feedback.

Alternative assessment is authentic in nature because students are engaged
in meaningful, communicative tasks that carry a purpose and reflect real-life
situations. In other words, students use the target language in similar contexts and
for the same purposes as they need to use it in real life. This is very different from
writing answers to a set of test items questioning separate language areas (Bailey,
1996; Brindley, 2001a; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001; Huerta-Macias,
1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). Performing authentic tasks calls for the skills of
listening, speaking, reading, writing, thinking, and experiencing, many of which
need to be used at the same time (Genesee, 2001; Heaton, 1990; McNamara, 2000;
O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). Alternative assessment tasks enable students to use the
language to interact with their peers and their teacher. In doing so, they encourage
communication by forcing students to use all language skills integratively.

The methods used to measure language ability affect performance as much
as the ability itself. In today’s understanding of assessment, the characteristics of
assessment procedures, the characteristics of learners, and how learners approach
the procedures should be taken into account when measuring language ability

(Bachman, 1991; Shohamy, 1997; Shohamy, 2001). Unlike standardized tests,
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which often focus on a single correct answer or a final product, alternative
assessment focuses on student performance in process as well as the product they
create. Student participation and the strategies the students use in performing the
assessment tasks can also be evaluated (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001;
Huerta-Macias, 1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). Using alternative assessments,
teachers are able to assess “...certain qualities which cannot be assessed in any
other way: namely, effort, persistence, and attitude” (Heaton, 1990, p.116). To
perform assessment tasks, many of which are quite challenging, students are also
invited to use high-level thinking skills (Brown & Hudson, 1998; O’Malley &
Pierce, 1996). This is an ability encouraged in today’s language curricula because
in real life, students are expected to communicate their ideas, persuade other
people, understand a communicated message, and solve complex problems, which
all require the use of high-level thinking skills (Enginarlar, 1999; O’Malley &
Pierce, 1996).

Being aware of individual differences is a positive element of learner-
centred instruction (Allan, 1999). Alternative assessment draws our attention to
individual differences among students. Standardized tests, especially the multiple-
choice types, cover large language areas but inform us only about students’ overall
language ability. By using alternative forms of assessment, we have a deeper
knowledge about each student’s abilities and problem areas without comparing
students to each other (Allan, 1999; Genesee, 2001; Huerta-Macias, 1995; Mc
Namara, 2001; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). As Allan (1999) suggests, tests are
usually inflexible by nature; they expect all students to reach a fixed level in a
fixed amount of time, ignoring effort and personal differences. Alternative

assessment allows teachers to set accessible targets within the given amount of
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time for individual students, and for these students to receive feedback to
strengthen their weak points.

Using alternative assessment may give us the opportunity to remove, or at
least to reduce, what is known as test anxiety. There need be no difference
between ordinary classroom activities and assessment procedures. Assessment
procedures can be integrated into the classroom routine (Brown, 1998; Brown &
Hudson, 1998; Huerta-Macias, 1995), so they “...do not stand out as different,
formal, threatening, or interruptive” (Brown, 1998, p. vi). “Often students will be
quite unaware of any kind of assessment taking place since the whole situation
will be informal and relaxed” (Heaton, 1990, p. 121). There is little or no anxiety
because it is very difficult to distinguish alternative assessment methods from
everyday learning processes in the classroom.

By means of alternative assessment, it is possible to obtain feedback on
both student performance and the quality of teaching and learning. Feedback on
student performance can be in qualitative measures as well as scores. Qualitative
measures refer to feedback with words such as notes on written work, oral
critiques, or teacher conferences (Allan, 1999; Bailey, 1996; Brookhart, 2004;
Brown, 1998; Enginarlar, 1999; Genesee, 2001). This kind of feedback is “much
more meaningful, useful and informative than the marks and grades that are the
typical products of tests” (Allan, 1999, p. 20). In addition, students can be
provided with feedback coming from different sources when teacher, peer, and
self-assessment procedures are applied. This process of triangulation can increase
the reliability of the assessment procedures (Brown, 1998; Huerta-Macias, 1995;

Shohamy, 2001). Alternative assessment may also enable teachers to obtain
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feedback on how successful the teaching-learning process is through close
observation of students’ performances (Brown, 1998).

At the same time, a number of researchers (Allan, 1999; Brindley, 2001a,
b; Brown & Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996) have
discussed the disadvantages of alternative assessment. The disadvantages can be
categorized as problems with validity and reliability, problems with objectivity
and practicality, problems with performance, and need for careful consideration
before implementing alternative assessment.

Brown (1994) describes validity as “...the degree to which the test actually
measures what it is intended to measure” (p. 254) and he states that “a reliable test
is a test that is consistent and dependable” (p. 253). Huerta-Macias (1995) claims
that since alternative assessment procedures reflect real-life situations, they “...in
and of themselves are, therefore, valid” (p. 9). She further asserts that if a
procedure is valid, it means it is also reliable because the same results will be
achieved when the assessment is repeated. Brown and Hudson (1998), however,
find these statements “...too general and shortsighted” (p. 655). They agree that
“...credibility, audability, multiple tasks, rater training, clear criteria, and
triangulation of any decision-making procedures along with varied sources of data
are important ways to improve the reliability and validity of any assessment
procedures used in any educational institution” (p. 656) but they disagree with the
idea that applying the above strategies is enough to show that alternative
assessment is valid and reliable. Brindley (2001a) found a similar problem with
alternative assessment. According to Brindley, assessment forms based on real-life
situations largdy deal with language use. These assessment forms do not take

theoretical language ability as their base; therefore, it is very difficult to generalize
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the results obtained, which is a threat to their validity. O’Malley and Pierce (1996)
point to the importance of inter-rater reliability for the sake of fairness. They state
that teachers should be consistent when assigning grades, otherwise, they can be
divided into two groups as those “rating hard” and those “rating easy” (p. 20).

Another disadvantage of alternative assessment concerns the issues of
objectivity and practicality. As Allan (1999) explains, alternative assessment is
thought to be “...subjective and unscientific, open to bias and favouritism” (p. 19).
O’Malley and Pierce (1996) support the idea that the greatest danger of alternative
assessment is subjectivity, or teacher judgment. As for the practicality, Brown
(1994) suggests that “a test ought to be practical — within the means of financial
limitations, time constraints, ease of administration, and scoring and
interpretation” (p. 253). In light of this, it can be said that alternative assessment is
not always practical, since many of the alternative assessment procedures are
time-consuming and, therefore, expensive (Brindley, 2001a).

There are also problems with performance. As explained before,
alternative assessment is largely based on language performance. This feature
brings disadvantages as well as advantages. As O’Malley and Pierce (1996) state,
since alternative assessment is based on performance, it is language-dependent. If
a student is not at the appropriate level of proficiency in language, they can hardly
perform anything. Alternative assessment also requires complex thini(ing skills,
which can be a disadvantage in performing if students have not been encouraged
to use their complex thinking skills before. Another problem might arise when
group grades are used to measure the language performance of student teams

working on a project or presentation. The poor performance of a student in the
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team will lower the grade of the group, which can demotivate students who have
performed well.

Finally, alternative assessment should be considered carefully before it is
adopted by institutions. As Subagi-Dingman (2002) found as a result of a research
study on projects and portfolios, teachers can be inconsistent with each other and
with program goals in their understanding and their use of alternative assessment
methods. Teachers should be well-supported with professional development,
materials development, and rater training. It is also necessary to ensure the quality
of assessment forms to be used (Brindley, 2001a, b). Since alternative assessment
is a relatively new concept in language teaching, its impact on learning has not
been investigated thoroughly yet. More future research is needed in order to be
fully informed about its effectiveness (Brindley, 2001a; Genesee, 2001).

Testing

Testing is one of the many different forms of student assessment and is
commonly used in many educational institutions. Bruton (1999) defines a test as
“a performance activity or battery of performance activities of limited duration
completed under controlled, supervised conditions by students who are graded
individually by instructors” (p.730). When Allan (1999) points to the
standardization of tests, he supports Bruton’s definition by saying that in tests, “all
the candidates are required to do the same tasks in the same amount of time and
under the same conditions” (p.19), and this is what makes tests more reliable in
the eyes of many educationalists.

Testing is a familiar part of teachers’ lives because it has a long history. A
great number of educationalists have favoured testing to evaluate student

achievement and proficiency while alternative assessment is a relatively new
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concept taking its place as a respectable form of evaluation (Allan, 1999). As with
other assessment forms, testing has certain advantages. The advantages can be
grouped as providing information about certain aspects of language instruction,
appropriateness for measuring certain skills, and ensuring validity, reliability,
objectivity and practicality.

Tests are useful tools because they provide teachers and administrators
with necessary information about certain aspects of language instruction (Brown
& Hudson, 1998; Genesee, 2001; Hughes, 1989). Through proficiency tests, which
compare students against a norm, it is possible to determine how suitable students
are to follow a specific course. Diagnostic tests inform administrators and teachers
about the relative strengths and weaknesses of a language program and its
components (Bachman, 1991; Brindley, 2001a; Brown, 1994; Heaton, 1990;
Hughes, 1989; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). By means of placement tests, students
can be placed into appropriate levels at the beginning of a language course
(Bachman, 1991; Brown, 1994; Hughes, 1989; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996).

Alternative assessment is most useful for measuring productive skills,
speaking and writing, over an extended period of time. However, tests may be
more appropriate for measuring receptive skills, namely, listening and reading
because they give quick and detailed information about the development of skills
like skimming, scanning, finding the main idea, and careful reading (Allan, 1999;
Brown & Hudson, 1998). Tests can also give useful information about students’
knowledge and abilities in areas like vocabulary and grammar (Brown & Hudson,
1998).

Another advantage of language tests is that they are believed to be more

valid, reliable, objective and practical means of student evaluation, which is why
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they are favoured by many educationalists (Allan, 1999; Brown & Hudson, 1998;
O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). The standardization of tests makes them more valid
and reliable in the eyes of teachers because all test takers are expected to do the
same thing under the same conditions (Allan, 1999). O’Malley and Pierce (1996)
agree on the reliability and objectivity of multiple-choice tests, especially. Brown
and Hudson (1998) add that although multiple-choice and other selected response
tests are difficult to prepare, they are practical because they are “relatively quick
to administer” and “scoring them is relatively fast, easy, and relatively objective”
(p. 658).

Although language tests are still favoured by many educationalists, they
have certain disadvantages. The disadvantages can be categorized as the inability
to reflect student ability, lack of authenticity, danger of leading to wrong
decisions, inability to provide accurate feedback, and inconsistency with learner-
centred instruction.

Language tests do not necessarily give an accurate picture of the language
ability of students (Brindley, 2001a). Since language tests are “events, snapshots,
brief moments in the process of learning” (Allan, 1999, p. 20), they cannot
measure thoroughly the full range of the language ability of students (Allan, 1999;
Huerta-Macias, 1995; Murphey, 1994/1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). This
might be the reason why teachers sometimes think that there is a disagreement
between a student’s test score and what that student is actually able to do with the
language or how the student approaches a certain task (Allan, 1999; Huerta-
Macias, 1995; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996).

In his description of authenticity, Bachman (1991) states that there should

be a correspondence between the test tasks and the classroom activities together
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with what is covered in the course. Language tests are not considered to be
authentic; in other words, they do not match with what happens in the class or in
real life. Tests focus on language knowledge rather than language use, on accuracy
rather than fluency or use of the language for communicative purposes. This often
does not match with what students actually do in the classroom everyday or how
they interact with each other in performing language tasks. Many test types mainly
assess grammatical knowledge and vocabulary, ignoring written or oral language
ability, which are imoportant language components (Allan,1999; Brindley, 2001a;
O’Malley & Pierce, 1996). According to O’Malley and Pierce, educationalists and
administrators also agree that many test types fail to represent the necessary
language skills the students should develop in order to be effective users of
language outside the classroom.

Teachers and administrators may sometimes make wrong decisions about
students because of other negative factors tests may create. In addition, there is
still the influence of human judgment although the test scores are considered
scientific (Brown, 2003). As Allan (1999) describes it, “tests with a pass mark can
be likened to a high jump bar set at a fixed height” (p. 19). Sometimes, there might
be different decisions on two students whose language ability is closely similar to
each other. As Heaton (1990) exemplifies, if the pass mark is 50, a student who
gets 50 can pass the exam while another student with a grade of 49 might fail.
There is also the possibility of failing a student who actually deserves to pass or
passing a student who should fail. Therefore, “crucial decisions affecting students
may rest on extremely small or chance differences in test scores” (Heaton, 1990,
p- 7). The ‘snapshot’ quality of tests in the whole process of learning may also

lead teachers to make wrong decisions about students. Students may suffer from
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illnesses or personal problems when taking a test and therefore, not perform well
at that specific moment. Test anxiety can also be a barrier preventing a student
from showing their real language ability (Heaton, 1990; Huerta-Macias, 1995).

Tests may not always provide teachers with the feedback they need in
order to evaluate the teaching-learning process. It is sometimes difficult for
teachers to have the necessary feedback from tests to plan their instruction due to
the narrow language areas tests measure. Tests may also be inadequate for
teachers in revealing the strengths and weaknesses of their students (O’Malley &
Pierce, 1996).

