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OZET

YABANCI DiLL OLARAK INGILiZCE OGRETIM GOREVLILERININ DIL
OLCME-DEGERLENDIRME BiLGIiSININ ARASTIRILMASI

Olgme-degerlendirme her dgrenme ortaminin ayrilmaz bir pargasidir. Yabanci dil
olarak Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin dgrencilerinin dgrenme gelisimlerinden emin olmak igin
siiflarindaki 6grenmenin dl¢iilmesi i¢in yeterli bilgi ve beceri diizeylerine sahip olmalidirlar.
Buna bakarak, Ingilizce 6gretmenleri icin farkli amaclar icin birgok ¢esitlilikte uygun dlgme
araglarin1 uyarlama, gelistirme ve uygulamalar1 elzem bir gerekliliktir. Dil yeterligi 6lgme-
degerlendirme bilgisi her yabanci dil 6gretmeninin profesyonel gelisimin ayrilmaz bir
pargasidir. Olgme-degerlendirme bilgisinin giiniimiizde dil 6gretmenlerinin profesyonel
hayatindaki bu rolii disiiniilerek, bu ¢alisma Tiirkiye’deki devlet liniversitelerinde c¢aligan
yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce &gretim gorevlilerinin genel ve beceri temelli dil Slgme-
degerlendirme bilgi diizeylerinin arastirilmasini amaglamaktadir. Caligmanin bir diger amact
da cinsiyet, mesleki deneyim ve 6lgme-degerlendirme birimi deneyiminin Ingilizce dgretim
gorevlilerinin 6l¢me-degerlendirme bilgi diizeylerine etkilerini arastirmaktir. Calisma ayrica
yabanci dilin 6lgme-degerlendirmesi alaninda bilgili Ingilizce 6gretim gérevlilerinin yabanci

dil 6lgme calismalari, inanglar1 ve Onerilerini saptamay1 hedeflemektedir.

Bu c¢alismada nicel ve nitel verinin toplanmasi amaciyla bir karma yontem arastirma
deseni kullanilmistir. Nicel veri toplama siirecinde Olmezer-Oztiirk ve Aydin (2018b)
tarafindan gelistirilen bir 6lgek (LAKS) kullanilmistir. Nitel arastirma igin, aragtirmaci
tarafindan gelistirilen 3 ac¢ik uglu soruyla birlikte yari-yapilandirilmis goriismeler
gergeklestirilmistir. Calismaya 4 devlet iiniversitesinde yabanci diller yiiksekokullarinda
calisan 114 Ingilizce dgretim gorevlisi katilmistir. Buna ek olarak, dlgekteki maddelerin en
az %70’ini dogru cevaplayan 8 Ingilizce dgretim gorevlisi ile goriismeler gerceklestirilmistir.
Nicel veri analizinde, betimleyici istatistik, iki yonlii ANOVA ve Pearson korelasyon analizi
testleri kullanmilmistir. Yari-yapilandirismig goriismeler araciligiyla toplanan veri kodlama ve

metin analizi yontemleriyle analiz edilmistir.

Caligmanin sonuglar1 Tiirkiye’deki devlet tiniversitelerine bagl yabanci diller yiiksek
okullarinda ¢alisan Ingilizce 6gretim gorevlilerinin genel ve beceri temelli olarak dil lgme-
degerlendirmede smirli bilgiye sahip olduklarini goéstermektedir. Calisma sonuglarina gore,
bir 8lgme-degerlendirme biriminin iiyesi olarak deneyim kazanmis olmanin Ingilizce 6gretim

gorevlilerinin 6lgme-degerlendirme bilgi diizeylerine istatistiksel olarak Oonemli bir etkisi



viii

oldugu saptanmistir. Cinsiyetin 6gretim gorevlilerinin 6lgme-degerlendirme bilgi diizeylerine
istatiksel olarak 6nemli bir etkiye sahip olmadigini saptanmistir. Mesleki deneyim ile 6lgme-
degerlendirme bilgi diizeyi arasinda korelasyon bulunmamaistir. Nitel veri analizi sonuglarina
gore, Ingilizce 6gretim gorevlilerinin drnek 6lgme araclarini inceleyerek, dlgme araglarina
benzer smif materyalleri gelistirerek ve daha deneyimli bir soru yazarindan veya
meslektasindan geri bildirimler alarak dil 6lgme-degerlendirme alanindaki yeterliklerini
gelistirmislerdir. Ek olarak, yabanci dil 6lgme-degerlendirme bilgisinin en biiyiik avantaji
olarak daha verimli bir 6grenme ortaminin olusturulmasi ileri siriilmiistiir. Ayrica,
katilimeilar Ingilizce 6gretim gorevlilerinin dlgme-degerlendirme alaninda bilgi diizeylerini
gelistirmeye yonelik olarak teorik ve pratik igerigin yer aldigi egitimleri ve yabanci dilde
O0leme degerlendirmeyle ilgili gelismelerin takibi i¢in desteklenmelerini onermektedirler.
Nicel ve nitel veri analizi sonuglar1 degerlendirilerek ilgili kurumlar, yabanci dil 6gretim

gorevlileri ve gelecekteki akademik calismalar igin Oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ogretmen egitimi, yabanci dil 6lgme-degerlendirme, dlgme-

degerlendirme okur-yazarligi, dil 6lgme-degerlendirme bilgisi



ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING EFL INSTRUCTORS’ LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT
KNOWLEDGE

Assessment is an indispensable part of every learning context. To be able to ensure
the improvement of their learners, EFL teachers need to possess adequate knowledge and
skills in assessing learning in their classroom. Regarding this, it is a crucial requirement for
English language teachers to adapt, construct and implement a range of proper assessment
instruments for various decisions. Language assessment knowledge is, therefore, an integral
facet of every language teacher’s professional development. Given this role of assessment
knowledge in today’s foreign language teachers’ professional life, this study aims to
investigate knowledge level of in-service EFL instructors in general and skill-based language
assessment at state universities in Turkey. Another aim of the study was to find out the impact
of gender, years of work experience and experience in an assessment unit on English
instructors’ assessment knowledge levels. The study also aimed to find out language
assessment practices, beliefs and suggestions of the EFL instructors who are knowledgeable

in language assessment area.

A mixed-methods research design was used to collect both quantitative and qualitative
data in this study. In the guantitative data collection process, a scale (LAKS) developed by
Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin (2018a) was used. For the qualitative research, semi-structured
interviews were conducted with 3 open ended questions developed by the researcher. A total
of 114 EFL in-service instructors working at schools of foreign languages in four different
state universities participated in the study. In addition, 8 EFL instructors who could answer
minimum 70 % of the questions in the scale correctly were interviewed. In the analysis of
guantitative data, descriptive statistics, two-way ANOVA and Pearson Correlation tests were
used. The data collected through semi-structured interviews were analysed with coding and

textual analysis methods.

The results of the study indicated that the in-service EFL instructors working at
schools of foreign languages in state universities in Turkey have only limited knowledge in
general and skill-based language testing and assessment. According to the findings, it was
found that having work experience as a member of an assessment unit has a statistically
significant effect on the EFL instructors’ assessment knowledge. On the other hand, the

findings of the study show that there is no statistically significant impact of gender difference



on assessment knowledge levels of the instructors. It is also found that there is no correlation
between the years of work experience and assessment knowledge level. The findings of the
qualitative data indicated that the English instructors who are knowledgeable in language
assessment improved their proficiency in assessment knowledge with the help of analysing
sample assessment tools, developing classrooms materials that involve test-like tasks and
receiving feedback from peers or a more qualified assessment developer. In addition, the main
advantage of assessment knowledge was reported as the creation of better learning
atmospheres for the learners by the participants. Also, the participants suggested provision of
training on theoretical and practical aspects of language assessment to EFL instructors and
encouraging them to follow the new developments and trends in assessment field in order to
help them improve their knowledge in assessment. Analysing quantitative and qualitative
data, suggestions were presented for the related institutions, EFL instructors and further
academic studies.

Keywords: Teacher education, language testing and assessment, assessment literacy,

language assessment knowledge



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the study

Students’ achievements and progress are an indispensable part of all learning
environments. As Brown (2003) puts it, testing and assessment seem as inevitable as next day's
sunrise in virtually every sort of educational setting. Teaching and testing are so closely
interdependent that it is really difficult to deal with merely one of these fields without
constantly considering the impact of the other (Heaton, 1990). When learners enter education
systems, they are usually tested individually to identify their comprehension and skills in
specific sections of the related subject (Kopriva, 2008). Thus, the learning objectives and
administrative goals of a program may necessitate constant and well-planned test development
processes (Brown, 1996). Regarding this, it is an essential necessity to adopt, create or adapt
test items for an extensive range of decisions involving the placement, diagnostic, proficiency,
and achievement decisions (Brown, 1996). Hence, language teachers and school
administrations carry an immense burden of presenting the learners with appropriate testing

and assessment conditions within the learners’ learning atmosphere.

Assessment is directly connected to the concept of justice; hence, it requires to be
justified, transparent and challengeable (Davies & Taras, 2018). Embarking such a crucial
place in learning context, assessment of learners’ performance is one of the most significant
responsibilities of educators, since the quality of instruction in learning atmosphere is directly
linked to the effectiveness of the implemented assessment (Bayat & Razaei, 2015). Therefore,
it is crucial for educators to possess assessment which has been defined as ‘all methods and
approaches to testing and evaluation whether in research studies or educational contexts’
(Kunnan, 2000, p. 1). Assessment can be integrated in instructional context designed to reach
the curriculum goals and objectives, and this enables educators not only to ensure that learning
is occuring, but also to benefit from the feedback they receive via assessment to support
learning (McKay, 2006). Malone (2013) proposed that appropriately implemented assessment
activities provide students, teachers and all other related parties with significant and necessary
information about learner progress and the extent to which curriculum goals have been met in
the learning atmosphere. Where several testing activities are conducted, instruction can be
enhanced by learners’ awareness of course goals and the important areas in a learning

environment.



Assessment’s traditional function has been to generate the evidence required to grade
and sort (Stiggins, 2017). Assessment tools were not intended to be utilised to gauge the full
range of a learner’s language proficiency but they only focused on language literacy skills.
However, language teachers have become highly frustrated that there seems to be a distinction
between language acquisition as defined by tests that are used to exit learners from particular
language programs and the academic performance required for students to thrive in
mainstream academic classrooms (Kopriva, 2008). Today, many authors (e.g., Hakuta &
Beatty, 2000; Kopriva, 2008; Stiggins, 2017) agree that the most appropriate methods for
testing course objectives in standardised testing settings are to reflect, as much as possible,
instructional and assessment techniques which naturally occur in the classroom. As cognitive
psychologists have created frameworks for the scientific interpretation of learning phenomena,
there has been growing interest on the small-scale learning processes by which task
performance skills are gained and, eventually, on the condensed structures of the specific
capabilities of which they are composed. As such structures and processes are extended upon,
their mixture better represents the types of complex learning that takes place in courses
(Kopriva, 2008). Assessment, then, has now been an essential tool to reflect upon those

learning processes that learners have been through in their learning atmospheres.

An assessment task is essentially a tool that allows the test developer to collect
evidence. Such evidence is information about the performance of the test taker, whether it is a
yes/no answer or an extended participation in a dialogue (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). In a test
we gather pieces of evidence on students’ knowledge from plenty of independent responses,
we assess and evaluate them in some way, and report a score or letter that we assume means
something about the performance of the test taker on the related construct (Bachman, 1990;
Fulcher & Davidson, 2006; Stiggins, 2014). Assessment tasks may be developed particularly
as tools to enhance learning and to increase the motivation of learners or especially as a way
of measuring the learners’ performance in a learning environment. In the first scenario, the
test is tailored to the instruction that has occurred, while in the second scenario, the instruction

is frequently tailored mainly to the test (Heaton, 1990).

Like it is a crucial need for a medical doctor initially to diagnose a patient’s disorder,
thus it is similarly needed for the educator to diagnose his/her learners’ struggles and problems
(Heaton, 1990). With such a function, assessment tasks can facilitate learning by their
diagnostic characteristics: Tests collect evidence on what every learner has acquired, and they
highlight the language areas which require further attention (Madsen, 1983). Thus, the

assessment should also help the educator to determine the areas of the language curriculum



which is found too challenging by the majority of the learners. Hence, the teacher is able to
evaluate the appropriateness of the instruction as well as the instructional materials and
techniques he or she is using (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Heaton, 1990). Since the test items
are supposed to be representative exemplifications of the knowledge and abilities specified in
the course content, and all learners are supposed to have been through to grade-level syllabus,
it is expected that the assessment scores would be regarded a valid and reliable result of this
content (Bachman, 1990; Kopriva, 2008). Tests can be used as a means for clarifying
educational goals and, in certain circumstances, for assessing the alignment of these goals and
the educational activities and materials based on them to the requirements of learners
following the instructional course (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). To sum up, effective
assessment procedures provide teachers with reliable results about the existence of learning in

the classroom.

Assessment tasks provide a path for learners to perform skills from which one may
derive the extent to which a psychological construct is in existence in those test takers. This is
the purpose of test tasks in assessment and evaluation, and it justifies the claim that assessment
tasks are the ‘backbone’ of measuring mental properties (Osterlind, 2002). Throughout a test
task development process, at each step, we gather evidence of how the elements of the related
test (i.e., test items, tasks, marking scales) is working, interpret that evidence and revise it
accordingly (Cheng & Fox, 2017). Although tests might be useful devices, they are just one
among plenty of practices and tasks that assessors can ultimately benefit from to evaluate
learners’ performance (Brown, 2003). A test may involve a range of data-collecting tools such
as expecting learners to reply to teacher-directed tasks by using interactive white-boards in a
group discussion, or carrying out spoken interviews with individual learners or in groups of
learners (Popham, 2009). However, no matter what the type of a test task is, whenever a learner
responds to a teacher-presented question, makes a comment, or utter a new word or
grammatical structure, subconsciously, the language educator assesses the learner's
performance in his/her mind (Brown, 2003). In summary, various assessment tasks might find
themselves a place in any learning context and, by their nature, generate feedback and evidence

for the learners’ performance.

Language assessment tasks can be precious tools for creating data that are related to
certain areas in language instruction (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). The preparation and use of
language assessment tasks involve an understanding of both the phenomenon of language use
with a communicative purpose and language ability and assessment theory (Bachman, 1990).

It is clear that assessment is at the centre of the language learning programs and it is an



unavoidable need not only for teachers to see if learning is taking place but also for students
to gather feedback on their improvement in their language learning journey. Thus, assessment
should be integrated with language teaching so that creating a link in which one benefits and
informs the other, like in any other learning environment. However, it is difficult for this
reciprocal link to develop when language instructors lack effective background knowledge or
professional education in language assessment to create, select and administer language
assessment and interpret the results of it (Malone, 2013; Daniel & King, 2010). Hence, the
quality of a language learning setting is directly affected by the classroom teachers’ expertise

and awareness in the fields of testing and assessment of language knowledge and performance.

A well-prepared classroom assessment helps detect the particular parts of challenge
faced by the whole group or by a single learner (Heaton, 1990; Stiggins, 2017). Brown (2003)
states that a professional language educator never stops to assess learners, whether these
testing practices are incidental or on purpose. For an educator to feel comfortable about his/her
own teaching, assessment tools are required to provide the necessary data about the efficiency
of the instruction occurring in the classroom setting. Observation of the revealing pattern of
academic performance on the test tasks could indicate more useful data about learner
understanding, or maybe misunderstanding, of the psychological construct (Kopriva, 2008).
Thus, language teachers require a concrete understanding of assessment since they guide
learners to develop self-assessment skills and strategies and they adopt or develop tests for
language courses, and prepare students to take tests beyond the classroom and language

program (Chapelle & Douglas, 2006).

People who use testing and assessment have to comprehend what the findings of
assessment tasks mean, and what assessment tasks do to the individuals who are involved in
the practice of assessment (William, 2015). The need for quality testing and assessment
continues to increase as our mission of guiding more learners than ever before to reach higher
levels of academic success becomes increasingly pressing (Stiggins, 1995). Thus, the
significant place of assessment has been dramatically acknowledged in the field of educational
instruction in the last decades (Kahl, Hofman & Bryant, 2013; Looney, Cumming, van Der
Kleij & Harris, 2017; Stiggins, 1995). Education reform initiatives have, in last years,
recognised the necessity for higher attention to the educator’s knowledge and professional
development (Daniel & King, 2010). “Unless the teacher is able to identify and analyse the
errors a student makes in handling the target language, he or she will be in no position to render
any assistance at all through appropriate anticipation, remedial work and additional practice.”
(Heaton, 1990, p. 6)



While testing and assessment having a growing attention as a major component in any
educational context, teacher effectiveness depends, possibly, on their comprehension of using
and interpreting a variety of procedures of testing and assessment. For this reason, the present
use of a huge range of learner assessment practices makes knowledge of assessment and
evaluation especially essential for every classroom teacher today (Bachman & Palmer, 1996;
Daniel & King, 2010; Stiggins, 2014). “In an ideal situation, teachers will have enough
resources and expertise available in their program that proficiency, placement, achievement,
and diagnostic tests can be developed and fitted to the goals of the program and to the ability
levels and needs of the students” (Brown, 1996, p. 40). However, the problem is that plenty of
classroom teachers and other related parties do not have a broad knowledge and
comprehension of fundamental components of assessment, such as reliability and validity
(Popham, 2009). Thus, test developers’ (mostly classroom teachers) experience, knowledge

and skills have a crucial role in the preparation of quality test tasks and testing conditions.