There is a movement in language teaching towards learner-centred
instruction resulting from the current understanding of how students learn. As
O’Malley and Pierce (1996) point out, language teaching is leaving behind the
idea of transmitting knowledge from the teacher to students as a set of discrete
items and expecting students to acquire that basic knowledge. Today, students are
believed to learn by constructing personal meaning from new information and
relating this new information to the previous knowledge. Students use different
strategies and they are different in terms of how they learn. Learner-centred
instruction has direct implications for student assessment. In this sense, language
tests may not be in parallel with the current understanding of the role of learners in
the teaching-learning process and how they learn and process the language.
Moreover, all university students are considered adult learners and adult learners
want more autonomy in both learning and assessment procedures. They are also
more concerned with performance feedback rather than just test scores (Beaman,

1998).
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The Impact of Tests

The fact that tests have certain disadvantages as well as advantages
necessitates considering the effects of language tests on teaching and learning. The
effects of tests on teachers and students can hardly be ignored, especially in the
institutions where language tests are used as the only form of student assessment
and student grading is done through language tests. In the discussion of the effects
of tests on language teaching, the terms ‘washback’ and ‘impact’ are used in the
literature (Alderson & Wall, 1993; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Brown & Hudson,
1998; Davies, 1990; Hamp-Lyons, 1997; Hughes, 1989; McNamara, 2000;
Messick, 1996).

According to Davies (1990), it is nearly impossible to say that assessment
will have no effect on teaching. He claims that the effects of tests on teaching are
strong and are usually negative. This negative influence is called ‘washback’ and
such a strong influence does not receive the attention it deserves (Alderson &
Wall, 1993; Davies, 1990).

Brown and Hudson (1998) also define washback as “...the effect of testing
and assessment on the language teaching curriculum that is related to it” (p.667),
but, like Hughes (1989) and McNamara (2000), they point out that washback
effects can be either negative or positive. If there is a difference between what is
tested and what the curriculum objectives are, a negative washback effect exists as
the result of a validity problem. If the test measures what is described in the
curriculum objectives and what is taught in the classroom; that is, if it is a valid
test, there is positive washback.

However, Alderson and Wall (1993), and Messick (1996) state that

negative washback does not always stem from a validity problem. Sometimes, a

23



good test may create negative effects or a poor test may lead to positive results in
terms of high scores. Negative effects resulting from a good test can be the anxiety
the test creates in the learner and the teacher. Test anxiety causes the learner to
perform badly under pressure. Teachers also suffer from test anxiety because poor
performance of the learners leads to poor test results which make teachers feel
guilty and embarrassed (Alderson & Wall, 1993). The opposite case can be seen
when a test does not properly measure what is written in the curriculum
objectives. It might be a test measuring only reading and writing, and students
may get good results. But, since the same test does not measure listening and
speaking abilities although the development of these abilities are included within
the curriculum objectives, it is an invalid test producing positive washback
(Messick, 1996).

In light of this, it can be said that washback is a complex phenomenon,
which does not depend solely on a test’s validity or the effect of testing on
teaching (Alderson & Wall, 1993; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Brown & Hudson,
1998; Messick, 1996). When the effects of tests are extended to include not only
influence on teaching practices but also on society and educational systems and
the individuals within those systems, the term ‘impact’ is used rather than
‘washback’ (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Hamp-Lyons, 1997; McNamara, 2000).

The impact of test use operates at macro and micro levels. The macro level
covers the educational system or society and the micro level refers to individuals
affected by the particular test use. These individuals are generally test users and
test takers, in simpler terms, teachers and students, respectively. The choice of

tests will have an impact on these individuals (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).
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Hamp-Lyons (1997) also makes a clear distinction between the terms
‘washback’ and ‘impact’. She suggests that impact is used as a broader term to
cover the effects of assessment. Those effects are not only the washback effects
resulting from the similarities or differences between what the test measures and
what the curriculum objectives are, as Brown and Hudson (1998) define them.
Hamp-Lyons (1997) agrees with Alderson and Wall (1993) and Messick (1996),
saying that sometimes a test cannot produce positive effects although it is in line
with curriculum objectives and with what the teacher actually teaches in the
classroom. She claims that other forces create those negative effects, such as the
attitudes of the individuals or institutional groups towards the language tests.
These individuals are usually students and teachers in a classroom but may also
include larger groups outside the classroom, from the test developers and testing
agencies to textbook publishers, school boards and ministries of education.

For the purposes of this study, as Bachman and Palmer (1996), Hamp-
Lyons (1997), and Mc Namara (2000) suggest, I will use the term ‘impact’ and
discuss the impact of language tests on the individuals, namely, teachers and
students at the micro level. I will mainly deal with what can be done in order to
promote the positive impact of tests on teachers and students.

Promoting Positive Impact

There are basically two ways to promote the positive impact of tests on
teachers as test users and on students as test takers beyond designing good tests.
One way is to involve these individuals in the testing process. The other way is to

supplement tests with other forms of assessment to obtain more effective results.
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Involvement of Teachers and Students in the Process

In order to promote the positive impact of tests on teachers and students,
these individuals should be involved in the assessment process. There are basically
three ways to involve teachers and students into the process. One way is asking for
their opinions about tests and test tasks (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Bailey, 1996;
Hamp-Lyons, 1997; Shohamy, 2001). Another way is their direct involvement in
the preparation of tests and test tasks (Bachman, 2000; Bachman & Palmer, 1996;
Dickinson, 1987; Murphey, 1994/1995). Still another way is their involvement in
the assessment process through teacher, peer, and self-assessment (Bachman,
2000; Bailey, 1996; Beaman, 1998; Brindley, 2001a; Brown, 1998; Brown &
Hudson, 1998; Dickinson, 1987; Ekbatani, 2000; Heaton, 1990; Lewkowicz &
Moon, 1985; McNamara, 2001; McNamara & Deane, 1995; Nunan, 1988;
O’Malley & Pierce, 1996; Smolen, Newman, Wathen & Lee, 1995).

The first step to be taken towards the involvement of teachers and students
in the assessment process can be collecting information from these individuals
about their perceptions of tests and test tasks through interviews or written
questionnaires (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Bailey, 1996; Hamp-Lyons, 1997).
Simply by doing so, teachers are likely to feel less anxious and more confident. As
Smith (cited in Hamp-Lyons, 1997) found as a result of a qualitative study she
carried out, “teachers experienced great anxiety and shame related to their
students’ test performance; that is, the students’ performance was, in the teachers’
eyes, their own performance. They reacted to this by teaching to the test” (p. 10).
If teachers are ensured that there is not much difference between the test tasks and
what they do in the classroom, and if their opinions are valued, they won’t feel

trapped by tests and the notion of teaching to the test. This, in turn, may promote
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the positive impact of tests on teaching (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Hamp-Lyons,
1997). Students’ opinions should also be taken into account because, as test takers,
they are an important component of the assessment process. In evaluating tests,
having the opinions of educationalists is not enough. Students’ views are usually
ignored and, in fact, studies are needed to learn about their ideas on test tasks and
the impact of tests on their lives. (Hamp-Lyons, 1997; Shohamy, 2001). Asking
about students’ ideas may cause them to develop a more positive attitude towards
tests, and naturally increase their motivation. As a result, they are likely to

perform better. (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).

Teachers and students can be directly involved in the test-making process
by making contributions to the design and development of language tests
(Bachman, 2000; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Dickinson, 1987; Murphey,
1994/1995). Murphey mentions teacher-made tests that reveal the success of
students instead of their inabilities, but he is mainly concerned with student-made
tests. He suggests that at least some of the tests or test tasks can be prepared by
students, which may put them “more interactively in the center of creating and
administering the tests” (p. 12). This may be done by collecting from them a list of
items or functions they have recently learned and preparing a test based on those
items, or having them test each other by using the items they have put in their list.
Their direct involvement in the assessment process encourages collaboration in
learning, reduces anxiety, and develops a sense of responsibility in the learner
(Murphey, 1994/1995). If tests prepared by learners are based on their learning
material, such as the textbook, or on the curriculum objectives, such as producing
a business letter, a reasonable validity can be ensured (Dickinson, 1987). When

teachers and students are involved in the assessment process both directly and
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indirectly, they may perceive tests and test tasks as more authentic and interactive,
which are considered important qualities for promoting the positive impact of
tests (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).

Teachers and students can also be involved in the assessment process
through teacher, peer, and self-assessment methods. As Beaman (1998) states,
adult learners, including university students, complain that their thinking and their
approach to learning are not examined and they are more concerned with
performance feedback than test scores. In this sense, instructor assessment based
on “praiseworthy grading” (p. 50) gains an important role. This kind of grading
focuses on work that deserves compliment, rather than error finding. In peer
assessment, learners assess the performance of each other using prepared criteria.
Using a peer assessment approach not only encourages involvement, but also
focuses on learning, emphasizes skills, and teaches responsibility (Beaman, 1998;
Brown, 1998). Self-assessment is another way of involving the learners actively in
the assessment process. In self-assessment, learners assess their own performances
based on criteria. It is a powerful component of learner-directed classrooms. It
enables learners to compare their present level of proficiency with the level they
want to attain. This may cause them to become more motivated and goal-oriented,
and prepare them for future independent learning. Self-assessment helps learners
become aware of their strong and weak points and identify the learning strategies,
materials, and learning contexts suitable for themselves. Students also share
assessment responsibilities with their teacher through self-assessment (Bachman,
2000; Bailey, 1996; Beaman, 1998; Brindley, 2001a; Brown, 1998; Brown &

Hudson, 1998; Dickinson, 1987; Ekbatani, 2000; Heaton, 1990; Lewkowicz &
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Moon, 1985; McNamara, 2001; McNamara & Deane, 1995; Nunan, 1988;
O’Malley & Pierce, 1996; Smolen, Newman, Wathen & Lee, 1995).

Using Multiple Assessment Methods

In current understanding of assessment, it is realized that the use of
multiple means of assessment over time is more beneficial than using one type of
assessment (Allan, 1999; Brown, 2003; Brown, 2004; Brown & Hudson, 1998;
Cohen, 1994; Heaton, 1990; Lynch, 2001; McNamara & Deane, 1995; O’Malley
& Pierce, 1996). If the suggestions made in the previous section are reviewed, it
can be seen that learner-directed instruction, focus on performance, student-made
tests, and peer and self-assessment methods naturally lead to a broadening of the
understanding of assessment methods. Testing is just one form of assessment and
in order to reduce the negative impact of tests to a minimum, administrators and
teachers should perhaps avoid an overdependence on tests in student assessment,
which may itself create the negative impact. Miller and Legg (as cited in Norrris
et. al., 1998) suggest that performance-based assessment can compensate for the
negative effect of standardized tests on teaching and curriculum which stems from
thé notion of teaching to the test.

At the beginning of this chapter, a distinction was made between testing
and assessment and the term ‘alternative assessment’ was used to refer to
assessment methods which were developed as “an alternative to standardized
testing and all the problems found with such testing” (Huerta-Macias, 1995, p. 8).
However, Brown and Hudson (1998) point out that these forms of assessment are
not special ways of student assessment which will replace tests. Instead, Brown
(2004), Brown and Hudson (1998), and Lynch (2001) suggest considering all

kinds of assessment instruments as alternatives, instead of favoring just one type.
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They also note that all assessment instruments require responsibility and utmost
care when making decisions. “New assessment alternatives are always exciting
and interesting, but one should not view them as somehow magically different”
(Brown & Hudson, 1998, p. 657). Brown and Hudson (1998) and Lynch (2001)
view all kinds of assessment instruments from multiple choice and short answer
tests to more performance-based measures such as portfolios, conferences, self
and peer assessments as ‘alternatives in assessment’ rather than excluding tests
and viewing other options as ‘alternative assessment’. As Brown (2004) points
out, “Why, then should we even refer to the notion of ‘alternative’ when
assessment already encompasses such a range of possibilities?” (p. 251).

Brown (2003) describes a case study of a comprehensive language testing
program in the English Language Institute (ELI), University of Hawaii at Manoa
where he was the director. He states that a dream test which does everything
without any problems is not possible because different kinds of tests carry
different purposes. In the ELI, Brown and his colleagues made every possible
effort to ensure an appropriate testing program but they realized that although they
based their decisions about students on test scores which were considered
scientific, there was still the influence of human judgment. Brown suggests relying
on multiple sources of information to help avoiding errors in judgment. He admits
that a testing program based on multiple assessment methods requires
administrators and teachers to spend great effort, but argues that the benefits
obtained from effective and fair assessment procedures make those efforts
worthwhile.

Using a single type of assessment might present an incomplete picture of a

student’s achievement because as Bachman (1994) states, what is going on in
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learners’ minds is not easy to measure. Assessment based on multiple sources of
information seems to be more valid and reliable than assessment depending on a
single source of information (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Enginarlar, 1999). “The
effective evaluation of learner performance in language programs does not require
teachers to make a choice between testing and assessment” (Allan, 1999, p. 20). A
combination of test grades with other qualitative or quantitative information from
other assessment procedures might lead us to make more accurate decisions about
our students (Heaton, 1990; Lynch, 2001; McNamara & Deane, 1995; O’Malley
& Pierce, 1996).
Conclusion

This chapter reviewed the literature on language assessment, alternative
assessment, testing, the impact of tests and promoting positive impact.