More can be achieved in order to enhance education by developing the skills of
educators than by any other individual element (Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997). On the other
hand, language educators and administrators require the necessary tools for evaluating and
reflecting on test data to be able to make appropriate decisions about teaching activities and
curriculum development (Boyles, 2005). In this regard, shifting from interpreting the
assessment results in a passive role to taking the role of an active user of assessment data that
will influence curriculum and instruction is the essential bridge that should be created and
passed to gain appropriate assessment data for each classroom teacher (Boyles, 2005). That is,
it is now recognised that the teacher’s role involves both formulating and scaffolding learning
based on continuous feedback from both internal and external assessment tools (Inbar-Lourie,
2008). Hence, as all language teaching programs include some testing and assessment, thus,
classroom language teachers should be able to take active part in making informed judgments
in selecting suitable language tests or to develop, construct, and plan appropriate their own
test tasks (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Thus, it is one of the prominent duties of language
teachers to keep themselves informed about the requirements of good testing assessment

processes.

It is clearly highlighted that teachers should have the necessary knowledge and skills
to correctly conduct classroom assessment procedures, to interpret the results of standardized
tests and report the results to stakeholders, and to prepare tests that are in line with the
assessment standards (Jeong, 2013). Teachers need to be capable of efficiently collecting and

utilising evidence of what learners know and able to perform to support their success and



improvement (Kahl et al., 2013). From this perspective on, learner success depends on the
quality of assessment practices, and the impact of those practices relies on the effectiveness of
the interpretation of assessment data that they are based upon (Jabbarifar, 2009). Thus, our
aim as educators is to foster positive washback from assessments (both external and internal
to our teaching context) and via assessment to enhance meaningful learning (Cheng & Fox,
2017).

Thus, the present study aims to shed light on the current assessment knowledge and
needs of EFL instructors working at schools of foreign languages at universities. To improve
their knowledge in assessment, language professionals need a repertoire filled with necessary
qualifications and skills that help them analyse assessment data and interpret the meaning of
them, respond to these findings, and implement them in curriculum and instruction
development process (Boyles, 2005). Additionally, in order for educators to have necessary
assessment skills and knowledge in a learning setting practices, it is crucial that they can attend
the necessary and related teacher training programs in assessment (Jeong, 2013). Thus, the
results of the study will potentially guide the administrative authorities and policy makers
about the discrepancy between the theoretical implications of language assessment concepts
and the assessment implementations of the language teachers in their classroom setting.

Consequently, teachers might be provided with necessary professional training in assessment.

1.2. Research Questions

The present study aims to find answers to the following questions:

1. Whatis the EFL instructors’ current level of language assessment knowledge in terms
of general and skill-based assessment?

2. Does LAK level change according to gender and assessment unit experience of EFL
instructors?

3. s there a relationship between EFL instructors’ current level of language assessment
knowledge and their year of work experience?

4. Which language assessment practices, beliefs and suggestions do the EFL instructors

who are highly knowledgeable in language assessment possess?

1.3. Methodology

The mixed-methods approach, which involves both quantitative and qualitative
research methods, will be used in the present study. According to Leedy (1993), quantitative
research aims to answer questions on relationships within measurable variables with a desire

to explain, identify and control a phenomenon. In addition to this, in qualitative design, ‘the



researcher seeks to establish the meaning of a phenomenon from the views of participants’
(Creswell, 2014, p. 33). Furthermore, convenient sampling will be used to select the study
group. Based on the purpose of the study, EFL instructors working at schools of foreign
languages in four state universities are considered as appropriate to study with. In this study,
a questionnaire developed by Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin (2018b) will be used to assess the
EFL instructors’ knowledge of language assessment. Within the scope of the questionnaire,
EFL instructors’ knowledge of assessment in reading, listening, writing and speaking skills
will be investigated. Following the collection of the data, SPSS software will be used in order
to analyse the finding of the questionnaire. In the second phase of the study, based on the
results of the scale, 10 high scoring instructors will be interviewed to collect deeper
information about their background and practices related to language assessment.

1.4.Place of Study in the Literature

There have been a few studies in Turkey which investigate EFL instructors’ or
teachers’ knowledge of language testing and measurement (Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydin, 2018a;
Oz & Atay, 2017; Koksal, 2004). Furthermore, there are some studies conducted in various
contexts. Hudaya (2017), for instance, investigated teachers’ assessment knowledge and skills
in terms of their’ preparation level in assessing learners’ performance. In another study,
Fulcher (2012) evaluated 278 international EFL teachers’ knowledge of assessment via an
online questionnaire. The teachers were from different settings in the world from New Zealand
to the Middle East. Likewise, Xu (2015) carried out a three-year longitudinal study to examine
the improvement of four Chinese novice EFL teachers’ classroom assessment knowledge by
collecting data from 26 classroom observations, 48 interviews, and 171 participants’ journal
entries. All and more of these studies conducted as either quantitative or mixed-method
indicate that EFL teachers encounter certain difficulties during planning their assessment tools
and procedures as a result of their lack of assessment knowledge. In most of these studies,
organisation of training programmes in order to aid such teachers who are in need of learning

more about testing assessment processes is suggested.

In contrast with the number of studies carried out in various areas in the world, the
studies searching for EFL teachers’ knowledge of language assessment are quite limited in
Turkish context. This present study, therefore, will determine EFL teachers’ qualification in
language assessment in higher education in Turkey and provide suggestions for the EFL

instructors, school administrators and policy makers.



CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Assessment and Testing in General

The terms testing and assessment might be used with different meanings in different
contexts; however, theorists generally use them interchangeably. According to Stiggins (2014;
2017), assessment, with its most basic definition, involves the process of collecting data on
learner performance to be able to inform educational reforms. Likewise, Brown (2003, p.3)
defines a ‘test’ as ‘a method of measuring a person's ability, knowledge, or performance in a
given domain’. However, assessment is generally used as an umbrella term involving the
practices of designing tests, administering tests, analysing the results and making educational
decisions based on those results. Thus, today teachers have a tendency talk about assessing
(instead of testing) learners since we consider the continuous measurement of learner
performance as more than only measuring knowledge and abilities in a specific area at a stage
in time for selecting or grading aims (Rogier, 2014).

Cheng and Fox (2017) describe two dimensions of assessment — assessment for
learning and assessment of learning. The former concept is explained as the procedure of
searching and analysing data for usage by students and educators to be able to identify the
current level of learners in their learning journey, in which they are expected to reach and how
best they can go to the target level. For instance, the Socratic approach: This is one of the
earliest educational methods, and it may be considered merely as teaching via asking
questions. In contemporary world, the Socratic model is regarded as the application of
assessment for learning (Gareis & Grant, 2015). By contrast, the latter concept refers to

assessments that take place after learning has happened, to decide the degree of learning.

Assessment, is mostly divided into two main parts; assessment which is prepared to
enhance learning and instruction in learning settings; and assessment practices for certification
purposes, public reporting, student selection and program accountability (Barber & Hill,
2014). Assessment is supposed to serve both as a learning means to guide learners to acquire
more, while still certifying or verifying student improvement as required (Stiggins, 2014).
Thus, instruction and assessment must be regarded together to ensure that teaching provides
itself to assessment and that the assessment results can direct continuous instructional planning
and development (Jabbarifar, 2009). Thus, standardised external tests and educators’

interpretations are regarded to be different yet complementary varieties of assessment and both



of them are reasonable in nature and they need to be prepared in a way that they meet advanced
standards of quality (Allal, 2013).

The assessment involves various role according to some scholars. Popham (1995),
who utilises both assessment and testing terms interchangeably, explained three main roles of
assessment which directly influence classroom teachers: (a) public considerations of
instructional usefulness, (b) assessment of educators, and (c) achievement of educational
objectives. Thus, assessment of students’ progress is an inseparable part of any learning
context in order to gather data for the effectiveness of teaching programs, teachers or teaching
methods. With a similar approach, Hughes (2003) suggests that our assessment system should

be one that;

e continuously provides accurate measures of the knowledge and skills which we need
information for,

¢ involves an influential impact on instruction and learning (in the scenarios where
assessment influences instruction),

e iseconomical in terms of time and money.

Popham (1995) also described several critical areas surrounding assessment which
educators must understand to be influential in their instructional context. Some of these areas
are (a) detection of learners’ strong and weak areas, (b) observation of learners’ improvement,
(c) grading the learners, (d) teacher-designed tests, (e) awareness of externally prepared

instructional test items, and (f) identification of the educator’s educational effectiveness.

The ultimate purpose of assessment is to enhance learning, rather than only giving a
grade for the amount of course content that a learner has acquired (Rogier, 2014). However,
if we suppose a single ‘best’ test exists, and we tend either to implement that test itself, or to
utilise it as a sample for developing our own test, we probably come up with a test which will
be ineffective for some of our learners (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Hence, it is crucial to know
that it is impossible to find a single test or assessment method that can meet all the purposes
of a learning atmosphere. As Stiggins (1995) puts it, different needs and purposes require
different types of practices and thus different types of assessments. It is essential to note that
assessments are not either merely for general or specific purposes — every test is developed for
a certain purpose — yet that there exists a continuum of particularity which has ‘very general’
at one end and ‘very specific’ at the other, and any test may fall at a point on this continuum
(Douglas, 2000).
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Stiggins (2008) highlights three key points: First, teachers need to always be clear
about their assessment purposes while assessing their students’ learning. Second, assessment
must always be used to gather data for learning levels and instructional decision making.
Finally, the contemporary period of accountability has misapplied the term ‘assessment’,
requiring a reclamation of appropriate instructional assessment procedures by educators. In
addition, in parallel with Stiggins’s points, Cheng and Fox (2017, p. 7) state three major

purposes of assessment:

- Instructional: Assessment aims to gather evidence for students’ learning, skills

- Learner-centred: Assessments for both diagnostic purposes and placement purposes
involve determining learners’ needs to improve their learning.

- Administrative: With grading, public announcements are made to learners, their

families, and principals about learner improvement and achievement.

2.1.1. Validity

Validation of assessment was defined as “an integrated evaluative judgement of the
degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and
appropriateness of inferences and actions based on test scores or other modes of assessment”
(Messick, 1989, p. 13). It is also described as the practice of creating and collecting data to
prove the ‘well-foundedness’ of interpretations regarding trait from assessment results, i.e.,
particularly, assessment must deal with validity that is based on evidence (Weir, 2005). If
assessment results are influenced by learners’ skills other than the one teacher’s aim to assess,
they will not be efficient indicators of this particular ability (Bachman, 1990). Hence, the test
should have a purpose of being a correct measurement of the specific ability which it is
expected to assess: to the amount that it assesses other knowledge and abilities at the same test
administration, it is not going to be a valid test (Heaton, 1990; Hughes, 2003). To illustrate,
scores from a test developed to generate information about a learner’s vocabulary knowledge

may not be particularly effective for placing learners’ in a writing program.

In examining validity, teachers must also consider the appropriateness and
effectiveness of the test result for a determined purpose (Bachman, 1990). Also, there might
be more than a single task in an assessment and validity judgements will be related to the
whole test not an individual test task (Weir, 2005). According to Cronbach (1971), there are
three fundamental steps in validation of tests: formulation, explication, and validation.
Formulation and explication phases include the process of theorising and development of a

test. The validation step involves gathering the validity evidence in order to support the
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interpreting and using the test results. However, the notion of validity is understood better

when all of its components or types of it are evaluated at the same time.

2.1.1.1. Face validity

When an assessment task looks appropriate to other test developers, educators,
moderators, and test takers, it may be regarded that the test has face validity (Heaton, 1990).
Face validity is not exactly a scientific indicator and is not considered as providing proof for
construct validity (which conforms the most of validity notion of tests), yet it can still be very
important within the instructional context (Hughes, 2003). Especially, the learners’ motivation
is enhanced when a test task has high face validity, since plenty of learners will study harder

when the test task looks appropriate.

2.1.1.2. Content validity

This type of validity is related to an elaborate investigation of the specific curriculum
objectives and of the knowledge or skills assessed. Tests must be so designed as to include a
representative selection of the classroom course content, the association between the test tasks
and objectives of the course always being salient (Heaton, 1990). In other words, an
assessment task is regarded as having high content validity when it contains an appropriate
sample of the target structures and abilities aimed to be learned (Hughes, 2003). The
examination of content validity of a test, usually experts of the field are counselled. These may
include subject teachers, curriculum designers and other test developers. These judges are
requested to look at the texts that have been chosen for inclusion in the test and analyse them

in terms of their reflection within the target content area (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006).

2.1.1.3. Construct validity

This kind of validity acknowledges the availability of particular instructional theories
or constructs behind the accomplishment of target content and skills (Heaton, 1990). To be
able to prove that a test has high construct validity, we must measure certain identified
characteristics of it according to a theory of learning. Cronbach and Meehl (1955, p. 284)
explain construct validity as an interlocking rules system which generates a theory as a
‘nomological network’. The notion of a nomological network is described by the scholars
giving examples from language assessment. Firstly, it involves plenty of constructs, and the
names of them are abstract. For example, in language teaching and assessment, ‘fluency’ and
‘accuracy’ are very well-known constructs. Secondly, this network includes the observable
variables — the behaviours that we can observe and assess directly, while we cannot observe

learners’ ‘fluency’ and ‘accuracy’ directly (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006).
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The main issue with the construct validity is creating a definition for what a ‘construct’
is (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). Kerlinger and Lee (2000, p. 40) shed a light on this problem
by giving some explanations for the term. That it, concepts transform into constructs when
they are so clearly defined that they become ‘operational’ (or observable) — we can assess
them in a test by associating the term to some act of behaviour that is observable (whether this
is choosing the correct item by ticking a box or performing some interactive conversation),
and we can determine the part of a construct in a learning theory that links one construct to
another. For instance, language tests are designed to assess particular theoretical constructs
such as ‘reading comprehension skill’, ‘use of a certain grammar structure’, ‘listening
comprehension skill’ etc. Because of this, recently, construct validity, generally, has been

referred as the main notion of validity by most assessment developers (Hughes, 2003).

2.1.1.4. Criterion validity

This kind of validity is about the extent to which learners’ performance on an
assessment task is parallel with those gathered from some other independent and reliable
assessment of the learners’ ability (Hughes, 2003). In such a case, the validity evidence is
examined in accordance with the degree of the diagnostic link between the assessment result
and the target learner output on the criterion (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). In other words,
criterion validity is related to performance on an assessment instrument correctly estimates the

present or future performance on another definite measurement.

2.1.2. Reliability

While validity is described as a quality of analysis and usage of the assessment,
reliability is considered as a quality of test results themselves (Bachman, 1990). Reliability is
a crucially needed quality of a good assessment task, because it is to become a valid test, it has
to be a reliable assessment instrument (Hughes, 2003). Teachers and test developers should
construct, conduct and evaluate test results in such a way that learners’ scores acquired on an
assessment at a certain time and specific place would probably be similar to the ones that
would have been gathered when the same test had been conducted to exactly the same learners
having the same proficiency level, yet at another time (Hughes, 2003). Thus, if a certain
assessment is implemented to the same students at different times (without any practice work
occurring between the two administrations) then, to the degree that it generated various results,
the test is not regarded as reliable (Heaton, 1990). To put it another way, the more parallel

scores we take from each test, the more reliable assessment we have (Hughes, 2003). However,
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in language assessment, the issue is that testing language knowledge and skills for placement,
achievement or diagnosis purposes, or testing other mental traits of learners is much more
difficult to do consistently than assessing the weights of these same people (Brown, 1996). As
Douglas (2010, p. 10) puts it “whatever the causes of inconsistent test performance, we have
an ethical responsibility to make our tests as accurate as possible so as to give our students as
fair a measurement of their abilities as we can”. Hence, language teachers should consider the
reliability quality of their assessment instruments in order to provide valid and more reliable

test administrations.

2.2. Types of Assessment

Assessment is categorised in accordance with their purposes for which the assessment

is conducted. The distinction is generally made between;

- informal and formal assessment,

- criterion-referenced and norm-referenced assessment,
- formative and summative assessment,

- objective and subjective assessment,

- discreate point and integrative assessment.

2.2.1. Informal and formal assessment

Informal assessment involves “techniques that can easily be incorporated into
classroom routines and learning activities” (Navarrete et al., 1990, p. 5). These techniques
might be utilised anytime in the learning environment without intervening learning time.
Informal assessment may be designed in a number of different versions, involving tasks
requiring unplanned answers, as well as mentoring and other constructive feedback to the
learner. A good amount of an educator’s informal assessment is involved in classroom tasks
developed to elicit responses without recording learners’ scores and making definite
interpretations about his learners’ performance. However, formal assessments contain more
systematic and planned testing methods prepared to provide classroom teachers and learners

with an appraisal and evaluation of student achievement (Brown, 2003).

2.2.2. Formative and summative assessment

Formative testing is parallel with assessment for learning in which assessment
procedures are conducted collaboratively, and the instructional decisions are particularly about
the route in which instruction and learning should go (Cheng and Fox, 2017). McKay states

that formative assessment is implemented for the goal of improving students’ learning and
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might be embedded in classroom teaching in a complex way, primarily in a way which is
called on-the-run assessment (2006). Thus, in formative assessment a teacher should match
the evidence collecting techniques that he or she uses with a learning objective so that they
create effective and conclusive evidence of improvement and learning as well as learning gaps
connected to the specific objective (Kahl et al., 2013). To sum up, the crucial point in such
formation is the instruction (by the educator) and internalization (by the learner) of useful and
constructive feedback on a student’s performance, with an aim of continuation (or formation)

of student learning (Brown, 2003).

Summative assessment is, on the other hand, parallel to assessment of learning.
Summative assessment is developed in order to assess learners’ improvement, learning of
skills and their academic success as a consequence of a specified educational term — generally
when an academic term or a course programme finishes (Cheng and Fox, 2017). A summation
of the skills a learner has acquired refers to looking back and examining how well that learner
has accomplished instructional goals, yet does not primarily highlight the necessary method
for future improvement (Brown, 2003). This kind of assessment contains more performance-
based tasks, such as open-ended questions or guided-response items and these require more
time and energy to construct and score and necessitate considerable planning in establishing
scoring scales and scaffolding (Kahl et al., 2013).

2.2.3. Subjective and objective assessment

The distinction between objective and subjective testing is made based on scoring
methods used in each. When there is no judgement made by the scorer to assess learners’
performance, then the scoring is called as objective testing. In contrast, if judgement is made
by the scorer then this testing method is called as subjective testing (Hughes, 2003). True/false
and multiple-choice tasks can be regarded as forms of objective testing and essay tasks and
oral exams can be given as examples to subjective assessment. Thus, generally in objective
assessment the answers are defined beforehand. On the other hand, subjective assessment tasks

can result in a range of acceptable and alternative answers.

2.2.4. Norm-referenced and criterion-referenced assessment

Another way of grouping assessment methods is based on the ways grouping learners
according to their test scores. Norm-referenced and criterion-referenced assessment are two
methods related to this. Norm-referenced assessment is related one test participant’s academic
performance on the test to that of other individuals taking the test. Assessors are not informed

directly on what the learner is capable of performing using the target content (Hughes, 2003).
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In norm-referenced assessment, each learner’s score is interpreted in accordance with an
average score (mean), middle score (median), degree of variance in scores (standard
deviation), and/or percentile rank (Brown, 2003). Brown (1996) highlights that norm-
referenced assessment aids school managers and educators to make curriculum-related

decisions which include evaluating learners’ proficiency, selection and placement decisions.

On the other hand, criterion-referenced assessment aims to measure students’ performance in
relation to whether they are capable of performing some test task or set of tasks according to
the objectives of the course (Hughes, 2003). Criterion-referenced assessment is developed to
give learners feedback, mostly in the form of scores and/or grades, on a particular course or
course objectives (Brown, 2003). This type of assessment helps educators to make classroom

decisions such as diagnostic and achievement (Brown, 1996).

2.2.5. Discrete-point and integrative assessment

Another categorisation was made between discrete-point and integrative testing.
Discrete-point assessment tools are developed on the estimation that language can be divided
into its components and those components can be assessed successfully (Brown, 2003). These
components consist of reading, listening, writing speaking main skills, and other various areas
like phonology and punctuation. Thus, it is supported that a well-constructed language
assessment should include all of these components individually. On the other hand, integrative
testing involves a unitary perspective in relation to assessment of language components
(Brown, 2003). Hence, this approach supports the idea that language performance should be

considered as a whole phenomenon.

2.3. Classroom Assessment

The primary difference between large-scale educational assessment and classroom
assessment is the classroom context (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). If teachers are conducting
tests in the classroom developed by other teachers or test developers, this is not regarded as
classroom assessment as the assessment is not designed by the classroom teacher but by other
people who are one step, and maybe plenty of steps, away from the students in the course and
the educational environment of the classroom (McKay, 2006). However, for external
assessment instruments, the educational setting is probably a reason for invalidity, and the
necessity to maximize information generally means that test tasks and items are to be
independent (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). However, in classroom assessment the context
requires that the instructional practices are integrated and in relation to the learning needs of
the learners (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006).
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The aim of classroom assessment is quite different from the purpose of the external
assessment. Whilst the latter is usually related to assessment with the goal of student selection,
the former deals with assessment with the goal of helping educators to improve their own
teaching skills in teaching by making alterations in their classroom practices to help particular
groups of learners in the classroom to benefit more (Heaton, 1990). Thus, the primary aim of
classroom assessment and testing is to provide learners with the conditions to reveal the
knowledge and skills that they have acquired instead of detecting their weaknesses or to
identify the areas that they could not learn (Jabbarifar, 2009). For this reason, the external tests
need to be as comprehensive as possible to be able to gather lots of samples of evidence about
the learner within a fixed period of time, while a teacher can spend months or years to assess
his or her students (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). In conclusion, good classroom-based
assessments are not single indicators of learning, yet real experiences of learning by

themselves.

Classroom assessment is regarded as formative by its nature rather than summative by
plenty of scholars (Cheng & Fox, 2017; Fulcher & Davidson, 2006; Popham, 2009). In
classroom assessment, a psychosocial context exists in which classroom-level assessment and
teaching are integrated, and the assessment has the purpose of encouraging learning as
expected by the course learning objectives and outcomes (Cheng & Fox, 2017). Thus, the
findings of classroom-level testing are conducted by educators to evaluate an underway course
content, in the same way as educators would progress when classroom assessment is designed
accordingly, so that not only the teacher but learners are also typically depending on
assessment-elicited proof to evaluate and, if required, alter their practices accordingly
(Popham, 2009). As a result, in the language classroom learning setting, classroom-based
assessment provides direct feedback to the student that aids him or her to determine what is
required to be learned next to be able to become a self-sufficient user of that target language
in a new environment. For this reason, the feedback from classroom assessment must embrace

diagnostic data, and this is not often reached in formal tests (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006).

Despite the effectiveness of most of the practical support in sources for teachers, the
distinctness between the classroom assessment and assessment affecting large numbers of test
takers is not considered well, leading to noticeable confusion among test developers (Fulcher
& Davidson, 2006). Regarding this, practitioners require the opportunity to raise their
awareness in classroom assessment to improve learning. Since, without it, learning
environments cannot improve (Stiggins, 2014). The test developer is supposed to make sure

that the administration of a specific test is appropriate for the defined purpose and target group
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of learners. This process includes investigating the degree to which meaning of scores can be
interpreted beyond the occasions of the test, to skill to generalise in non-test circumstances
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). Thus, teachers must build up assessment skills together to
comprehend that classroom assessment cannot be seen as a separate concept from the ‘real’
practice of instruction and learning, yet a principal element for effective instruction and
learning (McKay, 2006).

The evidence was found that classroom teachers are in need of more training in
assessment according to their self-reported lack of readiness to test and assess their learners,
citing gaps in their undergraduate teacher education programs (Rogers, 1991). In line with this
idea, Deneen and Brown (2016) conducted a study investigating the influence of a master’s
level educational assessment class on teachers’ assessment knowledge and conceptions related
to assessment which may impact their practices in assessment. The results indicated that both
pre-service and in-service teachers’ factual knowledge about assessment was enhanced while
their understanding of conceptions of assessment were not affected by the instruction of the
assessment course. The research suggests teachers’ competency in assessment conceptions
impact their implementation of knowledge and skills (Brookhart, 2011; Deneen & Boud,
2014). Moreover, regardless of their years of experience, the research by Zhang and Burry-
Stock (2003) showed that teachers who received training in assessment had higher levels of
self-perceived assessment competencies especially in standardised testing, interpreting test
results and test revision than the teachers without such a training. Thus, the findings
recommend an approach to language assessment knowledge that combines knowledge, skills,
and practices in a procedural text which attempts to find a balance between what is required

for both classroom and external assessment (Fulcher, 2012).

From the studies conducted with teachers of various subjects, it appears that a great
number of pre-service teacher-education programs have still not efficiently addressed the need
for developing the assessment knowledge and skills (Kahl et al., 2013; Sahin, 2015). Findings
indicated that practising teachers lacked assessment knowledge but they were better in terms
of their perceived skilfulness, and they revealed a more positive attitude to instructional
assessment than pre-service educators (Alkharusi, Kazem & Al-Musawai, 2011). In another
study, Mertler (2003) surveyed in-service and pre-service teachers using the Classroom
Assessment Inventory (CALI) and found that practising teachers performed highest in
“administering, scoring and interpreting results of assessments” and lowest in “developing
valid grading procedures” while pre-service teachers scored highest in “choosing appropriate

assessment methods” and lowest in “developing valid assessment grading procedures”.
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However, in all cases in which scientifically significant differences were identified, the in-

service teachers performed better than their pre-service counterparts.

2.4.Language Testing and Assessment

It is an inevitable need to measure the skills of language students whose in order to
diagnose their needs and place them in suitable language programs, observe their progress,
and make instructional decisions in relation to moving them from one kind of language
program to another or graduating from the language program successfully (Kopriva, 2008).
Language performance tasks are objective-oriented which means the language learner is
informed about what is expected to be achieved in assessment, and these are appropriate to a
particular learning context. The assessments can include reading, listening, writing or speaking
and may result in a blend of these main skills of language use (McKay, 2006). The quality of
assessment of language proficiency skills influences the assessment of linguistic achievement
to the amount that language assessment instruments generate evidence about when and where
learners lack the necessary knowledge and/or skills in target language to adequately
comprehend test tasks or demonstrate their language performance in content areas (Kopriva,
2008).

The way we describe the language skills we aim to assess is inescapably associated
with the characteristics of the procedures followed for elicitation of language abilities, or
assessment methods teachers depend on to evaluate these abilities. However, Bachman (1990)
points out the problem of identification of language constructs which conforms the foundation
of any language test development activity. He states that the main problem with language
assessment is that we rarely have a clear definition for language domain which unambiguously
explains the content of language performance tasks from which appropriate assessment tasks
can be designed, so that proving either content coverage or content relevance is difficult.
Bachman (1990) elaborates his concern regarding the issues currently facing language test
developers by categorising them into two general areas. First is the need for clearly specifying
language skills and areas and other elements that affect linguistic performance of the learners
on language tests precisely to provide a ground for test design and for the interpretation of test
scores. The second point is determining how test scores from language assessment instruments
behave as indicators of performance (defining the constructs). In other words, what are the
scoring and measurement properties of assessment tasks of language knowledge and skills?
Finding an answer to this question is particularly challenging as language tests might assess

several different but interrelated skills.
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Language test developers, particularly classroom educators, are supposed to take part
in practices of language assessment, reflect on students’ improvement in accordance with
external criteria, and prepare language students for certain external examinations (Inbar-
Lourie, 2008). Language test developers, as applied linguists, need to fulfil the practical needs
of learners for more effective assessments of language knowledge and abilities needed in
language learning, language curriculum evaluation, and for making instructional decisions
about students’ attained levels of proficiency with respect to a variety of instructional and
employment requirements (Bachman, 1990). For this reason, all language assessment tasks
must be developed according to a set of clearly defined language skills, whether this is elicited
from a language course syllabus or a theory of language learning, and must benefit from some

process for deriving language performance (Bachman, 1990).

2.4.1. Types of language tests

In earlier sections, it is supported that different purposes will generally require
different types of assessment types and tasks. In line with language assessment purposes,
Hughes (2003, p.8) describes four main aims of assessing language performance which

conforms the foundation for various types of language tests:

e To assess language proficiency (language proficiency tests),
e To measure how successful learners have been in meeting the course objectives

(language achievement tests),

e To detect the weaknesses and strengths of learners, to diagnose the parts they already
know and they do not know (diagnosis tests),
e To place learners in teaching programme that is most appropriate for their ability

(placement tests).

Kopriva (2008) suggests that following the initial placement, English proficiency tests
may continue to be utilised diagnostically at least once a year to provide data about learner
language competencies and skills, as well as areas of difficulty. Moreover, while designing
assessment instruments for testing achievement or diagnostic purposes, previously developed
placement or proficiency assessment tasks may be adjusted and used when necessary. Later,
language educators may want to construct their test items by themselves for a placement test
in order to make sure that the test items used to place learners into the sections of study are in
line with the goals of the language program and to the content the learners are encountering in

the course program (Brown, 1996).
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2.4.2. Language test design cycle

Item writers must develop their test’s specifications before starting with the
construction of the test itself. (Alderson, Clapham & Wall, 1995). Test developers need these
specifications to encapsulate the content in which all language learners will be tested. Thus,
developing test specifications is the foundation for content area interpretations about current
knowledge and lacking areas of students (Kopriva, 2008). The content of the test tasks and
overall administration procedures should be available for the access of teachers,
administrators, parents and students, who are directly affected by the interpretation of test
scores. Moreover, in order for test results inferences to be utilised with confidence by the
educators, it seems necessary that appropriate access to required item content should be
provided for test takers, especially those with detected challenges which run counter to the
techniques typically used in high-stake testing environments (Kopriva, 2008). For this reason,
designing detailed test specifications, documents including all the exam rules and instructions,
directions for the proctors etc. is an essential need to enable a reliable and fair assessment

atmosphere.

Fulcher and Davidson (2006, p. 70) suggests that the language of course content or

expected response may be categorised as followed:
Language characteristics:

e Organisational features
e Structural (syntax, vocabulary, phonology)
¢ Discourse (cohesion, conversational or rhetorical organisation)

Pragmatic features:

¢ Functional (imaginative, manipulative, ideational, heuristic)

e Sociolinguistic (dialect, register, figurative language and cultural references).

Thorndike and Hagen (1977) suggested a procedure for developing good language
tests. They stated that the construction of effective assessment tasks should be based on a
reasonable sequence of steps connecting the assumed language construct, to the defined
linguistic performance. This test development sequence involves three phases: (1)
identification and definition of the construct based on a theory; (2) description of the construct

operationally, and (3) constitution of procedures for assigning scores to observations.
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Mislevy et al. (1999, p. 6) (cited in Fulcher & Davidson, 2006, p. 69) highlights the

three stages in task design:

Identifying the competencies or abilities (constructs) that we aim to test

Identifying the connection between the language performances and the constructs in
situations that require their use

Describing the characteristics of situations that generate the evidence to deduce

inferences from performance to constructs

While constructing language assessment tasks, it is a necessity to develop tasks and

texts that reflect the content as much as similar to the one that learners have already been

familiar with and/or they are likely to encounter in their future experiences (Weir, 2005).

Moreover, the difficulty of the test tasks should be parallel with the challenge level of

classroom tasks in order not to cause test takers to feel exam stress. Thus, it is highly suggested

that before the administration of any assessment task, another professional who has been

trained in assessment or at least knows the profile of the test takers should proofread the test

content. Hughes (2003, p. 58) suggests ten steps in constructing language tests:
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2.4.3.

Stating the testing ‘problem’,

Writing testing specifications clearly,

Constructing the test items according to the specifications,

Administering the test items on L1 users and editing the problematic ones accordingly,
Administering the assessment items on non-native speakers who are from similar
backgrounds to real test takers,

Analysing the results of piloting and making necessary changes in needed,
Calibrating scoring scales,

Validating,

Developing guidelines for test takers and related staff,

. Training the assessment staff (interlocuters, assessors, etc.) accordingly.

Assessing language skills

In language learning classrooms, four major skills for communication via language

are often largely known as listening, reading, writing and speaking. These skills, in plenty of

environments where the target language is learned for general purposes, are to be integrated

appropriately. Moreover, assessment of these main skills should also be planned carefully so

that the assessment environment reflects the actual language learning situation (Weir, 2005).
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When language teachers propose to assess a learner’s ability and competence in one main skill
or an integration of four main language skills, they measure learner’s linguistic competence,
but they observe the learner’s performance (Brown, 2003). Thus, in receptive skills (reading
and/or listening) performance, the elicitation technique can be developed to expect
predetermined responses and merely those responses. In productive skills (writing and/or
speaking) performance, the oral or written text must be effective to elicit language production
and an anticipated range of linguistic performance to which grading or rating processes apply

appropriately (Brown, 2003).

Heaton (1990) points out some details about testing language skills. First, he states
that test developers should focus on the kinds of assessment tasks that seem directly related to
the target skill to utilise language in authentic performance, particularly interacting with other
orally. Hence, assessment tasks which assess the skills to comprehend and reply effectively to
suggestions, advice, requests etc. might be developed instead of story-telling or reading aloud
tasks. Moreover, in writing part of a language exam, test items which require individuals to
create mails, notes and text messages can be preferred rather than the traditional paragraph
writing and composition tasks preferred in the earlier times. Finally, in receptive performance
tests, items in which learners show their capability to draw certain information of a functional
nature can be preferred to tasks assessing the understanding of trivial and unimportant details.

Heaton (1990, p.8) suggests these tasks as forms of tests to assess four major skills;

- listening comprehension, short conversations, lectures and talks are given to test
takers,

- speaking skill, mostly attending an interview, describing a picture, role-playing and
problem-solving requiring a pair or group work,

- reading comprehension, in the form of giving students tasks to test their
comprehension to understand the gist of a passage and to understand relevant
information on particular parts in the passage; and

- writing skill, generally writing letters, reports, notes, instructions, etc.

2.4.3.1. Assessing reading skill

Grellet (1981) distinguishes four different ways of reading: scanning, skimming,
intensive and extensive reading. She regards reading skill as a continuous process of guessing,
evaluating, skimming, hypothesising, prediction and so on. As Marshall puts it, “when we read
a piece of work, we are judging it” (2011, p. 29). Hence, assessment of reading skills requires
appropriate instruments and methods to help learners show their reading skills as testable

operations. Weir (1994, p. 2) suggests three fundamental ‘operations in reading’:
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Skimming: going over a text in a limited period of time;

Reading intensively to comprehend the main ideas and useful details;

Benefitting from knowledge of linguistic contributory skills such as understanding
grammatical concepts (cause, effect etc.), discourse markers, lexical difficulty,

syntactic structure and so forth.