The next chapter will describe the methodology of the study in terms of its
participants, the instruments used, and the procedures followed in collecting and

analyzing data.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This is an exploratory study which focuses on the attitudes of teachers and
students at Hacettepe University Basic English Division towards the current
assessment system used in the institution. The study also attempts to reveal
teachers’ and students’ ideas about their involvement in the assessment process
and about using alternative forms of assessment as well as tests.
This study addresses the following research questions:
1. What are the attitudes of teachers and students towards the current assessment
process at Hacettepe University Basic English Division?
2. Do teachers and students have similar or different attitudes towards the
assessment system?
3. Do teachers and students want to be involved in the assessment process? If so,
in what ways?
4. Do teachers and students want to use alternative forms of assessment as a
supplement to tests? If so, which ones?
This chapter presents information about the participants, the instruments,
the data collection procedures, and the data analysis of the study.
Participants
This study was conducted at Hacettepe University Basic English Division,
where students study English language for one academic year before they go to

their departments. The participants of the study were the teachers and the students
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of the department. There are 77 teachers actively teaching in classrooms and 1800
students in the department. The pilot study was carried out with 20 randomly-
selected teachers and 30 randomly-selected students from the three different
levels: zero beginner, pre-intermediate, and intermediate. The remaining 57
teachers were included in the actual study but due to thé large population of
students, the questionnaires were given to a randomly selected, stratified sample of
120 students from different levels. The numbers of students chosen from each
level are not equal because there are more zero beginner and pre-intermediate
classes than intermediate ones. Testers were not included in the study because the
aim is to reveal the attitudes of individuals who are affected by the assessment
process, but are not included in it until the day they are given the tests. The
questionnaires were returned by all the students included in the actual study but
seven teachers did not return their questionnaires.

Demographic information about the participants was collected by Part D of
the questionnaire. In this part, there are three questions for teachers and students.
Questions D1, D2, and D3 for teachers ask about their teaching experience,
educational background, and the Jevel of the students they are currently teaching.
Table 1 presents demographic information about the 50 teachers who participated

in the actual study.
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Table 1

Demographic information about teachers

N=50
Teaching experience f %
1 to 4 years 3 6.1
5 to 8 years 7 143
9 to 12 years 8 16.3
13 to 16 years 9 184
17 to 20 years 13 265
more than 20 years 9 184
missing 1 2.0
N=50
Level of education f %
BA 35 76.1
MA 10 21.7
PhD 1 22
missing 4 8.0
N =50
Level of class currently taught f %
Zero Beginner 27 55.1
Pre-intermediate 19 38.8
Intermediate 3 6.1
missing 1 2.0

Note. f = Frequency, % = Percentage

Questions D1, D2, and D3 for students ask for how many years the
students participating in the study have been learning English, the type of high
school they graduated from, and the level of class they are currently studying in.

Demographic information about students is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2

Demographic information about students

N=120
Years of learning English f %
First year 31 26.1
2 to 4 years 15 126
5 to 7 years 17 143
more than 7 years 56 47.1
missing 1 08
N =120
Type of high school f %
State high school 22 185
Anatolian high school 65 54.6
Science high school 12 10.1
Private high school 3 2.5
Other 17 143
missing 1 08
N =120
Level of students f %
Zero Beginner 48 403
Pre-intermediate 50 42.0
Intermediate 21 176
missing 1 08

Note. f = Frequency, % = Percentage

Instruments

As Brown and Rodgers (2002) suggest, “...language surveys can be used to
answer any research questions that require exploration, description, or explanation
of people’s characteristics, attitudes, views, and opinions” (p. 147) and “if large
scale information is needed from a great many people, questionnaires are typically
a more efficient way of gathering that information” (p. 142). In this study, data
were collected through parallel questionnaires for teachers and students.

After a detailed review of the literature on assessment, testing, and the
impact of tests, and obtaining information about questionnaire design (Brown &

Rodgers, 2002; Oppenheim, 1992), the questionnaire items were prepared. On
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receiving feedback from my advisor, necessary changes were made to the
questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of three main sections as well as a cover
letter and an additional section to obtain demographic information. The
organization of the main sections is in parallel with the sequence of research
questions.

At the beginning of the questionnaire, there is a cover letter to explain the
aim and the importance of the study for the institution. There is also information
about the researcher as she is one of the teachers of the department. Table 3
summarizes the structure of the questionnaire and the item types. (See Appendices
A and B for the complete versions of the questionnaire for teachers and students,

and Appendix C for the English version of the questionnaire for students.)

Table 3

The structure of the questionnaire

PARTS PURPOSES QUESTION TYPES

(Questions)

Part A Teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards assessment LS

Q. 1-27 instruments currently used at HU Basic English Division

Part B Involvement

Q.1 Whether teachers and students want to be involved in Y/N
assessment

Q.2 Preferred ways of involvement in assessment MR

Q3 Reasons for unwillingness to be involved in assessment MR

Q.4 (for Whether the students want to learn more about preparation Y/N

sts. only)  of test tasks, self-assessment, and peer assessment

Part C Alternative Assessment

Q.1 Knowledge of alternative assessment MR

Q.2 Opinions about using the given assessment instruments Y/N

Q3 Suitable assessment instruments for classes/levels MR

Q4 Reasons for unwillingness to use the given instruments MR

Q.5 Whether teachers and students want to learn more about Y/N
the given assessment instruments

Part D Demographic information about teachers and students

Q.1 SR

Q.2 SR

Q.3 SR

Note. LS = Likert Scale, Y/N = Yes/No, MR = Multiple Response, SR = Selected Response
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Likert scales are usually preferred for obtaining information about
participants’ opinions on and attitudes towards different aspects of language
learning (Brown & Rodgers, 2002). Part A of the questionnaire consists of 27
Likert-scale type items. Twelve of the items were taken from a similar research
study by Oguz (2003). The other 15 items and the rest of the questionnaire were
prepared by the researcher. Part A attempted to reveal teachers’ and students’
attitudes towards the current assessment system in the institution.

Part B was intended to explore teachers’ and students’ ideas about their
involvement in the assessment process. In this part, there are three close-response
questions with two additional open-response options, which provided the
researcher with additional qualitative data: Would teachers and students like to
have a more active role in the assessment process? If yes, in what ways would
they like to be involved in the process? If no, what are their reasons? For students,
there is an additional question to find out whether they want to learn more about
the preparation of test tasks, self-assessment and peer assessment.

Part C has five close-response questions with two additional open-response
options to allow the participants to give additional information. The questions
address teachers’ and students’ opinions about using alternative assessment
instruments together with tests: Which assessment instruments do teachers and
students have information about? Would they like to use them or be assessed
through those instruments as a supplement to tests? If yes, which ones are suitable
for them? If no, what are their reasons? Would teachers and students like to learn
more about the given assessment instruments?

As Oppenheim (1992) suggests, after the participants are informed about

the aim of a study and they have decided to cooperate, they expect a series of
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interesting questions. In order not to distract their attention, it is a good idea to put
personal data questions at the end of the questionnaire. In light of this, the last
section of the questionnaire, Part D was designed to obtain demographic
information. This part consists of three questions for teachers and students. The
questions for teachers investigated their teaching experience, their educational
background, and the level of the class they are currently teaching. For students, the
questions investigated the number of years they have been studying English, the
type of high school they graduated from, and their language level at prep class.
Data Collection Procedures

Before the study was carried out, parallel questionnaires for teachers and
students were prepared based on the literature review. The questionnaire for
students was translated into Turkish. Another MA TEFL student read the Turkish
version and translated it back into English. The original questionnaire was
compared to its translated form to see whether there were any discrepancies
between the two forms. As a result of this comparison, final modifications were
made and the questionnaire was ready for piloting.

In order to carry out the pilot study and the actual distribution of the
questionnaires, I contacted the head of Hacettepe University School of Foreign
Languages, Prof. Dr. Giiray Konig on 16 March 2004 to request formal permission
to carry out the study. On receiving permission, the questionnaire was pilot-tested
with 20 randomly-selected teachers and 30 randomly-selected students in Basic
English Division, using the help of the department coordinators on 18 and 19
March. As a result of the data analysis from the pilot study, it was found that the
reliability score for the teachers’ questionnaire was .93 and the reliability score for

the students’ questionnaire was .85. The participants were asked to write
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comments on the items that were not clear enough for them, and necessary
changes and additions were made based on the comments.

As the next step, on 13 April, the questionnaires were given to the
remaining 57 teachers and a total of 120 randomly-selected students from zero
beginner, pre-intermediate, and intermediate levels. The participants were given
one week to complete the questionnaires and they were asked not to put their
names on the questionnaires to allow them to answer comfortably and honestly.
To ensure a high rate of return from the students, the teachers were asked to give
the questionnaires to the randomly selected students during their classes at any
time when they were available during the week. The teachers were also asked to
submit their questionnaires together with their students’ questionnaires to the
department coordinators. On the due date, 20 April, the returned questionnaires
were taken from the department by the researcher and thé data analysis process
began.

Data Analysis

After the data were collected, they were compiled and analyzed using the
Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS 9.05). For part A, which consists of
Likert-scale type items, frequencies and Pearson chi-square values were calculated
to see whether the teachers and students have the same or different attitudes
towards the assessment system. For parts B and C, multiple-response analysis was
used and frequencies were calculated for the selected response items. The open-
response items were also examined to obtain qualitative data. For the final part,
which asks for demographic information, the frequencies of the items were
calculated and presented in tables. In chapter four, the data analysis results will be

presented in more detail.
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Conclusion
In this chapter, the methodology used to conduct the study was described
in terms of its participants, the instruments used, and the procedures followed. In

chapter four, a detailed analysis of the data will be presented.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction

This study investigates the attitudes of teachers and students towards the
assessment system used at Hacettepe University Basic English Division. The study
also investigates teachers’ and students’ opinions about their involverment in the
assessment process and about using alternative forms of assessment as well as
tests.

This study answers the following research questions:

1. What are the attitudes of teachers and students towards the current assessment
process at Hacettepe University Basic English Division?

2. Do teachers and students have similar or different attitudes towards the
assessment system?

3. Do teachers and students want to be involved in the assessment process? If so,
in what ways?

4. Do teachers and students want to use alternative forms of assessment as a
supplement to tests? If so, which ones?

The results of the analysis will be presented in 3 main sections. The first
section discusses Pért A of the questionnaire, which investigates teachers’ and
students’ attitudes towards the current assessment process in the institution. This
section consists of three subsections, which discuss the general ideas about tests
and the specific points where there is agreement between teachers and students

and the specific points on which the two groups disagree with each other,
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respectively. In the first subsection, items Al, 15 and 27 are included. The second
subsection includes items A5, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 23, and 26. The third
subsection covers items A2, 3, 4, 7, 11, 20, 21, 22, and 25.

The second section shows whether teachers and students want to be
involved in the assessment process, the ways they would prefer to be involved,
and the possible reasons for their unwillingness to be involved. This section covers
questions B1, B2, B3, and, for students only, question B4, which asks about
whether students want to learn more about testing and assessment.

In the third section, teachers’ and students’ opinions about the use of
alternative forms of assessment is discussed. Question C1 asks which of the given
assessment instruments teachers and students have information about. The purpose
of question C2 is to learn whether teachers and students want to use the given
assessment instruments. Through question C3, teachers and students identify
suitable assessment instruments considering the level of their classes. Question C4
reveals the reasons for unwillingness to use any of the given assessment
instruments. Question C5 asks whether teachers and students want to learn more
about the assessment instruments they are unfamiliar with.

Attitudes of Teachers and Students towards the Current Assessment System

In this section, 27 questions in Part A of the questionnaire were analyzed.
The first subsection discusses the statements which investigate general opinions
about tests. These are statements A1, 15 and 27. The second subsection discusses
the statements where there is an agreement between teachers and students. This
subsection covers statements A5, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 23, and 26. In the third

subsection, which includes questions A2, 3, 4, 7, 11, 20, 21, 22, and 25, statements
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in which the two groups disagree with each other are discussed (See Appendix D
for the complete results for the 27 Likert Scale items).
Overview

Statement 1 is about the regular assessment of student performance.
Statement 15 was designed to learn whether the assessment instruments currently
used minimize students’ test anxiety. Statement 27 investigates whether teachers
and students find the assessment system satisfactory. Table 4 presents the results
obtained for these statements.
Table 4

General opinions about the assessment system

Items Group SD D U A SA Y

The assessment instruments
currently used...

1...assess students’ performance 0 4 4 35 7 1481*%*
regularly. 11 21 23 54 10

anxiety. 35 31 22 21 11

27.1 find the assessment 0 6 11 26 6 17.23**
instruments currently used 26 20 14 41 19
satisfactory.

T
S
15...minimize students’ test T 3 26 10 6 5 16.43**
S
T
S

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square *¥p <.01

The majority of teachers (42) and students (64) agree on the statement that
the assessment instruments currently used assess student performance on a regular
basis. Teachers and students seem to think that the monthly mid-terms and the
quizzes given between mid-terms at regular intervals provide regular assessment
of student performance. However, more students disagree with or are uncertain
about the statement than teachers, and while none of the teachers strongly disagree

with the statement, 11 students show strong disagreement. The different
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distribution of teachers’ and students’ answers among the options explains the
highly significant chi-square value found for statement 1.

Statement 15 is the only statement in Part A of the questionnaire on which
both the majority of teachers (29) and students (66) disagree. This statement
expresses that the assessment instruments currently used minimize the students’
test anxiety. A highly significant chi-square value was found in the data analysis
because the distribution of the answers given by teachers and students differ
among the options and the percentage of the students who chose the option
‘strongly disagree’ is higher than the percentage of the teachers who chose the
same option. Although the students are familiar with the test tasks as will be seen
in the next section, it seems that the testing situation itself cannot prevent students’
test anxiety because the testing situation is quite different from the normal
classroom procedure and students have no interaction with the teacher and their
peers during tests. However, nearly one fourth of students (32 students) stated that
the assessment instruments currently used minimize their test anxiety, which may
suggest that students’ familiarity with the test tasks reduces their test anxiety to a
certain extent. Similar to findings in a research study by Lewkowicz (2000), it
might also be thought that these 32 students are probably the students who
regularly get high scores from tests, and therefore, they have no reason to be
anxious about tests.