The main problem in the practice of receptive skills is that they do not essentially, or

mostly, manifest themselves directly in observable behaviour. While writing and speaking,

people see and hear; while reading and listening, on the other hand, there is usually nothing to

observe (Hughes, 2003, p. 136; Brown, 2003). Thus, the assessment of reading performance

has to be made by inference (Brown, 2003) in order to assess the product of students’ reading

process. This assumption is essential to the reading assessment: if test writers are incapable of

defining what they mean by the reading skill, it will be hard to devise instruments of assessing

such an ability (Alderson, 2000). Urquhart (1992) suggests certain band descriptors under

three headings for scales of reading assessment:

Text factors: types of texts (argumentative, discourse etc.), discourse (cause/effect,
reason/effect etc.), text (accessibility — signalling etc.)

Task factors: complexity (shallow/deep etc.), paraphrasing

Reader factors: flexibility (matching task to performance) and independence

(choosing holistic or serialistic etc.)

Brown (2003, p. 189) defines four categories of reading assessment tasks:

Perceptive: This kind of tasks include attending to the features of larger texts such as
letters, words and other graphemic symbols.

Selective: This category requires students to elicit information from a very short
stretch of language: sentences, graphs, brief paragraphs, etc.

Interactive: This involves several paragraphs to one or more pages in which the reader
needs to, in a psycholinguistic way, interact with the written language.

Extensive: This type of reading tasks applies to passages more than one page,
involving academic essays, technical reports, professional articles, and books. The

reader is required to grasp the global understanding of the reading text.
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2.4.3.2. Assessing listening skill

Similar to that of reading skill, listening, as the other receptive skill, is difficult to
observe as it is not reflected as an overt behaviour (Hughes, 2003, p. 136; Brown, 2003). If
you do not have recorded oral language, there cannot be permanent visible product for
speaking output since all those utterances you just heard have disappeared from your
comprehension, and, hopefully, have been converted into meaningful intake in your brain
(Brown, 2003). Hence, every language teacher should be aware that a learner’s oral production
skill —except for monologues, speeches, and so forth — can only be as good as his/her listening
comprehension skill (Brown, 2003). Buck (2001) suggests a two-step procedure in
development of listening tasks. Firstly, the item developers should prepare a list of tasks which
the listeners should be able to perform. Secondly, they should prepare a list of tasks that
replicate those real-life listening tasks in the assessment.

Brown (2003, p. 120) explains four common kinds of listening performance;

1. Intensive: Listening to process linguistic components (phonemes, stress patters, fillers
etc.) of a greater piece of language.

2. Responsive: Listening to a smaller piece of language (a statement, offer, etc.) in order
to develop a likewise short response.

3. Selective: Listening to utterances of specific discourse for a few minutes to receive
particular information. The aim of such processing is to search for designated
information instead of comprehending the main idea of the listening text.

4. Extensive: Processing for grasping a general meaning of oral language. This type of
listening involves a variety of practices ranging from listening to a dialogue to an

academic text which require drawing a comprehensive message or purpose.

The components of listening skill assessment were described by Buck (2001, p.105).

These are;

Knowledge of the sound system,

- Understanding local linguistic meanings,
- Understanding full linguistic meanings,
- Understanding inferred meanings,

- Communicative listening ability.
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2.4.3.3. Assessing writing skill

Designing a writing assessment task requires defining the target performance in testing
for a particular purpose (Weigle, 2002). Having a subjective nature, assessing writing skill of
language learners require classroom teachers to score learners’ written production as reliable
as possible. It is stated that the longer of a learner’s written product in an assessment
instrument, the more reliable the test is possibly to be, and thus, the more confidently the
assessors can generalise the language performance of test takers on the assessment tasks (Weir,
2005).

According to Brown (2003, p. 220), written performance consists of four categories:

1. Imitative: This category involves the ability to perceive the spelling of words and
comprehend phoneme-grapheme correspondences in the target language spelling
system.

2. Intensive: These tasks require test takers to produce appropriate vocabulary using
correct grammatical features at sentence level.

3. Responsive: Learners are supposed to perform linking statements into a paragraph
while developing a logically meaningful two or more paragraph length texts.

4. Extensive: This type of writing tasks involves all the three processes requiring creation

of a text with the length of an essay, a research article, or even a dissertation.

According to McNamara (1996) there are certain factors of assessment for writing
skill (Figure 1). The utilisation of detailed grading scales and providing the raters with training
to use these rating scales based on established criteria and practices have recently become the
essential elements in developing a consistent approach to scoring written performance
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). When a learner’s score changes depending on the rater, the
dilemma arises regarding whether it is the assessor’s own personal attitude that influence the

score, instead of the product of the learner (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006).
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Figure 1. Components of writing assessment (adapted from McNamara, 1996, p. 9)

2.4.3.4. Assessing speaking skill

Similar to assessing writing skill, the efficiency and validity of speaking assessment
is quite related to the assessment ability of the assessor. As a productive skill, while speaking
can directly and empirically be observed, these observations invariably range depending on
the correctness and efficiency of a learner’s listening skill, which inevitably compromises the
quality and reliability of a speaking performance assessment (Brown, 2003). Also, the test
takers performance will differ if he/she has enough time to prepare as opposed to speaking
spontaneously. In such a case, it is likely to differentiate between short and long turns (Weir,
2005). However, the language assessors are now more aware that discourse is co-constructed,
and thus, the product of a language learner is partly dependent on the language performance
of the interlocutor (Fulcher & Davidson, 2006). Thus, the role of interlocutor has gained a

place in the literature of language assessment in the recent years.
Brown (2003, p. 142) defines five types of oral production;

1. Imitative: Thisis a completely phonetic level of speaking performance which involves
a simply parrot back the utterance (imitation).
2. Intensive: This includes the production of short utterances of spoken language to

demonstrate ability in a limited bad of grammatical, lexical or phonological features.
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3. Responsive: These types of tasks include interaction at a limited level of short
dialogues, greetings, basic requests and so forth.

4. Interactive: Interactive speaking tasks include longer and more complex interaction
than responsive tasks.

5. Extensive (monologue): Extensive speaking tasks involve oral presentations,
speeches, and story-telling, which provide highly limited opportunities for interaction

between the listeners and the speaker.

Purpose of
assessment

Quality Planning &
Assurance | develop-
work ment
Rater(s) : : : -
System
i development
Tasks
Performance(s) Criteria
(+ criteria) Instructions
Examinee(s) Interlocutor(s)
Administration /
performance

Figure 2. Stages, practices and products of speaking assessment (adapted from Luoma, 2004,
p. 6)

In Figure 2, Luoma (2004, p. 6) illustrated the cycle of speaking assessment with the
help of some images and terms. The connection between the related bodies is shown with
arrows. On the left side, the task development phase is indicated as a factory in which ‘quality
assurance’ is also shown as an important part of assessment task development. In
rating/evaluation and administration/performance areas, triangles were used and related
aspects were written around the corners of the triangle. Also, the human figures represent the

impact of all related people within the process.
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2.5. Language Assessment in Turkey

In Turkish context, language assessment tasks are prepared and administered by the
classroom teachers at all public schools at primary, secondary and high school levels.
However, in many private schools there has been an assessment office in charge of the
preparation of summative assessment tools. Formative assessments are by nature designed and
applied by the classroom language teachers. Similar to those, in higher education institutions,
especially at preparatory schools which provide English courses for university students in
order to prepare them English-medium majors, mostly assessment offices prepare the language
tests including both summative and formative ones to provide standardisation along the
different classes.

Before 90s, there was not a special course for providing undergraduate students of
ELT departments with language assessment theory and practices. The candidate teachers were
provided information about different assessment tasks but they were not trained on how they
would develop and conduct those in their future classroom environments. Since the process of
reconstruction of Faculties of Education in Turkey (1998), the universities have provided
language testing and assessment courses to English teacher trainees. For this reason, many
Turkish teachers of English face challenges while designing their assessment instruments for
their classrooms; thus, they mostly prefer ready-made assessment tasks developed by other

assessors or educators or use the test tasks provided with the course books.

2.5.1. Studies on language assessment in Turkey

The assessment methods and procedures followed in Turkish educational system have
recently been reflected via an OECD report. According to the report of OECD (2019), while
central regulations related to testing and assessment practices reflect the objectives of the
curriculum, Turkish teachers tend to limit their classroom assessment processes with mainly
multiple-choice tasks which are easy to construct and evaluate. It was also reported that these
multiple-choice tests basically focus on subject areas and knowledge which are assessed in the
central exams while other areas are given less importance as they are not examined in the high-
stake central examinations. However, the ministry is continuously designing resources that are
related to more complex assessment methods. On the other hand, this report reviewed all the

subjects as well as English language so the results of it should be evaluated generally.



29

The studies in literature provided more specific data and findings related to the
practices of Turkish EFL teachers in terms of their classroom language assessment practices.
0z (2014) conducted a study with 120 Turkish EFL teachers to collect data on their language
assessment practices. The findings of the study revealed that most Turkish EFL teachers prefer
conventional methods for assessment, mainly formal or summative assessment, rather than
formative assessment procedures such as peer assessment and self-assessment tools.
Moreover, in line with Oz’s (2014) research, the teachers in Oz and Atay’s (2017) study stated
that they rarely benefitted from peer assessment and self-assessment methods. A study by
Biiyiikkarci (2014) also indicated that English teachers in primary schools in Turkey have
positive attitudes toward formative assessment practices; however, they reported that they
cannot use these practices in their own classes usually and effectively. Some of the derived
causes of this issue are heavy work load of the teachers and their overcrowded classroom.
Semiz and Odabas’s study (2016) confirms that EFL instructors reported that they were less
familiar with formative assessment instruments such as self/peer assessment and portfolio;
however, they also stated that they merely need basic level of training in the areas that they
are not familiar with. As can be concluded from the studies, there seems to be a gap between
the attitudes and beliefs of the EFL teachers in Turkey and their actual classroom assessment

practices and self-reported needs.

The studies conducted to investigate the classroom measurement practices of Turkish
EFL teachers revealed reflections of the competency and attitudes of these teachers to
language assessment. Oz and Atay’s study (2017) demonstrated that EFL teachers in Turkey
preferred mostly pair work and speaking focused activities to assess their students’
performance. Hence, the results showed that the English teachers were aware of the
importance of oral productive skills but the findings also showed that the other three main
skills of language use needed to be considered while designing assessment tools. Sarigoban
(2011) investigated the practices of English teachers at a state high school in Ankara, Turkey
and found out the improvement of Turkish EFL teachers’ assessment instruments regarding
face validity, spelling, instruction, timing, contextualisation, scoring, legibility and reliability.
Nevertheless, naming sections, washback and content and construct validity were found to be

the areas that need further improvement.

The assessment course given to pre-service English language teacher candidates in
Turkey is not sufficient to acquire enough knowledge and skills in foreign language
assessment (Hatipoglu, 2010). Since ELT students are not provided with all the required

theoretical conceptions, key terminologies and practical reflections of these in actual
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assessment instruments, they could not construct their assessment tools and evaluate their
results properly. Moreover, Yastibas and Takkag¢ (2018) highlighted that in-service EFL
teachers believed that they developed their language assessment knowledge and skills through
work experience. However, while the teachers who graduated from ELT departments were
satisfied with their assessment competency, the teachers graduating from non-ELT

departments reported that they needed training in the area.

2.6. EFL Instructors' Language Assessment Knowledge

There, possibly, are plenty of contributing elements to create an effective learning
atmosphere; among which educator’s knowledge is probably the main element (Mellati &
Khademi, 2018). “Assessment literacy” term was uttered by Richard Stiggins (1991) for the
first time in assessment literature. Stiggins proposes that teachers who are assessment-literate
are aware of the target content of the assessment, the purposes of the test, the procedures to
follow while assessing, the potential problems with the assessment tool, and the pre-cautions
to take before facing such problems. Boyles, also, defines ‘assessment knowledge’ as ‘an
understanding of the principles and practices of testing and assessment’ (2005, p.18).
However, Newfields (2006) defines assessment literacy differently according to the parties
who are a part of the assessment process. In his perspective, for test takers, it is the knowledge
of how to be successful on tests. For classroom educators, it is more about grading students
correctly and fairly. And lastly for assessment developers, it includes all their practices within

the scope of testing and assessment.

The goal and content of an assessment instrument is likely, to some extent, to
determine who makes the best test developers (Alderson, et al. 1995). According to Popham
(2004), being assessment literate is so crucial that it is considered as a “professional suicide”
for educational professionals to neglect the place of it in learning environments. Xu and Brown
(2016) suggested a process-oriented framework in which they describe a hierarchical model

for literacy in assessment including six components of it:

Knowledge base

Assessment conceptions

Institutional and socio-cultural awareness
Assessment literacy in practice

Teacher learning
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Development of teacher identity as assessor
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Stiggins (1995) also suggested some guiding principles for educators to follow to
develop their knowledge and awareness in the field of assessment. According to these

principles, educators are to:

e Start conducting their assessment practices with a clear aim,
e Concentrate on achievement goals,

e Choose effective assessment methods,

o Effectively sample successful learner performance,

e Avoid bias and distortion.

Teachers with assessment literacy are knowledgeable about the way to assess the
learning processes (Beziat & Coleman, 2015). In line with this, the quality and effectiveness
of test items relies directly on the competency and expertise of the test writers (Haladyna,
2004). In other words, the educators who are literate in assessment — be they classroom
teachers, school principals, course content developers, or superintendents — should be
equipped with any assessment knowledge about what skills or elements of language they are
assessing, why they are assessing those, how those are to be assessed to measure the
achievement, how to produce samples of target outcomes, what might emerge incidentally,
and what procedures to follow to prevent those unexpected problems before they appear
(Stiggins, 1995). That is, in order to develop appropriate and effective instructional
assessment, language teachers must be knowledgeable regarding the fundamental concepts of
language assessment and how, potentially, those can inform the development of testing and

assessment tasks and instructional decisions related to their implementations (Rogier, 2014).

Another term that has recently appeared in the field of language instruction is
‘language assessment literacy’. In general terms, language assessment literacy involves
knowledge, competencies, and fundamental principles in assessment of linguistic
performances (Fulcher, 2012). Giraldo (2017, p. 187) points out a framework describing
‘language assessment literacy’ and under the heading of ‘knowledge’ he lists the concepts of
‘awareness of applied linguistics, awareness of theory and concepts, awareness of own
language assessment context.” (Figure 3). Thus, language testing knowledge might be
conceptualised as a construct which is based on theoretical principles of both language
teaching and language assessment, is modified by socio-cultural elements, and is shaped by
peoples’ considerations about language instruction and assessment (Xu, 2015). Having
assessment knowledge (or literacy), hence, means having the competency and skills to develop

and respond to critical queries about the aim of assessment, about the appropriateness of the
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assessment tool to be used, about assessment setting, and about the evaluation of the learners’

performance based on the assessment results (Inbar-Lourie, 2008).

Awareness of applied linguistics
Awareness of theory and concepts
Awareness of own language
assessment context

A

Knowledge
Language
Assessment
Literacy
SkiV Principles
Instructional skills
Design skills for language Awareness of and actions towards
assessments critical issues in language assessment

Skills in educational measurement
(advanced skills not always needed)

Technological skills

Figure 3. Language assessment literacy dimensions (adapted from Giraldo, 2017, p.187)

Effective language assessment practices in a learning setting, as mentioned earlier,
play a crucial role in ensuring learners are achieving the curricular goals of the learning
program (Beziat & Coleman, 2015). As a crucial guide for test developers, it is suggested that
any instruction must involve three components: (1) The aims define the goals of learning
context- the ‘why’. (2) The procedures describe the ways of achieving these goals- the ‘how’.
And instructional activities are what really happens in the educational atmosphere — the ‘what’
(Jabbarifar, 2009; Inbar-Lourie, 2008). If teachers are willing to take the ownership of their
learners and the assessment practices applied to assess learning and improvement, they are
expected to be literate in assessment (Beziat & Coleman, 2015). Thus, to develop knowledge
in assessment, all language educators need a repertoire which involves necessary assessment
skills and strategies which will help them to interpret assessment scores, analyse the meaning
of them, respond to indications of the results, and implement them in instruction and in
curriculum evaluation (Boyles, 2005). Language teachers must always be motivated to be as
critical of the tests that they develop as they are of the tests that are developed by external

sources. Since, the fact that an assessment instrument is created by and for a particular course
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curriculum does not essentially make it a quality instrument. Thus, measurement of assessment
quality must be an integrated process of any assessment construction practice (Brown, 1996).

However, Taylor (2009, p.24) pinpoints a crucial problem with these words;

We might even speculate that the language testing community’s
preoccupation with technical and measurement qualities in testing from the
1960s to 1980s, followed in turn by a similarly inward-looking focus on
developing its own professional ethic during the 1990s, means that it has
singularly failed to encourage wider public understanding of assessment
principles and practices, that is, it has neglected to engage in the critical task

of developing assessment literacy.

Educators who are less trained and less skilled in designing authentic assessment tasks
consider these as more challenging to design than typical pen-and-paper assessments.
Furthermore, assessment practices of language teachers are usually not in parallel with their
educational objectives and tend to require low levels of mental processing (Levy-Vered &
Alhija, 2015). From another perspective, the common existence of training courses for
language assessment reveals that developing skills and knowledge in assessment of language
skills necessitates certain additional competencies (Inbar-Lourie, 2008). Thus, Alkharusi,
Kazem and Al-Musawai (2011) recommends that the instructional assessment training course
be provided when teacher candidates are taking instructional practicum during the university
education so that they have chances to get feedback regarding their assessment practices in an

instructional context.