The majority of teachers (32) and the plurality of students (60) find the
overall assessment system satisfactory. While only six teachers disagree with the
statement, 20 students show disagreement and 26 students show strong
disagreement. More students than teachers found fault with the assessment system

and this can be observed in the highly significant chi-square value found for



statement 27. One student noted that if the tests currently used have the purpose of
measuring grammatical knowledge, he finds them satisfactory; but, if the present
system intends to develop their speaking and listening skills, it is absolutely
unsatisfactory. Another student stated that although they gave a positive answer to
item 27, which asks whether they find the assessment instruments currently used
satisfactory, they changed their mind after seeing the other assessment instruments
in Part C of the questionnaire. These results suggest that the assessment system is
found to be satisfactory in itself because tests currently used do what a test should
do and because teachers and students do not think about other ways to assess
student performance.

General Agreement

For items A5, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19, 23, and 26, frequencies and
Pearson chi-square values were found. Except for items 10 and 17, chi-square
values for these items were found to be non-significant, which indicates similar
distribution of responses between teachers and students. There is also agreement
between the two groups in terms of raw data for items 10 and 17, but the
distribution of teachers and students according to the given options are different,
which is the reason why significant chi-square values were found for these items.

Statements 14, 16, 17, 18, and 19 are about the nature of the feedback the
assessment instruments provide. The results of these questions are presented in

Table 5.
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Table 5

Feedback received through the assessment instruments

Items Group SD D U A SA i

The assessment instruments
currently used...

14...encourage student self- T 1 12 15 15 S 825
assessment. S 10 24 19 55 11

16...allow feedback on the T 2 2 7 32 7 894
instruction. S 9 19 26 52 14

17...give feedback on students’ T 0 3 4 38 5 2409%
performance. S 12 18 34 46 10

18...allow to give/receive T 0 3 6 28 13 731
qualitative feedback. S 7 17 20 54 22

19...provide opportunity for T 0 5 9 24 12 798
teacher-student dialogue S 15 14 18 42 28

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square **p < .01

Statement 14 is about the ehcouragement of self-assessment through the
current assessment instruments. The majority of students (66) and the plurality of
teachers (20) show agreement with the statement. The numbers of teachers who
agree with the statement and who are uncertain about the statement are equal. This
might indicate a difference of opinion or a doubt among the teachers about what is
meant by self-assessment. As for the students, since many of them do not know
any kind of assessment other than assessment done by teachers or testers, self-
assessment might have been interpreted as having an idea of their strengths and
weaknesses by looking at their scores in different parts of mid-terms such as
listening, structure, reading, and writing.

In statemient 16, the majority of teachers (39) and students (66) think that
the assessment instruments allow feedback on the instruction. Mid-terms and
quizzes seem to provide teachers and students with information about the

effectiveness of the instruction perhaps because both teachers and students have
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the opportunity to observe how much of the language material is learned by
students.

In statements 18 and 19, the majority of teachers (41 and 36 respectively)
and students (76 and 70 respectively) think that the assessment instruments allow
the teacher to give qualitative feedback and provide opportunity for teacher-
student dialogue, but in fact, students mainly get scores out of mid-terms and
quizzes. Therefore, this result is surprising. However, in the institution, there is the
mid-term correction process; that is, after each mid-term and quiz, teachers
distribute the papers to students and explain what is expected for each question,
what the correct answer is and why the other options are wrong. This process
might have an effect on teachers’ and students’ understanding of qualitative
feedback and teacher-student dialogue, which possibly explains their positive
attitude.

Statement 17 is about feedback on students’ performance. The majority of
teachers (43) and the plurality of students (56) agree with the statement but there
is a highly significant chi-square value, which points to a difference in the
distribution of answers given by teachers and students among the options. There
are only three teachers who disagree with the statement whereas 30 students show
disagreement and 34 students are uncertain. The students showing disagreement
might expect feedback on their individual performances which the discussion and
explanation of the questions after mid-terms and quizzes do not provide for them.

Statements 23 and 26 are about the effect of tests on teaching-learning in
the classroom and the match between test tasks and classroom practices. Table 6

indicates the results of these questions.
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Table 6

The relation between the test tasks and the classroom practices

Items Group SD D U A SA %2

The assessment instruments currently

used...

23...affect teaching/learning in the T 1 6 8 28 6 246
classroom. S 7 10 19 61 21

26. The test tasks match what is done T 2 8 9 22 9 6.88
in the classroom. S 14 16 10 46 33

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square

In statement 23, the majority of teachers (34) and students (82) think that
tests affect teaching and learning in the classroom. When the answers given to
statements 23 and 26 compared, it is difficult to determine whether the participants
are talking about a positive or a negative effect. In statement 26, each group agrees
on the match between the test tasks and classroom practices. Although these
answers might suggest that tests have positive washback on teaching practices, it
is open to question whether the tests are designed according to what is taught, or
the classroom practices are arranged according to what the tests include. In fact,
the idea that tests may create a positive washback is challenged by the answers
given to statement 4, which is about authenticity. I will discuss the answers to
statement 4 in the next subsection.

Statement 13 is about focusing on the process as well as the product while
answering the test questions. This statement is similar to statement 10, which asks
about the assessment of strategies while performing the test tasks. The answers

given to these statements are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7

Assessing the process and learner strategies in performing the test tasks

Items Group SD D U A SA 2

The assessment instruments currently

used...

10...assess the strategies the students T 0 7 16 25 1 14.57**
use in performing the tasks. S 12 33 21 4 9

13...focus on the process as wellas the T 1 10 11 20 5 215
product. S 7 32 27 43 9

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square **p < .01

In statement 13, the plurality of teachers (25) and students (52) agree with
the statement; in other words, both groups think that tests focus on the process the
students follow while performing the test tasks as well as the final product they
create. Considering the fact that the students are given a single grade at the end of
each test, this result is also surprising. In replying to this statement, teachers and
students might have again thought about the mid-term correction process, where it
is explained for what reasons a certain answer is correct and what should be
considered when answeﬁng the question. This process might also explain the
agreement on statement 10, which expresses that tests assess the strategies the
students use while performing the test tasks. Here, the majority of teachers (26)
and the plurality of students (53) replied positively. However, a highly significant
chi-square value was found for this statement because of the distribution of the
participants’ answers across the given options. There is a substantial number of
students (45) who disagree with the statement whereas only 7 out of 50 teachers
disagree. Twelve students show strong disagreement but none of the teachers
choose the ‘strongly disagree’ option. These students may have felt that the range
of item types in the tests do not require them to use a comparable range of

strategies to answer the items.

49



Statement 5 is about using the language skills integratively. Table 8
presents the answers given to the statement.

Table 8

Using language skills integratively

Items Group SD D U A SA x2

The assessment instruments
currently used...

5...encourage using language T 0 5 8 32 5 5.61
skills integratively. S 4 23 24 57 11

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square

The majority of teachers (37) and students (68) agree with the statement
that tests encourage students to use their language skills integratively. The reason
for their positive attitude to this statement might be that each mid-term consists of
four basic sections: Listening, Use of English, Reading, and Writing. Actually,
students are expected to perform different tasks in each section which are not
related to each other. However, because each mid-term contains listening, reading,
and writing skills, both teachers and students must have thought that the tests
enable students to use their language skills integratively.

General Disagreement

For items A2, 3, 4,7, 11, 20, 21, 22, 25, frequencies and chi-square values
were calculated. Except for question 7, chi-square values were found to be highly
significant. This suggests quite a substantial difference in opinion between the
teachers and the students for the statements. The chi-square value for question 7
was found to be significant only at the p < .05 level, which still suggests a
difference in opinion between the two groups.

Statement A4 is about authenticity. This statement investigates whether the

tests currently used contain items that reflect real life tasks. The results in Table 9
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present the largest disagreement between teachers and students concerning items
in Part A of the questionnaire.

Table 9

Authenticity

Item Group SD D U A SA 2

The assessment instruments currently
used...

4...contain items that reflect real life T 1 9 13 22 5 19.90%%
tasks. S 20 44 26 23 6

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %? = Chi-square **p <.01

The majority of teachers (27) agree with the statement whereas the
majority of students (64) do not believe that tests contain authentic tasks.
According to Bachman (1991), for a test task to be considered as authentic, there
should be a correspondence between the test task and what happens in the class or
in real life. Although the majority of students (79) stated in item 26 (see Table 6)
that there is a match between the test tasks and what is done in the classroom, the
results here show that they do not consider the test tasks to be authentic. The
results suggest that, in the institution, the classroom practices are probably
arranged according to what the tests include rather than designing the tests
according to what is actually done in the classroom or what students need to do
with the language in real life. On the part of students, another reason for not
considering test tasks to be authentic might be that the students probably do not
consider classroom practices to reflect real life tasks. For that reason, although
they stated that there is a match between the test tasks and the classroom practices,
they do not believe that the test items reflect real life tasks.

Statements A2, 3, and 7 are about autonomy in learning and learning skills.

Table 10 presents the answers given to these statements.
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Table 10

Autonomy and learning skills

Items Group SD D U A SA X2
The assessment instruments currently
used ...
2...encourage students to be active T 0 9 23 16 2 19.39%*
learners. S 16 43 24 31 5
3...encourage independent learning. T 0 11 20 18 1 13.14**
S 15 34 26 34 8
T

7...encourage using problem solving 0 10 18 16 5 9.94*
skills. S 12 37 25 34 11

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %? = Chi-square **p<.01 *p<.05

The plurality of students (59 and 49 respectively)( disagree with statements
2 and 3 whereas the plurality of teachers (23 and 20 respectively) are uncertain.
Statement 2 expresses that tests encourage students to be active learners and
statement 3 is about the encouragement of independent learning. The absence of
agreement with the statements on the part of both teachers and students suggests
that written language tests prepared by the testing office and given by the teachers
put students into a passive and dependent state in the assessment process. This is
not surprising because to encourage students to be active and independent
learners, an assessment system should involve them in the process by giving
students responsibility for their own learning. This includes learning beyond the
classroom by searching information from different sources. Nevertheless, with the
language tests, all learners need to do is to sit down and review what is taught and
study the points that might appear in the tests. It seems that for students, this does
not mean active learning. As for the teachers, they might have thought that if tests
encourage learners to study for the test, they may also encourage active and
independent learning because students need to do revisions by themselves and

studying means learning. However, they might have hesitated to agree with
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statement 2 in particular because of the adjective ‘active’, thinking about the
difference between learning and active learning, with active learning involving
more than studying for the test.

Statement 7 investigates whether the tests encourage students to use their
problem solving skills. The plurality of teachers (21) agree with the statement
whereas the plurality of students (49) disagree. It seems that the teachers and the
students interpreted problem solving skills differently. For the teachers, problem
solving might mean being able to answer the questions or perform the tasks in
tests such as finding the irrelevant sentence in a paragraph or putting sentences
into the correct order to form a meaningful piece of writing. The students,
however, might have thought about more complex tasks for which they can come
up with individual solutions rather than questions in a test which require one
single answer.

Table 11 presents teachers’ and students’ responses to the statements All,
20, 21, 22, and 25, which are all about learner performance.

Table 11

Ability to measure learner performance

Items Group SD D U A SA %2

The assessment instruments currently

used...

11...consider students’ individual T 3 12 16 14 4 14.20**
differences in learning ability. S 28 43 19 20 8

20...show a complete and accurate T 0 6 20 18 6 28.42**
picture of the language ability S 23 43 26 23 5
of students.

21...assess student performance T 0 3 21 19 6 23.14**
accurately. S 15 37 31 30 6

22...assess student performance fairlly. T 0 3 13 27 7 24.72%*

S 14 33 32 27 14
25. There is a match between test T 0 9 18 19 3 17.92%*
scores and students’ language ability. S 28 23 20 40 8

Note. SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree,
T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square **p <.01
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Statement 11 states that tests take students’ individual differences in
learning ability into consideration. Statement 20 expresses that tests show a
complete and accurate picture of the language ability of students. The majority of
students (71 and 66 respectively) disagree with these statements whereas the
plurality of teachers (18 and 24 respectively) show agreement. Both teachers and
students seem to have given consistent answers to these two statements. From the
point of view of the students, for example, it might be said that a test which does
not take individual differences into consideration cannot give a correct picture of
the language ability of each student because some students may have difficulty
with certain test tasks such as doing cloze tests. This may not show that these
students have problems with the structures or vocabulary asked via this specific
test task. The reason why the plurality of teachers show agreement with statement
11 could be the item types the tests contain. A variety of item types is used in each
mid-term, and this may have led the teachers to think that there are different kinds
of questions that allow each individual learner to show their language ability.

A similar kind of disagreement between teachers and students can be
observed in statements 21 and 25, where the plurality of teachers (25 and 22
respectively) agree with the statements but the plurality of students (52 and 51
respectively) disagree. Statement 21 is about assessment of student performance
accurately by means of tests. Students who do not think that tests show a complete
and accurate picture of their Janguage ability, are naturally not expected to believe
that tests can assess their performance accurately. As a result, as can be seen in
statement 25, they also think that there is not an agreement between their test
scores and what they can do with the language. In general, students seem to think

that despite the variety of items and tasks they contain, the tests fail to reflect their
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real language ability and performance. The disagreement between teachers and
students is remarkable because it suggests that while teachers assume they know
all about a specific student’s language performance with the help of tests, students
might feel they need other means to give their teacher the full picture of their
ability and performance.

The majority of teachers (34) agree with statement 22, thinking that tests
assess their students’ performance fairly. The plurality of students (47) disagree
with the same statement. There may be a logical relation between the answers the
students give to statement 11, statement 20, and statement 22. Students may think
that an assessment which does not take individual differences into consideration
cannot be a fair assessment. Similarly, they may think that a test which does not
allow them to show their real language performance cannot assess them fairly.
Teachers might have interpreted statement 22 from a different point of view. In
the institution, during the tests, testers and teachers are careful to ensure that all
classes and all students are taking the test under the same conditions. If it is
decided, for example, to explain a difficult instruction in L1, all teachers are
informed about the decision and they do the same thing. After each mid-term, a
meeting is held to decide which alternative answers from the students should be
accepted. These practices might have had a strong effect on teachers and led the
majority of them to agree with the statement that the currently used instruments
assess students’ performance fairly.

Teachers’ and Students’ Opinions about Their Involvement in the Assessment
Process
This section attempts to find out whether teachers and students want to be

involved in the assessment process and the ways they would prefer to be involved.
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In this section, questions that constitute Part B of the questionnaire were analyzed.
The section covers questions B1, B2 and B3. Students were also expected to
answer an extra question, question B4, which asks about their interest in learning
about test preparation, and self and peer assessment. Questions B1 and B4 are
selected response type. For question B1, frequencies and Pearson chi-square
values were calculated, while for question B4, frequencies only were calculated.
To analyze the results for questions B2 and B3, multiple response analysis was
used and frequencies and percentages are reported. For each multiple response
question, there is an ‘others’ option which was designed to allow the participants
to write additional information other than the given options. The participants also
used these options and the spaces on the questionnaire paper to make comments
on the assessment system, which provided the researcher with additional,
qualitative data.

Question B1 asks whether teachers and students want to take a more active
role in the assessment process. The results were presented in Table 12.
Table 12

Teachers and students opinions about being involved in the assessment process

Item Group n Yes No X2
B1. Would you like to have a more active T 50 16 34 30.91%*
Role in the assessment process? S 118 91 27

Note. n = Number of the participants responding, T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square
R < 01
p<.

A highly significant chi-square value was found as a result (_)f the analysis.
There is a difference in opinion between teachers and students in relation to
participating in the assessment process. While the majority of teachers (34) are not
willing to be involved in the process, the majority of students (91) want to take a

more active role.
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Question B2 was designed for the participants who gave a positive answer
to question B1. This question investigates the possible ways of involvement in the
assessment process. The participants were allowed to choose more than one
option. Table 13 presents the results obtained from 16 teachers and 91 students
who want to be involved in the assessment process.

Table 13

Preferred ways of involvement

Item Group Count %

B2. If YES, in what ways would you like to be
involved in the assessment process?

B2.a. I would like the testing office to ask for my T 15 93
opinion about tests and test tasks S 73 80
B2.b. I would like to be directly involved in the T 2 12
preparation of tests. S 27 29
B2.c. I would like to be involved in the process T 10 62

through teacher assessment in the classroom.
(For students): I would like to be involved inthe S 62 68
process through self and peer assessment in the
classroom.
B2.d. Others T
S

o O
O O

Note. T = Teachers (n = 16), S = Students (n = 91), % = Percentage

B2.a is the most frequently chosen option by teachers and students. Both
groups of participants who want to be involved in the process would like the
testing office to ask for their opinions about tests and test tasks. The second most
frequently chosen option is B2.c, which indicates that these teachers and students
would like to use classroom assessment in addition to the tests prepared by the
testing office. The choice of these two options suggests that teachers and students
want to have some input into the assessment system. Hdwever, for both groups,
the least frequently chosen option is B2.b, which is about the direct involvement in

the preparation of tests. Since tests are prepared by the testing office at present,
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teachers might have thought that involvement in the preparation of tests means
working in the testing office. Most teachers in the Basic English Division are
unwilling to work in the testing office because this prevents them from actively
teaching in the classroom and the work load is heavy. In fact, this is confirmed by
a sentence written by one of the teachers in item B3.d. This teacher stated that she
likes being in the classroom and teaching. As for students, even though this option
was chosen 27 times, it is still the least frequently chosen option, perhaps because
the involvement of students in the preparation of tests almost never occurs in
Turkish educational contexts. Students are totally unfamiliar with this kind of a
process and for most of them, the idea might even have seemed to be strange. One
student noted that tests should be prepared by experts. Another student stated that
they cannot prepare tests because they think that they cannot be fair.

Question B3 was designed for teachers and students who do not want to be
involved in the assessment process. This question investigates the reasons for the
participants’ unwillingness to take an active role. The resuits from 34 teachers and
27 students can be seen in Table 14.

Table 14

Reasons for the unwillingness to be involved

Item Group Count %

B3. If NO, please give your reasons.

B3.a. I find the present system satisfactory. T 20 58
S 11 40

B3.b (for students). I don’t know enough about T 17 50

B3.c (for teachers). testing and assessment. S 22 81

B3.b (for teachers). This will be an extra burden on

me. T . 15 44

B3.c (for students). I have no idea about self and

peer assessment. S 8 29

B3.d. Others T 1 2
S 3 11

Note. T = Teachers (n = 34), S = Students (n = 27), % = Percentage
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The most frequently stated reason for not becoming further involved on the
part of teachers is that they are satisfied with the present system. These teachers
seem to want to leave the preparation of tests to the testing office. Secondly, the
teachers stated that they do not know enough about testing and assessment. It can
be said that there is a connection between the answers given to this option and to
the option B2.b in the previous table, which asks about the direct involvement in
the preparation of tests. Option B2.b was chosen only twice by the teachers who
want to be involved in the assessment process and in addition to the possible
reasons given above, lack of knowledge about testing and assessment might be
another reason for teachers for not choosing option B2.b. For students, lack of
knowledge about testing and assessment is the primary reason for their
unwillingness to take an active role in the assessment process. In item B3.d, one
student stated that they do not have the necessary ability to prepare test questions
and, therefore, this should be done by teachers. If it is considered that 27 out of
120 students stated that they do not want to be involved in the process and option
B3.c was chosen 22 times, it can be said that these students might have a different
opinion if they were knowledgeable about testing and assessment. This is
confirmed by their answer to question B4.

Question B4 was designed only for students. Thé purpose of this question
is to jnvestigate whether students want to learn about testing and assessment. The

result of this question is presented in Table 15.
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Table 15

Students’ willingness to learn about testing and assessment

Item n Yes % No %

B4. If you don’t know enough about test preparation, 103 89 86 14 13
self-assessment and peer-assessment, would you
like to learn more about them?

Note. n = Number of the students responding, % = Percentage

The majority of students have positive attitudes towards learning more
about testing and assessment. Out of 103 students who answered the question, 89
of them are willing to being trained about test preparation, self and peer
assessment. The students who do not want to take an active role in the assessment
process most frequently stated that they do not know enough about testing and
assessment. For the students who are willing to take an active role, being involved
in the assessment process through self and peer assessment is the second most
frequently chosen option. In light of this, it might be said that the positive answer
given by 89 students includes both learning about test preparation and learning
about self and peer assessment.

Teachers’ and Students’ Opinions about Using Alternative Forms of Assessment

The purpose of this section is to investigate whether teachers and students
are familiar with the given alternative forms of assessment and to ask for their
opinions about using the given forms of assessment. The section covers questions
Cl1, 23,4, and 5. Questions C2 and CS5 are selected response type and for these
questions, frequencies and Pearson chi-square values were calculated. The results
for questions C1, C3, and C4 were analyzed through multiple response analysis,

and frequencies and percentages are presented.
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Question C1 asks whether teachers and students know about different
alternative assessment instruments. Table 16 presents the results obtained from the
participants.

Table 16

Participants’ knowledge about alternative assessment instruments

Item Group Count %
C1. Which of the following do

you have information about

as a form of assessment?

Cl.a. group projects T 31 62
S 83 69
C1.b. response journals T 9 18
S 39 32
Cl.c. student presentations T 34 68
S 61 50
C1.d. poster presentations T 14 28
S 21 17
Cl.e. oral interviews T 36 72
S 63 52
C1.1f. portfolios T 19 38
S 0 0
Cl.g. role-plays T 36 72
S 73 60
C1.h. discussions T 32 64
S 94 78
Cl.i. written assignments T 46 92
S 104 86
C1.j. others T 0 0
S 3 2

Note. T = Teachers (N = 50), S = Students (N = 120), % = Percentage

According to the results, teachers are most familiar with written
assignments, oral interviews, and role-plays. They have much less information
about response journals, poster presentations, and portfolios as forms of
assessment. Students, on the other hand, selected written assignments, discussions,
and group projects as the most commonly known assessment instruments. None of
the students has heard of portfolios as a form of assessment and they are not very

knowledgeable about poster presentations.
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Question C2 investigates teachers’ and students’ opinions about using the
given assessment instruments together with tests in grading the students. The
answers given to this question can be seen in Table 17.

Table 17

Participants’ opinions about using alternative forms of assessment

Item Group n Yes No X2

C2. Would you like to use/to be assessed T 49 39 10 0.08
by any of these assessment instruments S 119 97 22
as a supplement to tests?

Note. n = Number of the participants responding, T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square

The chi-square value for this question was found to be non-significant.
Unlike their disagreement on being involved in the assessment process, the
majority of teachers (39) and students (97) agree on using alternative forms of
assessment as a supplement to tests.

When compared to Table 12, Table 17 presents an interesting result on the
part of teachers. Even though only 16 teachers want to be involved in the
assessment process, a much larger number of them (39 teachers) want to use
alternative forms of assessment, which require a great deal of teacher involvement.
The given assessment instruments are all different types of classroom assessment
through which the teacher, not the testing office, is expected to assess their own
students. The teachers who want to use these assessment instruments were
expected to choose option B2.c, which states that they would like to be involved in
the assessment process through teacher assessment in the classroom but many did
not.

The reason for the confusion might be that, as explained in the previous
section, taking an active role in the assessment process was probably interpreted

by teachers as working as a tester. The layout of the questionnaire might also have
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confused the teachers. There are two separate parts for involvement and
alternative forms of assessment, which perhaps led them to think that involvement
in the process and using classroom assessment are two different and unrelated
concepts.

Question C3 was designed for the teachers and students who have a
positive attitude towards using alternative assessment forms. The participants were
asked to choose the assessment instruments suitable for the level of their classes.
Table 18 presents the results obtained from 39 teachers and 97 students.

Table 18

Assessment instruments preferred by teachers and students

Item Group Count %
C3. If YES, which ones do you

find most suitable for your

students’ level/for your level?

C3.a. group projects T 25 64
S 67 69
C3.b. response journals T 8§ 20
S 27 27
C3.c. student presentations T 29 74
S 56 57
C3.d. poster presentations T 9 23
S 16 16
C3.e. oral interviews T 12 30
S 40 41
C3.f. portfolios T 8 20
S 0 0
C3.g. role-plays T 21 53
S 55 56
C3.h. discussions T 15 38
S 72 74
C3.i. written assignments T 25 64
S 70 72
C3.j others T 0 0
S 4 4

Note. T = Teachers (n = 39), S = Students (n = 97), % = Percentage

Student presentations, group projects, and written assignments are the most

frequently chosen options by teachers. The least preferred assessment instruments
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by teachers are response jqurnals, portfolioé, aﬂd poster presentations. According
to the results presented in Table 16, these three aésessment instruments are also
the ones teachers have the least information about. Therefore, teachérs might not
have chosen response journals, portfolios, and poster preééntations because they
are unfamiliar with these assessment instruments, not‘ because these aésessment
instruments are unsuitable for their students’ Jevel.

Discussions, written assignments, and group projects are the most
preferred assessment forms by students. They do not seem to préfer to be assessed
by portfolios, poster presentations, and response journals. It appears that students
also prefer to be assessed by the iﬁstruments they know about and that they have
ignored the assessment instruments they are not familiar with.

The main purpose of this section was to allow teachers and students to .
choose the most suitable assessment instruments for the level of their classes.
However, it seems that because the participants do not have information about
many of these assessment forms, they are unable to identify all the assessment
fbrms that can be used for t_heir level. If, for example, students at a certain level
believe that they can prepare group projects, which is quite a complex task, they
must also be able to write response journals. Therefore, lack of knowledge about
all these assessment forms seemed to lead them to choose only the ones they are
familiar with.

Question C4 was designed for the participants who might not want to use
the given assessment instruments and, like question B3, it investigates possible
reasons for their unwillingness. Table 19 presents the related answers obtained

from ten teachers and 22 students.
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Table 19

Reasons for the unwillingness for using alternative forms of assessment

Item Group Count %

C4. If NO, please give your reasons.

C4.a. ] find the current assessment instruments T 4 40

satisfactory. S 8 36
C4.b. (for students) None of them is suitable for T 5 50
C4.c. (for teachers) my/my students’ level. S 2 9
C4.b. (for teachers) This will be an extra burdenonme. T 6 60
C4.c. (for students) I don’t know enough about these T 2 20
C4.d. (for teachers) assessment instruments. S 6 27
C4.d. (for students) Others T 0 0
CA4.e. (for teachers) S 3 13

Note. T = Teachers (n = 10), S = Students (n = 22), % = Percentage

For the ten teachers who do not want to use alternative assessment forms,
the most frequently chosen option is C4.b, which states that using alternative
assessment forms will be an extra burden on them. Secondly, they think that none
of these assessment forms are suitable for their students’ level. The five teachers
who selected this option are all teaching Zero Beginner Level students and it
seems that they do not consider even written assignments suitable for their
students’ level.