Kubiszyn and Borich (1996) also suggested that within plenty of other significant
assessment concepts, being aware of the kind of assessment required related to the aim of the
assessment, identification of goals of the course program, knowledge about essay-test
development, validity, reliability, fundamental assessment task statistics, and the conclusions
regarding the assignment of scores or grades as an output of instruction and educational
measurement are essential issues classroom educators should address (Daniel & King, 2010).
To illustrate, for achievement assessments, it is obviously important that the test developers
are knowledgeable about what it is realistic and logical to expect learners have actually
improved through the course curriculum. Thus, it is possible that good item developers will
be the teachers who are experienced of similar learners or related subject areas, who are
professionally qualified in the particular setting where the assessment instrument is being
constructed (Alderson, et al. 1995). Similarly, Haladyna (2004) proposed that item developers

must be experts in the subject matter, preferably in a particular area for which these item
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writers will be developing test items. Since, these subject-matter experts will be writing test
items, they will be in need of documenting each test item’s authenticity of content and justify
that there exists one and only one correct answer. In addition, they will also act as expert

reviewers of their colleagues’ test items.

Considering the fact that a test item involves a method of deriving behaviour or
linguistic performance, together with a systematic process whereby that particular behaviour
or language performance can be judged (Alderson, et al. 1995), the qualified and skilled item
developer must also have a penetrating grasp of how test takers respond to test tasks, involving
an understanding of how a certain test item might be mentally processed by different test takers
(Osterlind, 2002). Knowing about development of test items will help teachers in being more
and better informed and, thus, they will tend to make more reasonable decisions, either as test
constructors, as examinees, or as the users of test results (Osterlind, 2002). Hence, by knowing
the purpose, definition, and characteristic features of assessment tasks and items, teachers will
reach a great amount of information about a specific test item, its development, function, and
probable appropriateness. To conclude, informed and skilled test-item constructors are more
likely to design better assessment tasks (Osterlind, 2002).

Popham (2010) proposed that one of the most crucial issues regarding modern
teaching profession is that the teachers’ knowledge of assessment is quite limited.
Stakeholders are affected by language assessments, therefore; having knowledge in language
assessment is more essential for them, as lack of assessment knowledge brings about
inaccurate assessment practices and as a result the purposes of those assessment practices
could not be met. As a consequence, it is an obvious necessity for language teachers to acquire
language assessment literacy to avoid critical results of them for both teachers and learners
(Bayat & Razaei, 2015). Since, the consequences of assessment are not limited to students
only, yet impact the classroom teachers and other stakeholders, too (Zolfaghari & Ahmadi,
2016).

The understanding of the different theoretical concepts and practices of summative
and formative testing and assessment results is a challenge for a certain number of classroom
teachers. Within the scope of a study conducted in the UK by Davies and Taras (2018), it was
revealed that there was mostly a good understanding of practical and theoretical concepts of
summative assessment within all higher education instructors. However, there was little
concordance within the lecturers in terms of understanding the aspects of formative
assessment. Similarly, in another study in Canada, DeLuca and Klinger (2010) assessed 288

pre-service teachers’ levels of confidence in assessment theory and practices. The findings
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revealed that there is a certain need for instruction in assessment because they are not as
confident in formative assessment as they are in summative assessment. In addition to these,
similar situations may be observed in higher education institutions. The research with
academicians including six semi-structured interviews and an examination of assessments
conducted by them provided the data and findings suggest that while lecturers have an
understanding about summative assessment, they have a low level of awareness of the
development and administration of well-prepared formative assessment (Lees & Anderson,
2015).

2.6.1. Studies conducted on EFL teachers’ language assessment knowledge

Teachers are generally so pre-occupied with designing classroom activities that they
fail to develop a toolbox of comprehensive perspectives of the sequence of the learning the
target language from educational objectives to practices to assessment (Jabbarifar, 2009).
Research in education has confirmed that most classroom teachers are not professionally
prepared to and effective in integrating assessment into their everyday teaching practice
(Pastore & Andrade, 2019). Likewise, foreign language educators and school administrators
require the necessary tools for interpreting and reflecting on test results to be able to make
informed instructional decisions related to their classroom practices and curriculum
development (Boyles, 2005). Thus, the place of building knowledge in assessment field has

gained an increasing importance within the research scope of English language teaching.

Educators spend almost twenty-five to thirty per cent of their professional time dealing
with the work related to assessment even without the necessary training required to conduct it
effectively (Stiggins, 2014). While it is crucial for foreign language teachers to know various
procedures and tools of assessing learners, plenty of the EFL educators stick to methods of
language assessment used in earlier times (Ashraf & Zolfaghari, 2018). However, as Beziat
and Coleman (2015) state better equipping teacher candidates for assessment in their
classroom will in turn lead classroom teachers to measure learners’ proficiency and develop
learner success. Unfortunately, while many of today’s foreign language educators graduate
from their programs of teacher training, there is not any requirement for them to learn anything
about assessment in language teaching (Popham, 2009). As a result of this, in recent years, a
growing number of programs under professional development practices have provided input
for assessment literacy for educators and/or school managers, and certain researchers and those
programs have specified the required domains of content in which participants are in need of
developing their assessment knowledge and skills (Ashraf & Zolfaghari, 2018). McNamara

(2006) advocates an education program which involves a critical examination of assessment
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and social results of it, whether those influences concern the instructional area (admission to
colleges, acquiring a degree from schools etc.) or society at large (citizenship, immigration,
employment etc.). Language assessors also need to develop comprehension of the opposing
and usually contradicting forces that play a role between the assessment environments and
testing cultures (Inbar-Lourie, 2008). To sum, language teachers are involved in various
assessment practices and dealing with those require them to be knowledgeable and effective

in assessing learners’ language performance in their classroom atmospheres.

The research shows that teachers lack classroom assessment knowledge and skills.
Tsagari and Vogt (2017) conducted a study which indicated that most language teachers from
seven different countries in Europe reported that they used mostly traditional methods of
assessment and they needed to receive training in language assessment. In Allal’s (2013) study
with 10 sixth grade teachers, many teachers showed a tendency to build their judgement
methodically by collection of information while some started with first impression, based on
their evaluation of student’s work, which they encountered with several different types of
evidence. However, the teachers participated in another study did not have a similar level of
competency in assessment. In Lan and Fan (2019)’s survey-based research with 344 EFL
teachers, it was found that the teachers studied were only at a functional level in terms of their
knowledge in classroom assessment. They stated they need to receive more training to develop
themselves procedurally and conceptually in language assessment. In a similar study (Baziat
& Coleman, 2015) it was found that early childhood and primary/elementary school student
teachers are in need of a greater focus on developing assessment literacy. Similarly, in Daniel
and King’s (2010) study with ninety-five elementary and secondary teachers, it was revealed
that the assessment knowledge bases of the teachers for their classroom assessment were

inadequate.

Teachers with a better understanding in assessment are likely to become more aware
of the needs of their learners and their instructional practices in the classroom. The findings of
Ashraf and Zolfaghari’s (2018) study revealed the existence of a positive link between English
teachers’ language assessment knowledge and their practices related to reflective teaching. In
other words, when language educators’ knowledge in assessment increases, their reflection on

their teaching practices increases, too (Ashraf & Zolfaghari, 2018).

The research reveals that language assessors and teachers also struggle with the
content domain of language testing and assessment. Baker’s (2016) research including the
collaboration of admission officers and assessment professionals at higher education

institutions provided various perspectives into the language assessment knowledge which was
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needed for these related users and the probability of conceptualising language assessment
literacy (LAL) for the users of these assessment results as a concept of competence in
professional workplace. In parallel with this study, Pill and Harding (2013) investigated kinds
of misconceptions related to language assessment within the discourse of authorities who
make policies and other related parties during their negotiations about assessment of language
proficiency. The findings revealed that there is a certain need for the language assessment
communication to have an existence as a field of expertise. In order to present transparent
assessment practices to the all parties (e.g. test takers, administrations, policy makers) affected
by the assessment procedures and decisions, language test developers need to improve their

assessment skills and understanding of related conceptions.

The research has found certain differences between language and non-language
teachers’ knowledge and practices in assessment. In Jeong’s study (2013), it was revealed that
language assessors spend significantly more of their time on theory of language assessment
while non-language assessors spend more time on assessment in their classroom and test
accommodations. When English teachers were compared with other subject matter teachers
(in Zolfaghari & Ahmadi, 2016), they were found to be more likely to benefit from continuous
(formative) assessment on its own while other teachers prefer a combination of both

continuous and final (summative) assessment.

Studies carried out for the measurement of EFL educators’ comprehension in
productive skills’ assessment show that their competency in the area is quite limited. Recent
studies have found that language teachers’ knowledge of language assessment makes a
difference while they assess written performance of their students (Crusana, Plakansbh &
Gebrilca, 2016; Lam, 2019; Mellani & Khademi, 2018). Lam (2019) carried out a study with
66 secondary school English teachers and found that most of them have merely basic
understanding of writing assessment concepts and practices even though they already were in
possession of work experience and proper academic backgrounds. However, teachers’ having
assessment knowledge is likely to make a difference for those teacher assessors. Mellati and
Khademi (2018) investigated assessment knowledge of EFL teachers and its influence on their
present assessment practices and students’ writing outcomes. According to the results of the
study, English teachers’ language assessment knowledge has a statistically significant
influence on students’ writing performance and educators’ awareness in language assessment
leads instructional contexts into more efficient assessment design. In Crusana, Plakansb and
Gebrilca (2016), the results indicated that linguistic background and experience of teachers

make a difference in teachers’ writing assessment knowledge and practices. However, the
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studies conducted to measure teachers’ assessment knowledge for speaking are more limited.
Tajeddin, Alemi and Yasaei (2018) conducted a study in order to investigate assessment
knowledge of novice and experienced EFL teachers in assessing speaking and found that both
group of teachers need to raise their awareness in their current knowledge of speaking
assessment. Firoozi, Razavipour and Ahmadi (2019) conducted a study in Iran and their results
also showed that EFL teachers are in need of training on assessing speaking and writing skills.
Particularly, they need to gain knowledge in development of assessment scales for speaking

as well as writing.

As for the research conducted to assess EFL teachers’ assessment knowledge in
reading and listening assessment, there are only few studies encountered (Marin, 2009;
Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydin, 2018a). Similar to the findings in teachers’ assessment practices of
productive skills, teachers’ assessment repertoire is not adequate in measuring receptive skills.
Marin’s study (2009) revealed that teachers have a tendency to use quantitative scales to
evaluate students’ reading performance qualitatively. Also, teachers’ lack of knowledge about
methods of alternative assessment and their concerns regarding the justification of their
achievement of instructional objectives were among the findings of the study. Another study
conducted by Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin (2018a) revealed that EFL teachers need more
training to improve their knowledge and skills in construction of instruments for assessing

listening skill.

Several researchers have attempted to develop new instruments to collect data on
language teacher’s current levels of assessment knowledge. Edwards (2017) constructed a
rubric to monitor pre-service and novice science teachers’ summative assessment knowledge.
Hudaya (2017), also, developed a 31-item (involving Likert scale, open-ended and background
questions) based on principles of language assessment. The results revealed that 79 % of the
in-service language teachers felt competent in assessing learners’ performance in their
teaching context. In addition, Farhady and Tavassoli (2018) developed a scale to measure
language assessment knowledge of English language teachers in language assessment. The
results of the research indicated that the majority of the EFL teachers have poor knowledge in
language assessment. However, a problem about the scales is that the tendency of many
instruments was to have a general focus; that is, knowledge of assessment, competencies and
practices were not differentiated in relation to the background of the learner or program levels

such as elementary, secondary or higher education (Looney, Cumming, Kleij & Harris, 2017).
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It has now been demonstrated that language teachers’ need for developing their
competencies in language assessment might be fulfilled with creating opportunities for them
to train themselves in the area. Fulcher (2012) conducted a research project to develop and
pilot a survey instrument assessing EFL teachers’ needs for training on assessment. The results
showed that EFL teachers are generally aware of a range of their assessment needs which are
not provided in existing tools and materials constructed with the aim of improving their
competency in assessment. In another work with teachers from other subject areas, a two-week
in-service training program, was found to have a substantial effect on improving teachers’
understanding and knowledge of certain conceptions and processes in relation to the
assessment of learner academic performance (Mertler, 2009). Teachers pre-test scores (M =
19.57) increased on the post-test (M = 28.29). They kept teacher journals throughout this two-
week course period. Moreover, Gareis and Grant (2015) designed a similar focused course for
teacher candidates to help the participants develop their assessment knowledge. However, it
is probable that one single course in testing and assessment will be inadequate to cover
everything that educators need to know (Mertler, 2004). To conclude, regarding the crucial
role of assessment in classroom teaching, there is obviously a critical necessity for teachers to
receive testing and assessment training during their pre-service education. The teachers who
have not received such training, it is essential that they gain it as quickly as possible in their

teaching environment (McKay, 2006).

2.6.2. Language assessment knowledge studies conducted in Turkish context

The research conducted in Turkish context to gather evidence on assessment
knowledge of teachers is only limited to several studies and only few of them were carried out
specifically with EFL teachers in Turkey. Ogan-Bekiroglu and Suzuk (2014) conducted a
study with pre-service physics teachers to assess their knowledge in theoretical and practical
aspects of assessment. The results of the study revealed that the pre-service physics teachers
own a high level of assessment knowledge of the theory; however, they had difficulty in
internalising and reflecting in their real assessment practices. In EFL context, some evidence
for the assessment knowledge of teachers has been found, too. A study conducted by Yastibas
and Takkag¢ (2018) with English instructors at a Turkish foundation university showed that
language teachers depend mostly on their students’ needs and coursebooks while preparing
their exams. The most significant result of this study is that English instructors who are Turkish

possessed a critical approach to every phase of designing their tests.
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However, most research found that Turkish EFL teachers’ assessment knowledge
were not as high as expected. Mede and Atay (2017) conducted a study with English
instructors at the same context and most of them (M = 60 %) stated that they had limited
training on classroom assessment. As all the assessment instruments are prepared by a
particular office, they pointed out they “had to” use those and assess the production of students
according to the scales prepared the same office. However, the teachers both supported
standard assessment and they also wanted to have more autonomy in their classroom
assessment. In addition, they stated that they do not feel confidence to prepare such tests as
they did not get the training, thus they lack of knowledge about the assessment concepts such
as validity and reliability. Moreover, Turkish EFL teachers did not consider listening as
significant as the other main skills, while they gave the most importance to speaking in their
classroom assessment practices (Kirkgoz, Babanoglu & Agcam, 2017). It was revealed that
the teachers prefer teacher-oriented assessment practices in their classroom; thus, they mostly
evaluate assessment results summatively. The study highlights the need for encouraging the
teachers for embodying various and more appropriate assessment styles in their teaching
environment. However, Oz and Atay (2017) found that almost all teachers who participated in
their study reported that they do not use a score or rubric while evaluating their learners’
classroom performance. This indicates that teachers mostly depend on their personal

judgments while measuring their students’ language performance.

Among the studies comparing teachers’ level of assessment knowledge and years of
experience, Oz and Atay (2017) found that there is not much correlation between assessment
perception and experience of the teachers. Moreover, although the teachers had a certain level
of assessment knowledge, they could not reflect that in their classroom assessment practices.
Biiyiikkarci’s study (2016) also showed that Turkish EFL teachers’ years of work experience
had no effect on their competency in assessment. Also, an interesting finding was that the
teachers with an MA degree in ELT were found to be more knowledgeable in language

assessment than the ones with a PhD or BA only.

The need for teachers to be knowledgeable in assessment has never been more serious
and, regarding current trends in instructional reform, its significance will only continue to
increase in the future (Kahl et al., 2013). Hatipoglu (2015) conducted research with pre-service
teachers in order to identify their needs in terms of assessment training and gathered data for
their perceptions about the content of their language assessment class. The implications of this
study and indicated that the teachers who work in Turkish public schools do not have the basic

training in testing and assessment. Similarly, in another study, Haznedar (2012) found out that
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only 31.8% of English language teachers had taken a course on language assessment in their
undergraduate education. Hence, lack of necessary training results in mismatches between the

theory of assessment and teachers’ actual practices in the classroom.

The number of studies conducted in Turkish context with the aim of assessing EFL
teachers’ knowledge in assessing four main language skills is quite limited. As Koksal (2004)
put forward evidence, there is a gap between teaching and testing of language teachers and,
moreover, teachers tend to assess receptive skills but ignore the written and oral language
production of their learners. In parallel with this research, Han and Kaya (2014), in their study
with 95 Turkish EFL teachers, found that the teachers considered assessing speaking as the
most challenging skill among the assessment of all four main skills. They also reported that
they gave less weighting to listening and writing skills than reading in their assessments.
Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydm (2018a) pointed out that EFL instructors lacked required
knowledge and skills in assessment of all four main skills of language use. Furthermore,

assessment of listening was found to be the most challenging of all four skills.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1.Research Design

In the present study, the mixed-methods approach will be utilised. “A mixed methods
study would involve mixing within a single study; a mixed method program would involve
mixing within a program of research and the mixing might occur across a closely related set
of studies.” (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007, p. 123). With the growing popularity in
the fields of social and human sciences, including the combination of both quantitative and
qualitative methods in its nature, mixed methods approach contributes to the evolution and
development of research methodology, using the strengths of quantitative and qualitative
research designs (Creswell, 2009). Thus, this research design potentially helps the researchers
gain a better insight that he/she would gain from either qualitative or quantitative research on

its own.

Weighting is defined as the priority given to either quantitative or qualitative method
in a specific research study (Creswell, 2009). Weight emerges depending on the research
method that is emphasized first or the extent of implementation of one kind of data or the other
in the research study (Creswell, 2009). In the current study, the collection of quantitative data
is emphasised first and it is followed by the collection of qualitative data.