The minority of students (22) who do not want to be assessed by these
instruments most frequently stated that they are content with the mid-terms and
quizzes currently used. Option C4.c is the second most frequently chosen option
by the students. This option states that students do not know enough about the
given assessment instruments and naturally, they are unwilling to be assessed by

instruments they have almost no information about.
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Question C5 was designed for both teachers and students and the purpose
of this question is to investigate whether the participants want to learn more about
alternative forms of assessment. The results are presented in Table 20 below.
Table 20

Participants’ willingness to learn about alternative forms of assessment

Item Group n Yes No %2

C5. If you don’t know enough about anyofthe T 27 19 8 2.04
given assessment instruments, would you S 72 60 12
like to learn more about them?

Note. n = Number of the participants responding, T = Teachers, S = Students, %2 = Chi-square

The chi-square value for this question was found to be non-significant.
Only 27 teachers and 72 students answered this question. From the participants
who gave an answer, the majority of teachers (19) and the majority of students
(60) want to learn more about the assessment forms they are unfamiliar with. In
fact, for teachers and students to identify the assessment instruments suitable for
the level of their classes, first, it is necessary to inform them about these
alternative forms of assessment. It is important to notice that the majority of
teachers (39) and the majority of students (97) want to use the given assessment
instruments and that both teachers and students are also ready to learn more about
these assessment forms.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the detailed analysis of the results obtained from the data
was presented in three main sections: attitudes of teachers and students towards
the current assessment system used in the institution, opinions of teachers and

students about their involvement in the assessment process, and opinions of
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teachers and students about using alternative forms of assessment as a supplement
to tests.

In the next chapter, the major findings of the study will be presented and
discussed along with pedagogical implications, the limitations of the study, and

research implications.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION
Introduction

This study investigated the attitudes of teachers and students towards the
assessment system used at Hacettepe University Basic English Division. The study
also aimed to learn teachers’ and students’ opinions about their involvement in the
assessment process and about using alternative forms of assessment.

This study addressed the following research questions:

1. What are the attitudes of teachers and students towards the current assessment
process at Hacettepe University Basic English Division?

2. Do teachers and students have similar or different attitudes towards the
assessment system?

3. Do teachers and students want to be involved in the assessment process? If so,
in what ways?

4. Do teachers and students want to use alternative forms of assessment as a
supplement to tests? If so, which ones?

In this chapter, the major findings of the study will be reported and
discussed. The chapter will also present pedagogical implications drawn from the
findings, the limitations of this study, and suggestions for further studies.

Discussion of Findings
The major findings of the study will be reported in three sub-sections:

attitudes of teachers and students towards the assessment system, opinions of
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teachers and students about their involverment in the assessment process, and their
opinions about the use of alternative assessment.

Attitudes towards the Assessment System

The analysis of the results revealed that the majority of teachers (32 out of
50) and the plurality of students (60 out of 120) find the assessment system
currently used satisfactory. There are specific points about the system where
teachers and students agree and disagree with the statements used to measure their
attitudes and also with each other. Overall, the students show more disagreement
with the statements than the teachers.

Both teachers and students agree that the assessment system provides them
with feedback, that it focuses on the process as well as the product of learning, that
it assesses learner strategies, that skills are integrated and that test tasks match
with what is done in the classroom. In fact, the assessment instruments used in the
institution are mid-terms and quizzes through which students get a single grade. It
is difficult for such a system to give feedback other than test scores. As Allan
(1999), Bailey (1996), Brown (1998), and Genesee (2001) state, feedback includes
qualitative measures such as notes on written work, oral critiques, or teacher
conferences, and these are much more meaningful and informative than the marks
and grades that are the typical products of tests. However, in the institution, the
exam questions are discussed in the classroom after each mid-term and quiz, and
the teacher explains what is expected on each question. This process might have
caused the participants to interpret feedback differently from how it is described in
the literature.

For an assessment system to focus on the process and learner strategies,

the system should enable teachers to assess “...certain qualities which cannot be
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assessed in any other way: namely, effort, persistence, and attitude” (Heaton,
1990, p. 116). In standardized tests, students are assessed according to the number
of correct answers they give. For that reason, it is difficult to say that tests focus
on the processes and strategies used by learners. The effect of the mid-term
correction process can again be seen influencing the positive answers given by
teachers and students because the teacher explains why a certain answer is correct
and why others are not.

Teachers and students also agree that the tests encourage using language
skills integratively. According to Genesee (2001), Heaton (1990), McNamara
(2000), and O’Malley and Pierce (1996), the skills of listening, speaking, reading,
and writing need to be used at the same time in performing authentic tasks only for
assessment to be integrative and tests do not make this possible. The organization
and content of mid-terms might have affected participants’ interpretations because
each mid-term has Listening, Use of English, Reading and Writing sections but
these sections are designed separately from each other. Therefore, it can hardly be
said that students use these skills integratively in the tests.

The participants show agreement on the match between the test tasks and
what is done in the classroom. This is actually true because students never
encounter an unfamiliar test task in mid-terms and quizzes. However, many
classroom practices are arranged according to what will appear in the test. If it is
decided to use a test task such as a cloze for the first time, for example, teachers
are provided with supplementary material on cloze tests to use in the classroom
before the test. In his argument on authenticity, Bachman (1991) states that there
should be a correspondence between the test tasks and the classroom activities.

Language tests are not necessarily considered to be authentic; in other words, they
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do not necessarily match with what happens in the class or in real life. Tests
should be designed according to the students’ real life needs and according to the
classroom practices in order to promote authenticity. If the opposite is done, it
may still be possible to see a match between the test tasks and classroom tasks but
the test is hardly considered to be authentic. In fact, this is confirmed by the
participants’ answers to the question about the authenticity of the tests used in the
institution. Despite their agreement on the match between test and classroom
tasks, there is a great disagreement between teachers and students on the idea that
tests contain iterns that reflect real life tasks. While the majority of teachers (27)
agree with the idea, the majority of students (64) do not consider the test tasks to
be authentic.

There are differences between the descriptions of the‘terms in the literature
and their interpretation by the participants. Nevertheless, their positive attitude
towards the given statements reveals the strengths that the tests currently used
have. The mid-term correction process has a very positive effect on teachers and
students. Students are familiar with all kinds of test tasks. Although speaking is
not assessed and students cannot use the other skills integratively, they are given
the opportunity to show their ability in different language skills such as listening,
reading, and writing.

Teachers and students have differences in opinion on statements about
autonomy and learning skills, and measuring learner performance accurately and
fairly. Students do not believe that the tests encourage active and independent
learning. While teachers might think that tests cause students to study and learn

outside the classroom, it appears that students may want more autonomy in
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learning and don’t necessarily want their learning to be restricted or shaped by
tests.

Unlike the teachers, the students also do not believe that they can show
their true language performance through tests. In today’s understanding of
assessment, the characteristics of assessment procedures, the characteristics of
learners, and how learners approach the procedures should be taken into account
when measuring language ability (Bachman, 1991; Shohamy, 1997; Shohamy,
2001). The students in this study seem to think that the tests do not take their
individual differences into consideration and so, cannot measure their performance
accurately and fairly.

The disagreement shown by students with statements about autonomy and
learning skills, and learner performance reveals the weaknesses of the tests
currently used. Although the tests used in the institution have certain strengths,
they are, by their nature, unable to assess certain points like active and
independent learning, problem solving skills, and the individual performances of
students, which suggests that they should be supplemented by other forms of
assessment. It is important to note that this is not a comment on the quality of the
specific tests used in the institution but about the nature of tests in general. This is
confirmed by the fact that, overall, both teachers and students find the tests used in
the institution satisfactory.

Teacher and Student Involvement in the Assessment Process

The analysis of the data revealed that the majority of students (91) want to
be involved in the assessment process while the majority of teachers (34) do not

want to take an active role. However, teachers contradicted themselves with their
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positive answer to the question about the use of alternative assessment in the
classroom.

As Bachman and Palmer (1996) and Hamp-Lyons (1997) state, students
are an important component of the assessment process but their views are usually
ignored. If they are given the opportunity to give their opinion about tests and the
impact of tests on their lives, they may develop a positive attitude towards tests.
The students participating in this study support this view. When compared to
teachers, they have a more negative attitude towards the assessment system and
those who want to be involved in the assessment process mostly want the testing
office to ask for their opinion about the tests and test tasks. Students and teachers
who want to be involved in the process also want to use classroom assessment
together with tests.

The teachers and students who do not want to take a more active role in the
assessment system stated that the major reasons for their unwillingness is their
satisfaction with the system and their lack of knowledge about testing and
assessment. Also, as Lewkowicz (2000) found in a research study, the students
who are satisfied with the assessment system might be the students who usually
get top scores from mid-terms and quizzes. However, even for those who want to
be involved, involvement in the preparation of tests is the least preferred option. It
seems that the participants think that tests should be prepared by professionals in
the area and they leave the preparation of tests to the testing office.

The Use of Alternative Assessment

The results of the data analysis revealed that the great majority of teachers
and students (39 out of 50 teachers and 97 out of 120 students) want to use

alternative assessment forms as a supplement to tests. There seems to be a
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contradiction in the teachers’ answers to this section and the previous one about
involvement. While the majority of teachers (34) stated that they do not want to
take an active role in the assessment process, here, the majority (39) want to use
alternative assessment forms which require teacher assessment in the classroom.
Alternative forms of assessment are different from tests that can be prepared by a
testing office and using these forms requires teachers to take an active role in
assessing their own students. The results obtained from both sections suggest that
actually teachers do want to be involved in the process but they initially
interpreted involvement only as preparing tests by working in the testing office
and they gave a negative answer to the question about involvement.

Teachers and students who want to use alternative assessment were asked
to choose suitable assessment forms for their classes. Surprisingly, both teachers
and students prefer to use written assignments, group projects, student
presentations and discussions most. Their enthusiasm about using alternative
assessment and their agreement in choosing the above assessment instruments
suggest that there is a strongly felt need to assess students’ productive skills,
especially speaking.

The results also revealed that the assessment instruments already
commonly known by teachers and students and the most preferred ones are almost
the same. The participants have very little idea about some alternative forms of
assessment. Therefore, they might have been unable to identify other suitable
assessment instruments because they do not know enough about them. According
to the results obtained, the majority of teachers and students (19 out of 27
teachers, and 60 out of 72 students) who answered the question are willing to learn

more about the assessment instruments they are not familiar with.
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Pedagogical Implications

This study was carried out within a particular institution, Hacettepe
University Basic English Division. The pedagogical implications drawn from the
findings mainly concern the curriculum unit of the institution, the testing office
and academic coordinators in particular.

According to the findings, tests carry out their duty well within
themselves and teachers and students do not want to take an active role in
preparation of tests. Therefore, the testing office should continue the task of
preparing tests. However, paper and pencil tests by their nature fail to give a
complete picture of the language performance of students. The findings strongly
suggest that alternative forms of assessment should be implemented to supplement
tests.

Being generally satisfied with the system does not mean that teachers and
students do not want to have any input into the assessment system. It is important
for the testing office to ask for both teachers’ and students’ opinions before and
after administering any kind of assessment. Students are an important component
of the system and the results of this study revealed that they are able to make
thoughtful judgments about the way they are assessed. Their opinions about the
assessment system should be valued together with the opinions of their teachers.

Both teachers and students are open to being trained on the assessment
forms they do not know about. There should be in-service training for teachers on
the assessment instruments they are not familiar with. Then, teachers should be
given space in the curriculum to train their students on the new assessment forms.
It is important to note that students are also willing to learn about test preparation,

self-assessment and peer assessment. Self and peer assessment are important
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components of alternative assessment and they encourage autonomy and
independent learning, which the current assessment methods fail to do (Bachman,
2000; Beaman, 1998; Brown, 1998; McNamara, 2000; O'Malley & Pierce, 1996;
Smolen, Newman, Wathen & Lee, 1995).

Alternative forms of assessment are rejected by 10 out of 50 teachers and
for these teachers, the primary reason is that this kind of assessment will be an
extra burden on them. In order to encourage these teachers to use alternative
assessment, and not to frustrate those who are willing to use it, the testing office
should support teachers in practical matters related to alternative assessment, such
as supplying them with good criteria, explaining the use of criteria, and giving
options for choosing suitable assessment tasks. As suggested in the literature
(Brindley, 2001a, b; Genesee, 2001; O’Malley & Pierce, 1996), in the adoption of
alternative assessment by institutions, professional development, materials
development, and rater training are critical matters. If these issues are not
considered carefully, there is also the danger of making wrong decisions about
students through the use of alternative forms of assessment which might otherwise
be very effective and informative assessment instruments.

Limitations of the Study

Parallel questionnaires for teachers and students were chosen as the main
research instrument of this study because as Brown and Rodgers (2002) suggest,
“if large scale information is needed from a great many people, questionnaires are
typically a more efficient way of gathering that information” (p. 142). However,
the analysis of the data revealed that the participants might have interpreted some
of the statements in the questionnaire differently from what was intended. There

are also contradictions in the participants’ answers as can be seen between the
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sections about involvement and alternative assessment. In order to reveal their
understandings of terms, such as feedback, integration of skills, learner strategies,
and active and independent learning, and to make points clearer for them, the
questionnaires could have been supported by interviews or group meetings. Time
limitations prevented the researcher from making this triangulation of research
methods.