Mixed-method research involves particular research strategies. Creswell (2003)
identified and argued six kinds of mixed-methods research strategies. One of these strategy
types, sequential explanatory strategy is the nature of the present research study. It is defined
as the gathering and analysing quantitative data in an initial phase of research design and the
gathering and analysing qualitative data in the following phase that builds up the findings of
the quantitative results in the first phase (Creswell, 2009). Thus, the collection of data in the

qualitative phase helps the research interpret the results of the quantitative data (Figure 4).

Sequential Explanatory Design (a)

QUAN » | qual
QUAN QUAN qual qual Interpretation of
Data > Data » Data < Data Entire Analysis
Collection Analysis Collection Analysis s

Figure 4. Sequential explanatory design (adapted from Creswell, 2009)
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In this study, the data on language assessment knowledge of participants will be
collected in a sequential explanatory design. It is expected that the data gathered via qualitative
research will lead a more appropriate interpretation of data collected via quantitative research
in the first phase. Thus, it is assumed that, having a mixed-method sequential explanatory
design, the findings of the current study will build on the present research on EFL instructors’

knowledge of language assessment.

3.2.Research Sites and Participant Selection

The research was conducted at school of foreign languages (SFLs) (preparatory
school) at four universities in Turkey. The researcher assigned letters A, B, C and D to these
universities in order for confidentiality. In SFLs in university A, there were 1512 students and
53 instructors work there as full time EFL educators. There were 3143 students in SFLs and
125 full-time EFL instructors work in university B. In university C, 1351 students studied at
SFLs and 48 EFL instructors work there. Lastly, 137 EFL instructors teach and approximately
2000 students study at SFLs in university D. The data given above were retrieved from the
official websites of the related universities (on 9.4.2020). The students generally receive
English instruction from 20 to 25 class hours in a week in these institutions. The assessment
materials are generally developed and administered by an assessment unit. The EFL instructors
for these units are generally selected based on their interest, experience and education in
assessment. However, when necessary any EFL instructor could be expected to prepare
assessment instruments and become an active member of the assessment unit even if they do
not have any experience and interest in language assessment. On the other hand, whether they
prepare tests or not, generally all the EFL instructors take active roles in test administration,

classroom assessment, test marking and evaluation processes.

In Turkey, university students who are not proficient enough in English need to study
English preparatory school program for one year so that they can follow their lectures and use
English effectively to meet the objectives of their courses in their major. In school of foreign
languages (or preparatory schools), EFL learners are provided with general and academic
English skills in order to prepare them for the upcoming courses provided in English language.
The content of the preparatory school programmes is quite intense and learners are exposed to
English around 20 hours per week in classroom settings. Learners mostly take a placement test
at the beginning of the academic year and they complete the education with a certain level of
English. The levels and course objectives are generally defined according to CEFR (Common
European Framework). Thus, language assessment tasks are required to be prepared

professionally and the results are to be interpreted correctly.
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In the present research, convenience sampling was utilised while determining the
participants of the study. “A convenience sample is a group of individuals who (conveniently)
are available for study” (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2012, p. 99). The target population of the
study is the EFL instructors that work as regular academic staff in SFLs (or preparatory
schools) in four state universities in Turkey. The state universities at which the participants
work were selected according to their conveniently availability. The four state universities at

which the study was conducted are all in western part of Turkey.

114 EFL instructors participated in the quantitative phase of the study. The
demographic information about the participants is given in table 1. 83 of the participants were
female. There were 7 international EFL instructors, two of whom were from the USA and each
of the others were from Russia, Romania, Ukraine, Belarus and Egypt. Most of the participants
were above 30. Moreover, a majority of the participants had an MA or PhD degree. As for the
BA programs, almost half of the participants were graduates of an English Language Teaching
(ELT) program. The rest of the participants generally graduated from an English Language
and Literature (ELL), American Culture and Literature or Translation and Interpretation
programs. A half of the participants had experience in language assessment. Also, similarly, a

half of them received some sort of training in assessment in their career before.
Table 1.

Demographic information about the participants

N of participants 114

Gender 83F/31M

Nationality 107 Turkish / 7 Other

Age 22-30 (12) / 31-40 (50) / 41-above (38)
Educational Background BA (46) / MA (56) / PhD (12)

BA Programme ELT (52) / Non-ELT (60)

Experience in Assessment Unit Yes (58) / No (56)

Training in Assessment Yes (56) / No (58)

8 EFL instructors participated in the qualitative phase of the study. The eight EFL

instructors (six female and two male) in the study have been working for several years at
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schools of foreign languages at a state university. Ahmet is pseudonym that was given to the
male participant and the other names were selected and assigned to the female participants by
the researcher. The ages of the participants’ ranged from 30 to 50 years old and their work
experience ranged from 8 to 24 years. Fulya had a BA degree in Translation and Interpretation
program and Ahmet graduated from an ELL program. The rest of the participants graduated
from an ELT program. Except for Oznur, Ali and Yesim, all the other participants had a degree
in an MA program. As for their MA programs, Nermin and Fatih had a master’s degree in
ELT, Fulya completed an MA program in Translation and Interpretation program. Deniz had
her MA degree in Business Administration and Hilal’s MA degree was in Journalism and
Broadcasting. All the EFL instructors, except for Ahmet, had experience in an assessment unit
in their institutions. Likewise, except for Ahmet, all the participants had some training in
language assessment Table 2 shows the details about each EFL instructor who participated in
the qualitative study.

Table 2.

Relevant characteristics of the EFL instructors who participated in the interviews

Theme Oznur Nermin  Ali Fulya Yesim Deniz Fatih Hilal
Year of 24 8 12 9 20 18 14 15
experience
Educational BA MA BA MA BA MA MA MA
background
BA program ELT ELT ELL Translatio ELT ELT ELT ELT
graduated n&
Interpretat
ion
Assessment  Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
unit
experience

Training (in A few Assessme None 3-day A few In-  Pedagogic A few day

language day  ntcourse inservice day service al inservice
assessment) inservi in BA/IMA training  inservice training education
ce program courses

3.3. Instruments

In the first phase of the present study, Language Assessment Knowledge Scale

(LAKS) developed by Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydin (2018b) was used to measure the language
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assessment knowledge of the participants (Appendix 1). LAKS was validated by collecting
the opinions from language teachers and academicians as the experts and a meeting with test
developers was held (Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydin, 2018b). LAKS involved 60 items with four
separate sections including 15 questions related to the assessment of reading, listening, writing
and speaking main skills in each section. The participants were presented with three options —
True, False or Don’t know — next to each item and they were expected to choose the option
that they consider correct based on their background language assessment knowledge. The

reliability of the scale was calculated and it was found reliable (R=.75) (Table 3).
There are four sample items (one from each part of the scale) below:

Simplification of reading texts is avoided. (Item 12)
Any type of listening text is used for note-taking. (Item 18)

Using visuals which guide learners for writing poses a problem. (Item 38)

e o oo

In a speaking exam, production and comprehension are assessed together. (Item
55)

Table 3.
Reliability analysis of the LAKS

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's Alpha Based
Cronbach's Alpha on Standardized Items N of Items
757 ,757 60

In the second phase of the study, three interview questions were developed by the
researcher with the intention to investigate the background and motivation of the 10 high
scorer participants based on their LAKS scores. However, after getting the quantitative results,
the number of the participants was modified. The aim of the second phase was to collect deeper
information about the tools and methods that are used by the high scoring EFL instructors.
Moreover, their suggestions regarding the raising the level of language assessment of EFL
instructors were aimed to be collected. With this aim, 8 high scoring English instructors were
visited in their institutions that they work for and the interviews were recorded with a voice

recorder.
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The first question was related to the participant’s practices which helped them gain
their present language assessment knowledge. The second question was related to the
participants beliefs and their ideas on potential advantages of possessing knowledge and skills
in language assessment in terms professional development of the teachers and students’
learning. The last question included their suggestions for other EFL teachers to raise their

awareness and knowledge in language assessment.

3.4. Data Collection Procedures

In first phase of the data collection process, the researcher applied to the ethics
committee of the Institute of Educational Sciences and got approval for the study. After that,
permission from administration of the study was received from the four state universities. Then
the researcher visited the participants at the universities they work and they were informed
about the purpose and content of the study during face-to-face gatherings. Language
Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS) was distributed to the voluntary EFL instructors and
they filled out the scale on paper. During the administration of the scale, it was made sure that
each participant filled out the scale on his/her own without interacting other colleagues. The
participants were requested to write their names on the scale to be able to reach the high scorers
in the second phase.

In the second phase, three interview questions were constructed with the aim of
collecting data on the participants language assessment practices, beliefs and suggestions
related to language assessment. 8 participants were selected based on their scores on the LAKS
and the threshold score was defined as 42 correct answers out of 60 questions, with the rate of
70 per cent success. All 8 participants participated in the study voluntarily. One-to-one
interviews with 8 high scoring participants were held in their institutions. All the interviewees
were asked three main questions and when necessary the researcher asked related follow-up
questions to lead the interviews into the appropriate context. The interviews were recorded

with voice recorders and the typescripts were created by listening to the audio recordings.

3.5. Data Analysis
3.5.1. Quantitative research analysis

During data analysis process of the quantitative research section, the data collected via
LAKS were transferred from the paper to the SPSS 22. The reliability of the scale was
measured with reliability analysis and found as .75. The data collected from LAKS were
analysed using descriptive statistics in the first phase to be able to describe the general and

skill-based LAK of EFL instructors. Moreover, the scores were compared and analysed across
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different language skills and the high scoring participants were selected based on the total
scores of the participants on the scale. To analyse the impact of gender and assessment unit
experience, two-way ANOVA test was conducted. In addition, the existence of correlation
between the participants’ total scores and their year of work experience was analysed via

Pearson correlation analysis.

3.5.2. Qualitative research analysis

In the analysis of the qualitative part, the tapescripts of the interviews with 8 high
performers were analysed through transcribing and coding. The process of coding involves
organising the textual data into chunks of text before deriving meaning from information
(Rossman & Rallis, 1998). In this way, a coherent description of the findings of the qualitative
part was made. To increase reliability, another researcher also analysed the data and the results
were compared. The steps of textual data analysis suggested by Creswell (2009) were
followed.

- Step 1. The data were prepared and organised. (This step involves transcribing the
semi-structured interviews and arranging them according to the participants and their
answers given to each question.)

- Step 2. All the data were read to get the general sense and understand the overall
meaning.

- Step 3. The coding process began for a detailed analysis.

Three questions were directed to the participants who are highly knowledgeable in
language assessment, based on LAKS results. The semi-structured interview questions are

presented below:

1. Can you explain how you acquired your current knowledge in language testing and
assessment?

2. What do you think is the best method or tool for EFL instructors to improve their
awareness and knowledge in language assessment? Why?

3. What do you think are the possible advantages of having knowledge in language

assessment to you as an EFL instructor?

Quantitative results were presented through tables and qualitative data were organised

under subheadings Language Assessment Practices, Beliefs and Suggestions. The findings of
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the study were presented as descriptive text with quotations from participants. The results were

discussed and suggestions were made for EFL teachers and related institutions.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The aim of the present study was to investigate EFL instructors’ current language
assessment knowledge level. It was also aimed to collect deeper information about the
practices and suggestions of the EFL instructors who are highly knowledgeable in language
assessment. The current study yielded certain significant results in relation to Turkish EFL
instructors’ language assessment knowledge levels. 114 EFL instructors participated in the
study. Each participant answered the questions in the Language Assessment Knowledge Scale
(LAKS) (Appendix-1) individually. Since there was only one correct answer in the scale, 1
point was assigned to each correct answer, 0 point for the wrong answer and ‘don’t know’
answers were also analysed separately. The data were analysed using SPSS 22 statistics
program. The descriptive analysis results of total scores acquired from the scale and the scores
acquired from each part related to assessment of one main skill were illustrated. Also, the
findings of two-way ANOVA and Pearson Correlation analysis were described to reveal the
influence of gender, work experience and experience at an assessment unit. Finally, the
qualitative part analysis was made to find out the practices, beliefs and suggestions of the

participants who got high scores from LAKS.

4.1. What is the EFL instructors’ current level of language assessment knowledge

in terms of general and skill-based assessment?

The first research question explores the EFL instructors’ language assessment
knowledge in general and skill-based assessment of language. Table 4 illustrates the mean of

the participants’ total scores that they received from the LAKS.
Table 4
The mean of total scores of the participants

Total Scores

Valid Missing Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum

114 0 33,1667 6,28232 14,00 53,00
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Table 4 shows that 114 participants attended the study with no missing data. The
maximum score to be acquired from the scale was 60. According to the analysis of the
participants’ answers to the scale, the mean of the general scores was 33,16 (SD=6,28). The
maximum score received was 53 and the minimum was 14. The findings show that the general

language assessment knowledge of the participants was low.

Current level of language assessment knowledge in terms of skill-based assessment
was also analysed. Scores for four skills were measured based on the correct answers of the
participants. Each sub-section of the scale included 15 items related to the assessment of each

main skill (reading, listening, speaking and writing).
Table 5

The mean of each sub-section of the LAKS

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Reading TOTAL 114 3,00 15,00 10,1316 2,31009
Listening TOTAL 114 1,00 12,00 7,0965 2,36856
Writing TOTAL 114 1,00 13,00 7,4561 2,25436
Sspeaking TOTAL 114 3,00 14,00 8,5175 2,15436
Valid N (listwise) 114

Table 5 shows that the mean of reading assessment section is 10,13, while the
minimum score is 3 and the maximum score is 15. The mean of listening assessment scores is
7,09. The minimum score acquired from this part is 1 and the maximum score is 12. Writing
assessment part scores are quite similar to the listening part. The mean of the scores for writing
assessment is 7,45 and the minimum score is 1 while the maximum score is 13. According to
the results, speaking assessment mean score is 8,51. The minimum score in assessing speaking
is 3 while the highest score is 14. Thus, these findings show that the participants’ performance
in assessment of listening was lower compared to the other three skills. The mean score of the
writing assessment section is only slightly higher than the mean score of listening assessment
section, which was followed by speaking assessment mean score. These results show that the
participants’ knowledge level was low in all these three main skills while this level is only

moderately high in reading assessment.
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The responses of the participants given to each item of the scale were analysed (Table
6). Table 6 shows the number of correct, incorrect and ‘don’t know’ answers. The number of
responses given to each item were presented next to each item and the correct answers were
written in bold letters. The letters in front of the item numbers represent the sub-section of the

scale. The sub-sections were reading, listening, writing and speaking assessment.
Table 6

Descriptive results of the LAKS items (Bold ones refer to the participants with correct

answers)

Assessment of Reading N True False Don’t
Know

R1. Asking learners to summarize the reading text isa 114 97 15 2
way of assessing their reading skills.
R2. When asking several questions about a reading text, 114 50 57 7
all the questions are independent of each other.
R3. Cloze test is used for assessing the main idea of the 114 24 70 20
text.
R4. In a reading exam, using a text learners have 114 33 68 13
encountered before is not a problem.
R5. One reading text is enoughto be included inareading 114 12 86 16
exam.
R6. The language of the questions is simpler than the text 114 83 24 7
itself.
R7. Errors of spelling are penalized while scoring. 114 19 86 9
R8. Taking vocabulary difficulty into consideration is 114 99 12 3
necessary in assessing reading skills.
R9. Including not stated/doesn’t say along with true/false 114 71 23 20
items has advantages over true/false items.
R10. The more items a reading text is followed, the more 114 49 32 33
reliable it becomes.
R11. Using the same words in the correct option asinthe 114 28 71 15
text is not a problem.
R12. Simplification of reading texts is avoided. 114 26 60 28
R13. Reading texts in a reading exam include various 114 105 1 8
genres (essay, article, etc.).
R14. In top-down approach, assessment is on overall 114 76 12 26

comprehension of the reading text.
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R15. Using ungrammatical distractors in multiple choice 114 84 13 17

questions in a reading exam is a problem.

Assessment of Listening N True False Don’t
Know

L16. Using reading texts for listening purposes posesa 114 54 43 17

problem.

L17. Including redundancy (e.g. what | mean to say is 114 20 85 9

that ....) in a listening text poses a problem.

L18. Any type of listening text is used for note-taking. 114 32 72 10

L19. Spelling errors are ignored in scoring the dictation. 114 29 81 4

L20. Errors of grammar or spelling are penalized while 114 50 54 10

scoring.

L21. A listening cloze test is a way of selective listening. 114 71 16 27

L22. Phonemic discrimination tasks (e.g. minimal pairs 114 38 16 60

such as sheep-ship) are examples of integrative testing.

L23. Scoring in note-taking is straightforward. 114 39 35 40

L24. In discrete-point testing, comprehension is at the 114 39 6 69

literal/local level.

L25. Using dictation diagnostically in assessing listening 114 42 33 39

skills does not pose a problem.

L26. Giving learners a transcript of the listening textisa 114 18 79 17

valid way of assessing listening skills

L27. Dictation is a kind of discrete-point testing. 114 44 24 46

L28. Inference questions based on intelligence are 114 68 33 13

avoided in listening tests.

L29. Asking learners to listen to names or numbers is 114 57 36 21

called intensive listening.

L30. In selective listening, learners are expected to look 114 107 2 5

for certain information.

Assessment of Writing N True False Don’t
Know

Wa3L1. Giving two options to learners and asking them to 114 80 22 12

write about one ensure reliable and valid scoring.

W32. Analytic scoring is used to see the strengths and 114 89 4 21

weaknesses of learners.

W33. The parts of a scoring scale and the scores in each 114 31 69 14

part do not change for different levels of learners.

W34. When there is a disagreement between the scores of 114 79 28 7

the two raters, they score the written work again.
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W35. Learners are required to write about at least two 114 22 81 11

tasks in the exam rather than one task.

W36. Giving restrictive prompts/guidelines to learners 114 28 77 9

for the writing task is avoided.

W37. Giving learners an opinion and asking them to 114 89 15 10

discuss it is a valid way of assessing their writing skills.

W38. Using visuals which guide learners for writing 114 11 88 15

poses a problem.

W39. Holistic scoring is used to see whether the learner 114 65 14 35

is proficient or not at the end of the term.

W40. Analytic scoring leads to greater reliability than 114 72 11 31

holistic scoring in writing.

WA41. In controlled writing, learners have the chance to 114 34 60 20

convey new information.

W42, Classroom evaluation of learning in terms of 114 56 26 32

writing is best served through analytic scoring rather than

holistic scoring.

Wi43.Irrelevant ideas are ignored in the assessment of 114 24 75 15

initial stages of a written work in process writing.

W44 Providing a reading text for writing is a way of 114 54 30 30

assessing writing skills.

W45, Mechanical errors (e.g. spelling and punctuation) 114 52 51 11

are dealt with in the assessment of later stages of a written

work.

Assessment of Speaking N True False Don’t
Know

S46. When the interlocutor does not understand the 114 62 47 5

learner, giving that feeling or saying it poses a problem.

S47. Giving learners one task is enough to assess 114 7 103 4

speaking skills.

S48. Interlocutors’ showing interest by verbal and non- 114 25 79 10

verbal signals poses a problem.

S49. When it becomes apparent that the learner cannot 114 45 48 21

reach the criterion level, the task is ended.

S50. Using holistic and analytic scales at the same time 114 37 36 41

poses a problem.

S51. Reading aloud is a technique used to assess speaking 114 24 68 22

skills.

S52. Ininterlocutor-learner interviews, the teacher hasthe 114 82 18 14

chance to adapt the questions being asked.
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S53. In interactive tasks, more than two learners pose a
problem.

S54. The interlocutor gives the score when the learner is
in the exam room.

S55. In a speaking exam, production and comprehension
are assessed together.

S56. Asking learners to repeat a word, phrase or a
sentence is a way of assessing speaking skills.

S57. Discussion among learners is a way of assessing
speaking skills.

S58. A checklist is a means of scoring oral presentations
in in-class assessment.

S59. When the focus is to assess discourse, role plays are
used.

S60. In peer interaction, random matching is avoided.

114

114

114

114

114

114

114

114

40

35

95

26

109

90

84

36

59

74

12

77

12

10

60

15

11

12

20

18

According to table 6, maximum number of participants (109) answered the item 57

(Discussion among learners is a way of assessing speaking skills.) correctly. On the other

hand, minimum number of participants (15) (Giving learners an opinion and asking them to

discuss it is a valid way of assessing their writing skills.) answered the item 37 correctly. The

numbers in bold indicate the correct answers. In total, 25 items were answered either

incorrectly or given the answer ‘don’t know’. These suggest that particular content areas to

which a low number of correct answers were given may require more attention in order to

identify the gaps in the participants language assessment competency. Four items which

received least correct answers are presented below:

- Item 37. Giving learners an opinion and asking them to discuss it is a valid way of

assessing their writing skills. (15 — correct) (Writing assessment)

- Item 22. Phonemic discrimination tasks (e.g. minimal pairs such as sheep-ship) are

examples of integrative testing. (16 — correct) (Listening assessment)

- Item 31. Giving two options to learners and asking them to write about one ensure

reliable and valid scoring. (22 — correct) (Writing assessment)

- Item 35. Learners are required to write about at least two tasks in the exam rather

than one task. (22 — correct) (Writing assessment)
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4.2.Does LAK level change according to gender and assessment unit experience of

EFL instructors?

In this section, the effects of gender and assessment unit experience — whether having
experience in an assessment unit in a preparatory school or not — on LAKS performance were

analysed.

Table 7

The number of female/male participants and participants with/without assessment office

experience

Between-Subjects Factors

N

Gender Female 83

Male 31

Assessment  No 56
Unit

Yes 58

Descriptive statistics were conducted to illustrate the number of male and female
participants and participants with and without assessment unit experience. Table 7 indicates
that there were 83 female and 31 male participants in the study. On the other hand, almost half
of the participants (58) had an experience in an assessment unit in their institution while the

other half of them stated that they had not had an experience in an assessment unit before.
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The mean scores of female/male participants and participants with/without assessment office

experience

Dependent Variable: TOTAL

Gender  Unit Mean Std. Deviation N
Female No 31,3056 6,01341 36
Yes 34,2128 6,26563 47
Total 32,9518 6,28956 83
Male No 31,8000 6,74030 20
Yes 37,2727 3,55221 11
Total 33,7419 6,32965 31
Total No 31,4821 6,22602 56
Yes 34,7931 5,94642 58
Total 33,1667 6,28232 114

According to the results (table 8), male participants’ mean score (M=33,16) is slightly

higher than female participants’ (M=32,95). The mean score of participants who have an

assessment unit experience is 34,79 while the means of the ones who have no experience in

an assessment unit is 31,48. The lowest mean score in this group belongs to female participants

who had not assessment unit experience in their background (31,30). However, male

participants with an assessment unit experience has the highest mean score (37,27). The

statistical significance of these results is illustrated below.
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Table 9
Tests of between-subjects effects

Dependent Variable: TOTAL

Type 111 Partial

Sum of Mean Eta Noncent. Observed
Source Squares df Square F Sig. Squared Parameter Power®
Corrected 398,9402 3 132,980 3,602 ,016 ,089 10,806 ,780

Model

Intercept 95359,128 1  95359,128 2583,054 ,000 ,959 2583,054 1,000

Gender 66,506 1 66,506 1,802 ,182 ,016 1,802 ,265
Unit 369,668 1 369,668 10,013 ,002 ,083 10,013 ,880
Gender * 34,648 1 34,648 ,939 ,335 ,008 ,939 ,160
Unit

Error 4060,893 110 36,917

Total 129863,000 114

Corrected 4459,833 113
Total

a. R Squared = ,089 (Adjusted R Squared =,065)

b. Computed using alpha = ,05

A two-way between-group analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact
of gender and assessment unit experience on LAKS. Participants were divided into two groups
according to assessment unit experience. Levene’s test (.36) indicated homogeneity of
variance. There was a statistically significant main effect for Unit [F (1,112) = 10,01, p=.00].
However, there was not a statistically significant main effect for gender [F (1,112) = 1,80,
p=.18] and interaction [F (1,112) =.94, p=.34). This meant that males and females did not
differ on their LAK. However, there was a difference in scores for participants who had

assessment unit experience and the one who did not have that experience.



59

4.3.1s there a relationship between EFL instructors’ current level of language

assessment knowledge and their year of work experience?

Pearson correlation test was conducted to investigate the correlation between the
participants’ years of work experience and their level of language assessment knowledge
(Table 10).

Table 10
Correlation between years of work experience and mean of scores

Correlations

Experience TOTAL
Experience Pearson Correlation 1 -,043
Sig. (2-tailed) ,648
N 114 114
Total Score Pearson Correlation -,043 1
Sig. (2-tailed) ,648
N 114 114

The results show that there is no statistically significant correlation (p<.05) between
language assessment knowledge level and year of work experience. As the correlation
coefficient is just -.04, it shows us that work experience does not have any value in a predictive
sense on the instructors’ levels of language assessment knowledge. This finding reveals that

these two variables are statistically independent of each other.

4.4. Which practices, suggestions and beliefs of the EFL instructors who are highly

knowledgeable in language assessment possess?

This section reports the findings of a qualitative research study which investigated the
language assessment practices, suggestions and beliefs of EFL instructors who are
knowledgeable in language assessment. The participants were assigned pseudonyms. The
findings from the study are grouped according to the main themes of each interview questions
which include the participants’ practices, beliefs and ideas on possible advantages of language

assessment knowledge. Each group embraces findings related to the theme and all these
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findings were acquired from the tape scripts of the interviews. Taken together, the analysis
results provide suggestions and identify areas for improvement in assessment of language
skills.

4.4.1. Background and language assessment practices

This section involves the practices that EFL instructors did for English language
assessment during their regular classroom instruction or as a group of test developers under
the name of an assessment unit. This part also aims to explore the background of the
participants related to language assessment area.

The analysis of the qualitative data showed that one common idea shared by all the
participants was that it is necessary to have a personal interest in assessment for the
constructions of effective assessment processes. Four participants stated that they like
preparing assessment instruments and developing themselves in this area. The other half of
the participants implied that they have an interest in the area by mentioning their own extra-

curricular assessment practices. Some comments are:

“Most of the time, I read and studied by myself and I was interested in the area.”
(Fatih)

“It is important to like it. Not everyone can do this. Thus, willingness is quite

important. | think this job requires a high level of passion.” (Deniz)

The data indicated that the seven language instructors either took active parts in
assessment units in their background or are still members of this kind of unit now. Meanwhile,
five participants reported that they received feedback from either another test developer or a
more experienced instructor who developed plenty of tests before. Two participants pointed
out that they improved their language assessment knowledge and competency via feedback.

The following comments were made:

“In my first year in the assessment office, I didn’t prepare any tests. I just observed
the other test developers who actively construct test tasks. They were proofreading
each other’s exam tasks and giving feedback to each other. While observing them, |
paid attention to the areas they focus on and how they approach and criticise a test.

During this period, ['ve learnt a lot related to the test development process.
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When | started developing the assessment tasks, we started a new cycle. After the
construction of a test, we were submitting it to our assistant director who was a quite
experienced teacher and worked in the assessment unit for years. | could say that |
learnt a lot from her and gained more experience in time and started to make less

mistakes while preparing my exams.” (Fulya)

“We also worked together with my colleagues in our assessment unit. I think
exchanging ideas and knowledge is an important part of developing your knowledge

in assessment.” (Deniz)

“What I mean by experience is when | was working in the assessment unit some of the
other EFL instructors were more experienced and knowledgeable than us and |

learned a lot from them.” (Hilal)

The data analysis shows that a common practice among the four instructors was the
development of classroom materials that include similar tasks that the students may encounter

in their exams.

“During the first years of my career, I only focused on the parts in the course materials
but when my students received very low grades from the first exam, | figured out that
I needed to change things. Then | started preparing exam-like materials for my
students. | was preparing close-test, paragraph type and other types of items to make
my students familiar with the test tasks.” (Ahmet)

Four participants reported that they gained the skill of developing valid tests by

analysing the content of previous exams. Some of the comments were presented below:

“When we were developing our tests in the office, we were brain-storming and trying
to figure out the principles and key features of various types of questions by analysing
some national and international proficiency exams such as toelf or kpss (Turkish

national exam for testing English proficiency.).” (Oznur)

“From time to time, I analysed the proficiency exams of other universities. | both

looked at our exams on the school website and the ones on other schools’ websites.”

(Ahmet)

From the findings, four participants stated that the course on testing and assessment

of foreign language that they received in their undergraduate program was useful. Two of them
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highlighted the importance of practical content of their assessment course. As for the content

of it, they made the comments below:

“Our language assessment course was very useful in our BA program. Our professor
was very qualified. We worked on sample assessment instruments. For example, we
were trying to find answers to some questions like Does this item assess our target
skill? Or How can we revise and improve it?... We did a lot of practices by critically

analysing the sample good, and fair examples.” (Nermin)

“We received education on assessment during my undergraduate years. In our
assessment course, we focused on areas suc as how a good test is prepared and how

these materials are marked and evaluated. We learned such things then.” (Yesim)

In addition to these, three participants reported they developed their knowledge in
assessment theories and terminologies via courses they received during their undergraduate

education. The comments below were made:

“First of all, I graduated from an ELT department so I learned some aspects of
assessment in those years. ... I mean I learned most of these with the help of my

lecturers and my own efforts while studying.” (Fatih)

“I think there are two aspects of assessment, theoretical and practical aspects. 1
learned the theoretical part of it in a faculty of education in my ELT department years

ago.” (Deniz)

Three of the participants pointed out that the in-service training programs were quite
effective in improving their knowledge in language assessment. The comments below were

made:

“Also, when I started working at a university, I mean when [ started work as an EFL

instructor, we received in-service trainings.” (Yesim)

“During summer period, we received an in-service training. Some of its content was
related to language assessment. We worked on our own exams and it was a question-
answer kind of a training. We examined sample assessment materials and the trainer
informed us about the parts done correctly and the ones that needs to be changed. The

trainer gave us advice about our practices.” (Hilal)
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On the other hand, one of the participants stated that the training she received related
to assessment terminologies and theories was not helpful as she could not improve her

practices after the training. The comments made by the participants was presented below:

“I attended two webinars and that was all. I only learned some terms from them. I did

not take any training on assessment on practical level.” (Fulya)

Three participants highlighted the importance of work experience in developing

knowledge in assessment. The comments below were made:

“In fact, even if you have broad knowledge in assessment theories, we learn a lot in
time by gaining experience. As the student profile changes, you learn what to adjust
in your assessment techniques and methods, as well. And you learn how to do this in

time.” (Deniz)

Two participants reported that they asked themselves certain questions to raise their
own awareness related to their assessment practices. They reported that they tried to find
answers to those questions to be able to make sure that they are on the right track while

assessing their learners. Some comments were presented below:

“I always think about these... What do I want to assess? And How can I assess it?”

(Nermin)

“Especially, is this the right question? Does it assess what I want to assess? Or is
there another way of assessing it more effectively? Can the student answer this

question based his/her world knowledge? ” (Fatih)

To summarise, the results of the qualitative research indicated that the participants
who received high scores from the LAKS possess certain common practices and backgrounds.
First of all, it was found that all the participants possessed a personal interest in language
assessment field. Also, majority of the have experience in an assessment unit and they stated
that receiving feedback during the process of test development has a value. A half of them also
stated that they analyse various types of assessment instruments and construct classroom
materials with the aim of familiarising their learners with the upcoming assessment processes.
Moreover, half of the participants highlighted the place of theoretical and practical knowledge
they gained during their undergraduate teacher education program. Three of the EFL
instructors reported that the in-service training they received after they started working as a
teacher was useful. Furthermore, three participants pointed out that work experience helped

them gain a better understanding in language assessment. Finally, two participants reported
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that they keep themselves aware of their assessment practices by asking themselves certain

guestions.

4.4.2. Beliefs

This question was designed to collect data on assessment literate EFL instructors’
beliefs about the possible advantages of possessing knowledge and related skills in language
assessment. All the participants highlighted the impact of being knowledgeable in assessment

on classroom instruction and learning.

“If you know how to assess and evaluate, it will be easy for you to detect the needs of

your learners.” (Fulya)

“When you have knowledge about assessment, then your classroom tasks reflect what
is tested or vice versa... You can teach learners critical thinking skills as you know

how to direct your learners.” (Ahmet)

“In this case, you can develop classroom materials that really serve the purposes of
the instruction. For example, you ask questions that help your students grasp the

underlying meaning in a piece of text.” (Nermin)

Another perspective shared by the knowledgeable EFL instructors was that
construction of good assessment tasks require expertise. Thus, the common idea was that there
must be assessment experts among the teachers who would develop tests and the other teachers

could only develop basic level assessment skills. Some related comments are:

“I think that every teacher should not prepare test materials. Being a member of an
assessment unit requires expertise. You should be expert and internalise the field and

so that it would be a part of your career.” (Oznur)

Three participants reported that EFL instructors’ awareness should be raised in
relation to their own language assessment knowledge and skills. Thus, they can receive

feedback on the effectiveness of their classroom practices.

“The teacher should be aware of this. Otherwise, s/he may not understand how

successful his/her students were in an exam or how much they have learned.” (Ahmet)
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“Some teachers do not assess the skills of their learners with the appropriate method
and material but they are not aware of it. If they improve their knowledge in the area,

we can prevent such things.” (Fatih

To summarise, the data collected from the interviews showed that the participants
believed the positive influence of language assessment knowledge in language classrooms. It
is considered that the assessment knowledge of the EFL instructors help them to identify the
needs of their learners, guide them more effectively and develop the classroom materials that
serve the purpose of the instruction. Moreover, the participants stated that they considered
assessment is an area of expertise so the assessment instruments should be developed by a
specific group of EFL instructors. Lastly, three participants stated that the teachers need to be

aware of their strengths and weaknesses in language assessment area.