Present testers in the institution could also have been interviewed on their
ideas about teacher/student involvement in the assessment process and the use of
alternative assessment. It was thought that the testers are already within the
process and the idea was to ask the opinions of those who are not currently
involved in it. Nevertheless, the implementation of alternative assessment would
affect the testers as well because they would be expected to support teachers in the
administration of the new assessment methods.

Suggestions for Further Studies

This study investigated teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards the
assessment instruments currently used, which are mid-terms and quizzes.
According to the results, there is a need to implement alternative assessment to
complement the tests currently used. In further studies, teachers’ and students’
attitudes towards the alternative assessment instruments, which are implemented
can be investigated. In this way, it would be possible to compare the strengths and
weaknesses of the two assessment methods and to see how well they complement
each other.

During the implementation of alternative assessment, observations can be

done to see whether there are differences in the administration of alternative
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assessment methods among classes and/or to identify possible problems with the
implementation.

The majority of students (89 out of 120) are willing to be trained in test
preparation as well as in self and peer assessment. A pilot program can be carried
out to teach students how to prepare test questions and to allow the use of these
questions as part of quizzes or mid-terms. Then, their ideas about direct
involvement in the assessment process can be reinvestigated to see whether there
is a change in their opinion.

Similar studies can be done in other institutions to learn about attitudes
towards the present assessment systems there and ideas about involvement and
alternative assessment. If teachers, students, and the administration of other
institutions are ready, this might open the door for the addition of new and
effective assessment instruments to the currently used ones. Through such studies,
it is also possible to learn how much teachers and students in other institutions
know about new assessment instruments, self and peer assessment and whether
there is a need for training them in the use of these assessment forms. In this way,
it may be possible to increase the quality of assessment systems across educational
institutions.

Conclusion

The findings of this research revealed that teachers and students at
Hacettepe University Basic English Division are generally satisfied with the
quality of tests used in the institution. They do not want to take an active role in
the preparation of tests but would prefer to be involved in the assessment process
by giving their opinions about tests and test tasks. The results also revealed that

alternative forms of assessment should be implemented to compensate for the
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perceived weaknesses of the current tests and to increase the validity and
reliability of student assessment through the use of multiple assessment methods.
However, in order to use alternative assessment in the most effective way,
the first step to be taken is to train teachers and students in the use of the new
assessment forms. It is an advantage for the institution that its teachers and

students are willing to learn more about them.
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS

DEAR COLLEAGUES,

This questionnaire is prepared to find out your attitudes towards the current assessment
system at Hacettepe University, School of Foreign Languages, Department of Basic English.
It is also intended to have your opinions about your involvement in the assessment process
and using alternative forms of assessment to supplement language tests in order to measure
your students’ achievement and progress. The questionnaire is the main instrument of a
master’s thesis. The researcher is one of the teachers of the department who has been working
here for 15 years. Your answers are valuable not only for the researcher herself, but also for
the institution because they will help to reveal the strengths and the weaknesses of the existing
system and, if necessary, to make new decisions about it.

You are not required to put your name on the questionnaire but some information is
needed to classify your answers and to make statistical comparisons. You will find the
relevant section at the end of the questionnaire. Thank you very much for devoting your time
and thinking in answering the questions.

Cigdem Gokhan

PART A: Please choose only one answer for each statement by putting a tick (V) in the
relevant box.

gw gl a|pize

Teachers’ attitudes towards assessment instruments (fests: E s g E E iC 2
mid-terms and quizzes) currently used at HU / SFL / DBE. e |5 § & |8 &
b B £ <

1 2 3 4 5

The assessment instruments currently used............

1...allow me to assess my students’ performance on a
regular basis.

2...encourage my students to be active learners.

3...encourage independent learning on my students’ part.

4...contain items that reflect real life tasks.

5...encourage my students to use their language skills
integratively.

6...enable my students to work collaboratively.

7...encourage my students to use their problem-solving skills.

8...allow me to find out what my students can DO WITH
the language, RATHER THAN what they KNOW
ABOUT the language.

&4
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..measure my students’ productive skills.

10..

.allow me to assess the strategies my students use in
performing the assessment tasks.

11..

.take my students’ individual differences in learning
ability into consideration.

12..

.increase my students’ motivation for learning.

13...

focus on the process my students follow while performing
the tasks as well as the final product they create.

14..

.encourage student self-assessment.

15...

minimize my students’ test anxiety.

16...

allow me to receive feedback on my instruction.

17.

.allow me to receive feedback on my students’ performance.

18...

allow me to give qualitative feedback (feedback in
words, not only in scores) to my students.

19..

.provide opportunity for student-teacher dialogue.

20..

.give me a complete and accurate picture of the language
ability of my students.

21.

..allow me to assess my students’ performance accurately.

22...

allow me to assess my students’ performance fairly.

23...

affect my teaching in the classroom.

24..

-reflect my thinking about language teaching and learning.

25.

There is an agreement between my students’ test scores
and what they are actually able to do with the language.

26.

The tasks in tests match what I actually do in the
classroom.

27.

I find the assessment instruments currently used
satisfactory.
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PART B: Please put a tick (V) for relevant answers. For your answers, choose either
‘YES’ or ‘NO’ category; please don’t use both.

1. Would you like to have a more active role in the testing and assessment process for your

students?
Yes () No( )

2. If YES, in what way(s) would you like to be involved in the assessment process? You can
tick more than one box.

a. I would like the testing office to ask for my opinion about tests and test tasks. ( )

b. I would like to be directly involved in the preparation of tests. ( )
(this doesn’t mean working in the testing office)

c. I would like to be involved in the assessment process through teacher assessment in the
classroom. ( )
(using the assessment forms listed in Part C)

d. Others (PIEase SPECILY) ...veveivuireiirirircreiceentert ettt st e st s ee s s eersesesseesasassessssesessassrensens

3. If NO, please give your reason(s). You can tick more than one box.

a. I find the present system satisfactory. ( )

b. This will be an extra burden on me. ( )

c. I don’t know enough about testing and assessment. ( )

d. Others (PIEase SPECIEY) ..cecveirriireiriirieiiiieiiiee ettt e see s sre s e sae s besanenssaeeteassesessosas

PART C: Please put a tick (V) for relevant answers. For questions 2,3,4, and 5, choose
either ‘YES’ or ‘NO’ category; please don’t use both.

1. Which of the following do you have information about as a form of assessment? Please tick
the relevant boxes.

a. group projects () f. portfolios ( )

b. response journals ( ) g. role-plays ( )

c. student presentations ( ) h. discussions ( )

d. poster presentations ( ) 1. written assignments ( )

e. oral interviews ( ) j- others (please Specify) .......cocveervrrrenueens

2. Would you like to use any of them in grading your students as a supplement to tests?

Yes () No( )
3. If YES, which ones do you find most suitable for your students’ level? Please tick the
relevant boxes.
a. group projects ( ) f. portfolios ( )
b. response journals ( ) g. role-plays ( )
c. student presentations ( ) h. discussions ( )
d. poster presentations ( ) i. written assignments ( )
e. oral interviews () j- others (please specify).........ccoverrerercrnces
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4. If NO, please give your reason(s). You can tick more than one box.

a. I find the tests currently used satisfactory for grading my students. ( )

b. This will be an extra burden on me. ( )

c. None of them is suitable for my students’ level. ( )

d. I don’t know enough about these assessment instruments. ( )

€. Others (PIease SPECIEY) .ovveverreeirieriiiiince e

5. If you don’t know enough about any of the given assessment instruments, would you like to
learn more about them?

Yes () No( )

PART D: Now, to help me classify your answers and make statistical comparisons,
would you please tick (V) the relevant answers for:

1. The total years of your teaching experience:
a. 1 to 4 years d. 13 to 16 years

() (
b. 5 to 8 years () e. 17 to 20 years (
c.9to 12 years ( ) f. more than 20 years  (

N s N

2. Your level of education:

a. BA () (Fieldiueeeieiiieiiiiccoinreeeeeeeeeececrivneeeeeeeassssessnne )
B.MA () (Fieldieeeiiereieicerieccccriee e e ecsreneesesareens )
C.PhD. () (Feldiieeiiiierieiierece e scececercniieneevas e ae e )

3. The level of the students you are currently teaching:
a. Zero Beginner/Zero beginner fast ()
b. Pre-intermediate/ Pre-intermediate fast ( )

c. Intermediate ()

Thank you very much for your cooperation and contributions.
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APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS

SEVGILi OGRENCILER,

Bu anket, Hacettepe Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksek Okulu, Ingilizce Hazrlik
Birimi’nde akademik ddnem igerisinde uygulanan smnav sistemine olan tutumunuzu Sgrenmek
tizere hazirlanmustir. Anket, aym zamanda smav siirecine dahil olmaniz konusundaki
goriislerinizi ve dil 6grenmedeki bagarmiz ve gelisiminizi dlgmek amaciyla, yazii sinavlarin
yamiswra diger Olgme araglanmin kullammu  konusundaki goriiglerinizi  de almay
hedeflemektedir. Bu anket, bir master tezinin baglica lgme aracidir. Arastirmayi yapan Kisi,
15 yidir hazwhk biriminde okutman olarak caligmaktadir. Vereceginiz cevaplar, sadece
aragtirmacimn kendisi igin degil, ayn1 zamanda kurum igin de Onemlidir. Ciinkii su anda
kullamlmakta olan sinav sisteminin olumlu ve olumsuz yanlarim ortaya ¢ikarmakta ve gerekli
goriiliirse, yeni kararlar almakta, cevaplarinizin biiyiik yardimi olacaktir.

Anket kagidmn {izerine isminizi yazmak zorunda degilsiniz; ancak cevaplarinzi
smiflandirmak ve istatistiksel kargilagtirmalar yapabilmek icin bazi bilgiler gerekmektedir. Bu
konuyla ilgili boliimii anketin sonunda bulacaksiniz. Zamaninizi ayirdiginiz ve diisiincelerinizi
paylastifiniz igin tesekkiir ederim.

Cigdem Gokhan
Boliitm A: Liitfen her ciimle i¢in uygun bir cevap seciniz ve gerekli kutucugu
isaretleyiniz.(\ )

Ogrencilerin HU SFL / DBE’de kullamilan dénem ici
sinavlarina (mid-term ve quiz’ler) kars1 tutumlan

UNZISIeIey]
WIOAI[I}R Y]
I[HIUISIY
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V| wnioArujnesy
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Su anda kullanilmakta olan sinavlar ve sinav sorulart.............

1...yabanc1 dil performansim diizenli araliklarla Slgmektedir.

2...beni aktif bir §grenci olmaya tesvik etmektedir.

3...bagimsiz 6grenmeyi tegvik etmektedir.

LN

...dilin gercek hayattaki kullammimi yansitmaktadir.

9}

...dil becerilerini bir arada kullanmay: tegvik etmektedir.

6...smuf arkadaglarimla kollektif bir gekilde caliymam
saglamaktadir.

7...problem ¢6zme becerimi kullanmaya tegvik etmektedir.

8...dil bilgimden ¢ok, dili kullanarak ne yapabilecegimi
gostermeme olanak vermektedir.

9...iiretmeye yonelik dil becerilerimi (konugma ve yazma)
Olgmektedir.

88



??Q?E??
AR
ggﬁgg
1 {213 |4 1| 5

10...smav sorularm yanitlarken kullandigim stratejileri de
Olgmektedir.

11...6grencilerin dil §grenmedeki bireysel farklihklarim
dikkate almaktadir.

12...dil 8grenme konusundaki motivasyonumu arttirmaktadir.

13...ortaya cikardifim sonug kadar, bu sonuca ulagirken
izledigim agamalarida hesaba katmaktadir.

14...6grencinin kendi kendisini degerlendirmesine olanak
saglamaktadir.

15...smav korkumu en aza indirgemektedir. 4

16...smiftaki 6grenme-6gretme olayiyla ilgili geri bildirim
(feedback) almami saglamaktadir.

17...dil performansim konusunda geri bildirim (feedback)
almanu saglamaktadir.

18...6gretmenimden sadece not geklinde degil, sozlii ve yazili

geri bildirim (feedback) almam saglamaktadir.

19...68renci-6gretmen diyaloguna firsat tanimaktadir.

20...dil becerilerimi tamamuiyla ve dogru bir sekilde
gostermemi saglamaktadir. '

21...dil performansimu dogru bir gekilde dlgmektedir.

22...dil performansim adil bir sekilde 6lgmektedir.

23...simftaki 6grenme ve Sgretmeyi etkilemektedir.

24...dil 6grenme konusundaki diislincelerimi yansitmaktadir.

25. Sinav notlarim, dili kullanma becerimle uyugmaktadir.

26. Swmav sorular, sinifta yapilan aktivitelere uymaktadir.

27. Su anda kullanilan donem igi sinavlar yeterli buluyorum.
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BOLUM B. Liitfen uygun cevaplan isaretleyiniz. (V)

1. Smnav hazirlama ve uygulama siirecinde daha aktif bir roliiniiziin olmasin istermisiniz?
Evet ( ) Hayr ()

2. Cevabmiz EVET se, hangi gekilde sinav siirecine dahil olmak istersiniz? Blrden fazla
kutucugu isaretleyebilirsiniz.

a. Smav biirosunun sinavlar ve sinav sorulari konusunda fikrimi sormasini isterim. ()

b. Baz1 siav sorularmi hazirlamakla, smav siirecine dogrudan dahil olmayi isterim. ( )

c. Smifta uygulanacak kendi-kendini test etme ve suuf arkadaglarimu test etme yontemleriyle
smav siirecine dahil olmak isterim. ( )

d. Diger (ltfen DEHITINIZ) ....cerceerrrruirirrereiiireieeecreceectrentesssneessssneseseeesessseessrnesssssesssmesesensssasnss

3. Cevabimiz HAYIR ’sa, liitfen nedenini belirtiniz. Birden fazla kutucugu isaretleyebilirsiniz.

a. Su anda uygulanmakta olan sinav sistemini yeterli buluyorum. ()
b. Sinav sorusu hazirlama konusunda yeterince bilgiye sahip degilim. ( )
c. Kendi-kendini test etme ve simf arkadagini test etme yontemleri konusunda higbir bilgim

yok. ( )
d. Diger (THtfen DEHITINIZ) ....ccceerrueiereiiiieeeieniirrteesteesetenineresessreessanssseeessessssessasesnsesesssssssssssssoss

4. Sinav sorusu hazirlama, kendi-kendini test etme, ve simf arkadagin test etme konularinda
bilgi sahibi degilseniz, bu konularda bilgi edinmek ve §grenmek istermisiniz?

Evet () Hayir ( )
BOLUM C: Liitfen uygun cevaplan isaretleyiniz. (V)

1. Asagidaki 6lgme araglarindan veya yontemlerinden hangilerini biliyorsunuz? Liitfen uygun
kutucuklar igaretleyiniz.

a. grup projeleri () f. portfoyler ()

b. smif aktiviteleri ile ilgili giinliik tutma ( ) g. rol canlanduma ()
(response journals) (role-plays)

c. sunumlar () h. simuf tartigmalarn ()

d. poster sunumlari () i. yazili 6devler ()

e. sozlii miilakatlar () j- diger (liitfen belirtiniz) .......ccccoveeunenn.

2. Yazih smavlarin yanisira, bu yontemlerle de degerlendirilmek ve notlanmak istermisiniz?

Evet ( ) Hayrr ( )

3. Cevabmniz EVET se, hangilerini Ingilizce diizeyinize uygun buluyorsunuz? Liitfen uygun
kutucuklan igaretleyiniz.

a. grup projeleri () f. portfoyler ()

b. simf aktiviteleri ile ilgili giinlitk tutma () g. rol canlandirma ()

c. sunumlar () h. sinif tartigmalari ()

d. poster sunumlar () i. yazih 6devler ()

e. sozlii miilakatlar () ] diger (liitfen belirtiniz) ..........ccceevrrerennen
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4. Cevabimz HAYIR ’sa, liitfen nedenini belirtiniz. Birden fazla kutucugu isaretleyebilirsiniz.

a. Su anda kullamlmakta olan sinav sistemini yeterli buluyorum.

b. Yukaridaki 6lgme araglarindan / yontemlerinden higbiri Ingilizce diizeyime uygun degil.

c. Bu 6lgme araglari / yontemleri konusunda bilgi sahibi degilim.

d. Diger (Titfen DEHITINIZ) ....coveirrrceeerireeieireieineeesnreeeerreesreesessaesstaesassesesessensssesssssssssssasssssesesessess

5. Yukanda listelenen dlgme araglari / yontemleri konusunda bilgi sahibi degilseniz, bu
araclar / yontemler hakkinda bilgi edinmek ve 6grenmek istermisiniz?

Evet ( ) Hayr ( )

BOLUM D: Simdi, cevaplanimz simflandirabilmem ve istatistiksel karsilagtirmalar
yapabilmem icin liitfen asagidaki sorulan, uygun kutucugu isaretleyerek
cevaplarmusmiz? (V)

1. Ne kadar siiredir Ingilizce dgreniyorsunuz?

a.buikylim ()
b.2-4ylaras1 ( )
c.5—7ylarast ( )
d. 7 yidan fazla ( )

2. Mezun oldugunuz lisenin tiirii:

a. devlet lisesi (diiz lise) ( )

b. Anadolu lisesi ()

c. fen lisesi ()

d. 6zel lise / kolej ()

e. diger (liitfen belirtiniz) ........cceeveeeneenns ... A ............... ... S..........
3. Su anda 6grenci oldugunuz Ingilizce simifimn diizeyi:

a. baslangi¢ diizeyi (zero-beginner/zero beginner fast) ()

b. orta diizey Oncesi (pre-intermediate/pre-intermediate fast) ()

c. orta diizey (intermediate) ()

Tsbirliginiz ve katkilarmiz icin cok tesekkiir ederim.
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'APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS (English Version)

DEAR STUDENTS,

This questionnaire is prepared to find out your attitudes towards the current assessment
system at Hacettepe University, School of Foreign Languages, Department of Basic English.
It is also intended to have your opinions about your involvement in the assessment process
and using alternative forms of assessment to supplement language tests in order to measure
your achievement and progress. The questionnaire is the main instrument of a master’s thesis.
The researcher is one of the teachers of the department who has been working here for 15
years. Your answers are valuable not only for the researcher herself, but also for the institution
because they will help to reveal the strengths and the weaknesses of the existing system and, if
necessary, to make new decisions about it.

You are not required to put your name on the questionnaire but some information is
needed to classify your answers and to make statistical comparisons. You will find the
relevant section at the end of the questionnaire. Thank you very much for devoting your time
and thinking to answer the questions.

Cigdem Gokhan

PART A: Please choose only one answer for each statement by putting a tick (\ ) in the
relevant box.

gse |9l ol»|ze

Students’ attitudes towards assessment instruments - E "ﬁ =l
currently used at HU / SFL / DBE. - & |83
i%4 | &

1 2131 4 5

The tests and test tasks currently used............

ot

...assess my performance on a regular basis.

2...encourage me to be an active learner.

3...encourage me to learn independently.

4., .contain items that reflect real life tasks.

5...encourage me to use my language skills integratively.

6...enable my classmates and I to work collaboratively.

7...encourage me to use my problem-solving skills.

8...allow me to demonstrate what I can DO WITH the
language, RATHER THAN what I KNOW ABOUT the

language.
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...measure my productive skills.

10..

.assess the strategies I use in performing
the test tasks.

11.

..take students’ individual differences in learning
ability into consideration.

12

...increase my motivation for learning.

13

...focus on the process I follow while performing the tasks

as well as the final product I create.

14..

.encourage self-assessment.

15..

.minimize my test anxiety.

16...

provide me with feedback on the teaching-learning process

17...

provide me with feedback on my performance.

18...

allow me to receive qualitative feedback (feedback in
words, not in scores) from my teacher.

19..

.provide opportunity for student-teacher dialogue.

20..

.enable me to show my language ability completely and
accurately.

21..

.assess my performance accurately.

22.

..assess my performance fairly.

23..

.affect the teaching and learning in the classroom.

24..

reflect my thinking about language learning.

25.

There is an agreement between my test scores and what
I am actually able to do with the language.

26.

The tasks in tests match what is actually done in the
classroom.

27.

I find the tests and test tasks currently used
satisfactory.
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PART B: Please put a tick (\/ ) for relevant answers.

1. Would you like to have a more active role in the assessment process?
Yes( ) No( )
2. If YES, in what way(s) would you like to be involved in the assessment process? You can
tick more than one box.

a. I would like the testing office to ask for my opinion about tests and test tasks. ( )

b. I would like to be directly involved in the preparation of some of the test tasks. ( )

c. I would like to be involved in the assessment process through peer-assessment and
self-assessment in the classroom. ( )

d. Others (PIease SPECILY) ...coriiivieiiiinieniiinieirenricsre et sr s sne st s rn s sassnasssasssanessasnees

3. If NO, please give your reason(s). You can tick more than one box.

a. I find the present system satisfactory. ( )

b. I don’t know enough about preparing test tasks. ( )

c. I have no idea about peer-assessment and self-assessment. ( )

d. Others (PIease SPECIEY) ....ccuuivuiiiriririeiitiintieee ittt s ses vt s es st s b asessesessossracsssestanis

4. If you don’t know enough about test preparation, peer-assessment, and self-assesment,
would you like to learn more about them?
Yes () No ( )
PART C: Please put a tick (V) for relevant answers.

1. Which of the following assessment instruments do you have information about? Please tick
the relevant boxes.

a. group projects () f. portfolios ( )

b. response journals ( ) g. role-plays ( )

c. student presentations ( ) h. discussions { )

d. poster presentations ( ) i. written assignments ( )

e. oral interviews ( ) j- others (please SpPecify) .......ccoecvrveerercnns

2. Would you like to be assessed by any of these instruments as a supplement to tests?
Yes( ) No( )

3. If YES, which ones do you find most suitable for your level? Please tick the relevant
boxes.

a. group projects () f. portfolios ( )

b. response journals ( ) g. role-plays ( )

c. student presentations ( ) h. discussions ( )

d. poster presentations ( ) i. written assignments ( )

e. oral interviews () j- others (please Specify).......cocveeveereceeennes
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4. If NO, please give your reason(s). You can tick more than one box.

a. I find the current assessment system satisfactory. ( )

b. None of them is suitable for my level. ( )

c. I don’t know enough about these assessment instruments. ()

d. Others (PIease SPECILY) ..covverrurrririmmriiniiniieien ettt ste et b st tssa e ssesasass et bbb asaes

5. If you don’t know enough about any of the given assessment instruments, would you like to

learn more about them?
Yes( ) No ( )

Now, to help me classify your answers and to make statistical comparisons, would you
please tick (V) the relevant answers for:

1. How long you have been learning English:

a. this is my first year ( )

b. 2 to 4 years ()
c. 5 to 7 years ()
d. more than 7 years ()

N

. Type of high school you graduated from:

a. state high school ()
b. Anatolian high school ( )
. science high school ()
d. private high school ()
e. other ()

[¢]

3. The level of the class you are currently studying in:
a. Zero Beginner/Zero Beginner Fast ()
b. Pre-intermediate/ Pre-intermediate fast ( )

c. Intermediate ()

Thank you very much for your cooperation and contributions.
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APPENDIX D
COMPLETE RESULTS FOR THE 27 LIKERT SCALE ITEMS

Item
The assessment instruments currently G|SD|D | U | A |SA X2
used...
1...assess student performance on a T 0| 4| 4| 35| 7| 14.81**
regular basis. S [ 11]21[23] 54| 10
2...encourage students to be active T 0] 9123] 16| 2| 19.39**
learners. S 164324 31| 5
3...encourage students to learn T 0] 11| 20] 18 1| 13.14%*
independently. S | 15] 34| 26| 34| 8
4...contain itemns that reflect real life T 1 91 13| 22| 5| 19.90**
tasks. S 120} 44)26| 23| 6
5...encourage students to use their T 0| 5| 8] 32| 5| 5.61
language skills integratively. S 4123]124] 57| 11
6...enable students to work T 0] 11 ] 15| 20| 4| 1443%*
collaboratively. S | 14]132) 13| 46| 14
7...encourage students to use their T 0] 10] 18] 16} 5 9.94%*
problem solving skills. S | 12137]25]34} 11
8...allow students to demonstrate what | T 0| 8[17] 18| 6
they can do with the language rather 16.50%*
than what they know about the S 24 |25 (20 |33 |18
language.
9...measure students’ productive skills. | T 0| 3] 9| 32| 6| 14.04**
S | 12| 21| 25| 45| 17
10...assess the strategies studentsusein | T 0] 71 16] 25 1| 14.57**
performing the assessment tasks. S | 12133]21[4] 9
11...take students’ individual T 312161 14 4
differences in learning ability into S | 2843|1920 8| 14.20**
consideration. .
12...increase students’ motivation for T 3111116} 16| 3 9.50*
learning. S [ 22]33]18[36] 10
13...focus on the process students T 111011 20| 5
follow while performing the tasks as S 7132(27|43| 9| 215
well as the final product they create.
14...encourage student self-assessment. | T 111215 15] 5 8.25
S [ 101 24]19([55] 11
15...minimize students’ test anxiety. T 312610 6| 5| 1643**
S |35 31| 22| 21§ 11
16...provide feedback on the teaching- T 2y 24 7132 7| 89%4
learning process. S 9119[26|52] 14
17...provide feedback on student T 0 3| 4] 38| 5| 24.09%*
performance. S | 121 18] 34| 46| 10
18...provide qualitative feedback T 0| 3] 6]28([13] 731
(feedback in words, not only in scores). | S T 171 20| 54| 22
19...provide opportunity for student- T O 5] 9124 12| 1798
teacher dialogue. S | 15|14 18| 42| 28
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Item

The assessment instruments currently G|SD|D |U |A [SA x2

used...

20...give a complete and accurate T 0 6|20} 18| 6

picture of the language ability of S T3 33 %1 5 5 28.42%*

students. .

2]...assess student performance T O 3(21| 19| 6] 23.14**

accurately. S | 15137131130 6

22...assess student performance fairly. T O 3] 13] 27| 7| 24.72%*
. S | 1413313227} 14

23...affect teaching and learning in the T 1 6| 8| 28| 6| 246

classroom. S 7110] 19| 61| 21

24...reflect teachers’ and students’ T 0 9|15} 21 3

thinking about language S | 28136 31|20 4| 24.10%*

teaching/learning.

25. There is an agreement between T 0| 9] 18] 19| 3

students’ test scores and what they are S | 28| 23| 20| 40| 8| 17.92%*

actually able to do with the language.

26. The tasks in tests match what is T 2|1 8| 9122] 9| 6.88

actually done in the classroom. S | 14] 16| 10| 46| 33

27. 1 find the assessment instruments T 0| 6] 11 ] 26| 6 17.23**

currently used satisfactory. S [ 2620 14} 41} 19

Note. G = Group, T = Teachers, S = Students, SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree,
U = Uncertain, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree, %2 = Chi-Square p* <.05 p**<.01
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