4.4.3. Suggestions

This section aimed to investigate the suggestions and advice of knowledgeable EFL
instructors in language assessment in relation to the methods to be conducted to improve EFL
instructors’ competency and skills in assessing foreign language skills. All the participants
suggested that EFL instructors need to receive training on assessment which involves practical

applications rather than presentation of theoretical conceptions. Some comments are:

“All the teachers need to get training. This is a must. Test development or language

assessment can only be improved by training!” (Oznur)

“The school administration must identify the areas that require improvement in EFL
teachers’ competency and arrange in-Service training sessions on language

assessment.” (Ahmet)

“External teacher trainers could be invited to school or the instructors who have more

experience in test development can organise training.” (Fulya)

The content of the training sessions on language assessment should be organised based
on the needs of the institution and learner profile in the related context. The comments of one

of the participants on the issue is presented below:

“...but when an external trainer is invited, he/she generally cannot provide an
effective session because they don’t know the institutional needs or student profile.
For this reason, I think an EFL instructor experienced in language assessment should

give this kind of a training.” (Fulya)
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Another suggestion made by three participants was that the EFL instructors could take
active roles in the processes of assessment materials development. The participants believe
that competency and skills in language assessment could be improved by preparing the related

instruments. Some comments made were presented below:

“In one way or another, the knowledge and skills in this area can only be developed

by preparing assessment tools.” (Yesim)

“It is difficult to learn this without teaching. It is necessary to prepare the test

materials for your students and evaluate and see results.” (Fatih)

Three participants highlighted the value of collaboration and mentoring systems. They
stated that the teachers who have inadequate knowledge in language assessment could be

trained. Some comments are:

“There could be a program similar to internship. Thus, assessment unit members
could inform the new teachers about the current practices in the institution. Then we

may evaluate the understanding of these teachers.” (Yesim)

In addition to these, three participants highlight the importance of giving and receiving
feedback while constructing assessment instruments. They reported that this is one of the most
effective methods of improving one’s language assessment knowledge and skills. They stated
that they learned with the guidance of the instructors that they received feedback from. The

comments of these participants are below:

“I think this can be developed with pair work. For example, when I start designing an
assessment instrument and struggle during the process, one of colleagues should give
me feedback. | should receive feedback. | think the product is not important here but

the process is.” (Fulya)

Another suggestion given by two participants was that the EFL instructors could read
about the trends and recent research studies in language assessment in literature. In this way,
they believe that the teachers could keep themselves informed and up-to-date. Some comments

of them are:

“On an individual basis, the instructors can read textbooks or articles. They can read

about both theoretical and practical aspects of assessment.” (Fulya)
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“There are numerous resources in literature related to language assessment. Thus,
one should like reading.” (Fatih)

Another suggestion shared by two participants was that the learner scores gained from
each assessment process could be analysed statistically and the findings could be shared with
all the classroom instructors. Also, according to these participants, assessment knowledge and

practices of the teachers should be assessed. Some of the comments are:

“Statistical analysis of assessment results could be made and shared with all the

teachers. We can revise our course program based these findings.” (Hilal)

To sum up, the participants of the semi-structured interviews suggested certain
practices in order to help the EFL instructors and school administrators to improve language
instructors’ knowledge of language assessment. The participants highlighted the significance
of training in assessment of which the content is advised to focus more on practical aspects
rather than theoretical sides of assessment. Also, they stated the importance of feedback
received during the test development processes. Moreover, the EFL instructors should be
informed about the recent trend and developments in assessment field, according to the
participants.
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CHAPTER S

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This mixed study mainly aims to shed light on the present knowledge level of EFL
instructors in language assessment. The study also aims to investigate the impact of gender,
years of experience and assessment unit experience on English language instructors’ language
assessment knowledge. Moreover, the qualitative part of the research aims to find out the
language assessment practices, beliefs and suggestions of the EFL instructors who received
high scores in LAKS. So as to find out these, the participants for the study were selected by
convenience sampling method from four state universities in Turkey. 114 EFL instructors
participated in the quantitative part of the study. They were all visited in their institutions,
informed about the study and requested to participate in the study. 8 high-scoring instructors

participated in the face-to-face semi-structured interviews.

The Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS) developed by Olmezer-Oztiirk
and Aydin (2018b) was adapted and used to measure the language assessment knowledge of
the participants. The scale involved both demographic information questions and 60 true/false
items which include 15 items related to the assessment of each main language skill (reading,
listening, writing and speaking). In addition to ‘true’ and ‘false” options, ‘don’t know’ option
was also presented to distinguish the participants who had incorrect knowledge about a
specific area from the ones who had no idea or knowledge about it. In the second phase of the
study, three interview questions constructed by the researcher were used to collect deeper

information within the scope of the study.

The findings of the quantitative part were analysed by descriptive statistics, two-way
ANOVA and Pearson Correlation tests. In the qualitative part, two researchers analysed the
data through transcribing and coding. The findings were compared and the final results were

discussed.

5.1. Discussion

The main research question of the present study was constructed to find out the
language assessment knowledge level of EFL instructors working at state universities in
Turkey. The next two research questions were designed to find out the impact of gender,
assessment unit experience and year of work experience on language assessment knowledge
of the EFL instructors. Finally, the last research question was designed to investigate the
background practices, beliefs and suggestions of the EFL instructors who gained high scores
in LAKS.
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5.1.1. The language assessment knowledge level of EFL instructors

The findings of the present study revealed general and skill-based assessment
knowledge of English language educators in schools of foreign languages in Turkish higher
education institutions. When the mean of total scores received from the LAKS analysed, it is
clear that EFL instructors who teach at state universities in Turkey lack necessary knowledge
in language testing and assessment. The study confirmed the study conducted by Olmezer-
Oztiirk and Aydin (2018b) regarding insufficient assessment skills and comprehension of
language educators in Turkish higher education context. From the results, it is clear that EFL
instructors are not familiar with certain assessment concepts and they have some incorrect
knowledge regarding the assessment practices. Hence, it is understood that language teachers
are not prepared to and effective in integrating their assessment practices into their everyday
teaching practice (Pastore & Andrade, 2019). In Oz’s (2014) study, which was conducted with
120 Turkish EFL teachers, it was revealed that most EFL teachers in Turkey prefer
conventional methods rather than formative and alternative assessment methods. It could be
concluded that EFL teachers pay inadequate attention to recent concepts and theories in

language assessment field.

It is clear from the findings that EFL teachers are in need of developing their
theoretical knowledge and practical skills in language assessment. Since these educators spend
one fourth of their working time dealing with the work related to assessment without the
necessary knowledge and training, they should learn various procedures (Stiggins, 2014),
concepts and methods of language assessment to be able to conduct their responsibilities well
as a teacher. The results are parallel with many studies conducted in various contexts around
the world (Allal, 2013; Beziat & Coleman, 2015; Daniel & King, 2010; Lan & Fan, 2019;
Tsagari & Vogt, 2017). In a study conducted in a similar context in Turkey, Semiz and Odabas
(2016) found that EFL instructors in Turkey reported that they needed a basic level of training
in the areas which require further improvement. They stated that they were less familiar with
concepts such as formative assessment, self-peer assessment and portfolio. One possible cause
of this inadequacy in assessment knowledge levels of EFL teachers is that only around half of
the EFL instructors who participated in this study possessed experience in an assessment unit.
Hence, they do not construct formal assessment tools for their own learners but a group of
instructors in an assessment unit prepare them. Hence, without taking an active role in test
development process, the competency level of in-service EFL instructors may decrease in

time. On the other hand, novice English instructors may not find an opportunity to put their



70

knowledge they gained in their undergraduate program into practice to reinforce their

assessment skills and practices.

Another possible cause of this assessment knowledge inadequacy of EFL instructors
could be related to the content of language assessment courses that pre-service teachers are
provided during their undergraduate education. Hatipoglu (2010) points out that the
assessment course given to pre-service English language teacher candidates in Turkey is not
sufficient to acquire enough knowledge and skills in foreign language assessment. Thus, many
English teachers may graduate their teacher education programs without equipping themselves
with the necessary competencies and skills needed for designing appropriate assessment tools
based on the requirements of their course objectives and their learners’ needs. In addition,
according to Yastibas (2018), while English teachers who graduated ELT departments were
satisfied with their level of assessment knowledge, the teachers who graduated from non-ELT
departments reported that they needed training in the area. Hence, the English teachers who
graduated a non-ELT department may be in need of a different training program in which they

could reach content related to fundamentals of language assessment area.

The item-based analysis of the LAKS results also indicate that many language teachers
have incorrect knowledge about certain assessment concepts or procedures as they selected
the wrong option instead of choosing ‘don’t know’ option. In addition to gaining competency
in educational assessment, the instructors should also raise their awareness in assessment of
main skills and various sub-skills of language learning. According to the results of the present
study, the EFL instructors struggle most in assessment of listening (mean=7,09) and it is
followed by assessment of writing skills (mean=7,45). Thus, these findings are consistent with
research showing that EFL teachers lack knowledge in especially assessment of listening and
writing skills in Iran (Firoozi, Razavipour and Ahmadi, 2019). In addition, Tsagari and Vogt
(2017) conducted a study which revealed that most language teachers from seven different
countries in Europe stated that they used generally traditional methods of assessment and they
needed to receive training in language assessment. This shows us that the language educators
need to raise their awareness regarding factual information about language assessment and

appropriate and alternative methods of assessment.

Based on OECD report (2019), the teachers in Turkey tend to limit their classroom
assessment processes with mainly multiple-choice tasks which are easy to construct and
evaluate. It was also reported that these multiple-choice tests basically focus on subject areas
and knowledge which are assessed in the central exams while other areas are given less

importance as they are not examined in the high-stake central examinations. Even if the report
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evaluated the general assessment practices including all subject areas in Turkey, one may
derive similar conclusions related to language assessment tendencies of the EFL teachers in
Turkey. As the learners are familiar with multiple-choice items which assess their reading,
grammar and vocabulary knowledge in English in central examinations, for this reason EFL
teachers in Turkish context could tend to develop tests with similar tasks and content. Thus,
EFL teachers may tend to develop assessment instruments which include tasks that assess
grammar and vocabulary knowledge of learners rather than developing alternative tasks
assessing reading, listening, speaking and writing skills of language learners. On the other
hand, Oz and Atay’s study (2017) demonstrated that EFL teachers in Turkey preferred mostly
pair work and speaking focused activities to assess their students’ performance. Hence, the
results showed that the English teachers were aware of the importance of oral productive skills
but the findings also showed that the other three main skills of language use needed to be
considered while designing assessment tool. Thus, further research is needed to be conducted
to assess the skill-based assessment practices of EFL teachers in Turkey.

5.1.2. Theimpact of gender and assessment unit experience on language assessment
knowledge

A two-way between-group analysis of variance test was conducted to judge the impact
of gender and assessment unit experience on language assessment knowledge of EFL
instructors. The findings of between-effects test indicated that there is not a statistically
significant difference between male and female EFL instructors’ mean scores in terms of
language assessment knowledge. Although the mean scores of the male participants was
slightly higher than the mean scores of the female participants, there was no statistically
significant influence of gender on the LAKS scores of the EFL instructors. The results of
Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin’s study (2018b) which found that there was no impact of gender
on language educators’ knowledge of language assessment is in parallel with the findings of
this study. However, the results contradict the claims of Asamoah, Songnalle, Sundeme and
Derkye (2019) which found gender difference in formative assessment knowledge of high
school teachers from various subjects in Ghana. This may be explained with the sample
difference between their study and the present one so it can be concluded that, for English

teachers, gender has no influence in relation to language assessment competency.

The results of the ANOVA test also revealed that having a professional background
as a test developer in an assessment unit affects the language assessment competency of the
EFL instructors. The mean scores of these language educators were found to be higher than

the one who did not have an experience in an assessment office before. As the p value of the
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effect was 0,002, it is clear that assessment unit experience creates a statistically significant
effect on the level of knowledge in language assessment. At this point, the results of the present
study are in line with the findings of Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydimn’s study (2018b) which
revealed an impact of assessment unit experience on assessment knowledge. Thus, it can be
stated that the experience of constructing language assessment tools and conducting test
administration procedures obviously helped those instructors to gain measurement knowledge,

understanding of assessment concepts and test development skills.

5.1.3. The impact of years of teaching experience on language assessment

knowledge

From the results of the Pearson correlation test, no correlation was found between the
years of work experience of EFL instructors and their performance on LAKS. From this point
of view, it was understood that less experienced EFL instructors can have more knowledge in
language assessment. Oz and Atay (2017) also found similar results in their study with 12 EFL
instructors in preparatory school in Turkey. However, in school of foreign languages in
Turkey, mostly the EFL instructors who work at assessment units actually develop the
assessment instruments. Thus, while teachers gain work experience in their classroom, not all
of them take part in processes of formal test development. From the results of this study, only
a half of the EFL instructors’ assessment-related practices are limited to their own extra-
curricular classroom assessment activities. Moreover, the ANOVA test results showed that the
EFL instructors with assessment unit experience received higher scores in LAKS. Thus, it may
be concluded that when all the EFL instructors have a chance to work as a member of an
assessment unit in which they have a chance to take active roles in the processes of test
administration and assessment instruments development, language assessment knowledge of

English teachers may increase.

On the other hand, Alderson et al. (1995) states that it is possible that knowledgeable
item developers will be the teachers who are experienced in teaching similar learners or related
subject areas, who are also professionally qualified in the particular setting where the
assessment instruments are being developed. However, regardless of their years of experience,
the research by Zhang and Burry-Stock (2003) revelated that teachers who received training
in assessment had higher levels of self-perceived assessment competencies especially in
standardised assessment. Thus, we may conclude that depending on the context of the studies,
years of work experience and/or the training received during in-service teaching can make a
significant impact on assessment competency of the EFL instructors. Thus, more studies need

to be conducted to measure this.
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5.1.4. Language assessment practices, beliefs and suggestions of the EFL

instructors with high scores in LAKS

The semi-structured interviews were conducted with the EFL instructors who gave
correct answers to at least 70 per cent of the LAKS items. The results of the qualitative analysis
showed that there were some commonalities among these EFL instructors’ background
practices, education and interests. First of all, it was found that these instructors generally have
a background in an assessment unit. This finding is in line with the quantitative part results.
Moreover, most of them had an MA degree and all of them stated that they had a personal
interest in language assessment. Thus, it is obvious that being involved in construction and
administration of assessment instruments equipped these teachers with the necessary
knowledge and skills in language assessment area. Also, in addition to their master’s degrees,

they are interested in and willing to conduct practices related to assessment.

The findings of the qualitative research revealed that working on and analysing
various types of assessment instruments and materials help the language instructors to develop
a more professional and qualified background and competency in understanding and
constructing language assessment tools. This can be explained with these language educators’
awareness in the value of assessment in language learning as well as the qualification of the
teacher as a well-equipped language leader in the classroom. Hence, language instructors can
develop their knowledge in language measurement by analysing the assessment materials with
a critical point of view, especially when there is a committee which consists of some test

developers and plenty of the teachers do not design any assessment tools.

Another finding of the interviews was the EFL teachers believe the significance of
receiving feedback from another assessment task developer or a more experienced teacher
who had taken an active role in designing a range of tests for various academic purposes.
Language educators can be provided with a chance to gain different insights and information
with the help of another colleague’s guidance and feedback. Hence, As McKay (2006, p. 226)
pointed out, involving in an ‘assessment dialogue’ with each other should be a part of
professional life of every language teacher since it is one of the most effective tools for

improving the quality of classroom assessment procedures.

The participants of the study also pointed out that the content of the training sessions
on assessment should not merely include theoretical aspects of test construction. The training
courses need be organised according to the needs of the teachers and institution. On the other

hand, the importance of getting necessary training on language assessment is obviously seen
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fruitful by the assessment literature EFL instructors. Many studies conducted in different
contexts in assessment literature are in line with this finding (Brown, 2016; Fulcher, 2012;
Gareis & Grant, 2015). It is clearly seen that well-organised training sessions may fulfil the
needs of the language teachers who lack required competencies in educational assessment and

language assessment especially.

5.2.Conclusion

This study was conducted to investigate the language assessment knowledge level of
in-service EFL teachers at state universities in Turkish context in terms of measurement of
general and skill-based language performance. Another aim of the study was to investigate the
background practices, beliefs and suggestions of assessment literate language instructors. In
quantitative analysis part, it was found that the EFL instructors had insufficient knowledge
about language assessment. When the scores of the EFL instructors for each skill was analysed
with descriptive statistics, the mean scores for each skill was found low. As for the impact of
gender and work experience on EFL instructors’ language assessment knowledge, no
statistically significant influence was found. The only statistically significant relationship was
seen among the EFL instructors with respect to having assessment unit experience or not.
According to the results, the EFL instructors who had experience in an assessment unit

received higher scores in LAKS compared to the ones who do not have such a background.

The results of the qualitative part showed that the EFL instructors who possess a high
level of competency in general and skill-based language assessment share some common
characteristics. They have a personal interest in assessment, generally they have a background
as an assessment unit member and they mostly received education on assessment in their
undergraduate program. They also share certain practices such as preparing exam-like
classroom materials, analysing different types of assessment instruments and reading recent
trends and developments related to the area. The results of the qualitative research also showed
that the EFL instructors who received high scores in LAKS have awareness in their own
assessment practices. These English instructors reported that they believed that a higher level
of assessment knowledge brings a more effective teaching and learning setting. They also
regard that assessment is an area of interest so one needs to have an interest in it to be able to
construct good assessment tools. Lastly, the EFL instructors who possess a good level of
knowledge in language assessment suggest in-service training programs, mentoring systems

and feedback cycles to help language educators improve their assessment competency.
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5.3.Suggestions

From the findings of the study it is evident that Turkish EFL instructors have
inadequate knowledge about language assessment. One recommendation for this issue is to
organise in-service training sessions which include necessary conceptions, theoretical
principles and practical aspects of language assessment. Although training on assessment for
pre-service teachers is necessary, continuous training on a range of topics related to language
assessment should be a significant component of any related institution’s professional
development program for its educators (Mertler, 2004; Herrera & Macias, 2015). For in-
service EFL teachers, professional development training sessions including theorical aspects
and practical considerations of language assessment could be organised. All the EFL
instructors whether they work in an assessment office or not could be supported to participate
in these trainings. Given that assessment is not limited to construction, administration and
marking of tests, classroom educators also need to gain competency in evaluation of learner
performance. Teachers should be aware of their learners’ needs, able to measure their
classroom performance and give effective feedback to them. Regarding the broad scope of
language assessment, it is seen that assessment include plenty of teaching and learning related
activities, and it completes the classroom instruction. For this reason, classroom instructors
could be provided in-service training which conforms the needs of the teachers, learner profile
and curriculum objectives. The assessment training could involve fundamental domains of
assessment as well as sessions on marking scales, alternative assessment techniques, self/peer

assessment methods.

Knowing about development of test items will help teachers in being more and better
informed and, thus, they will tend to make more reasonable decisions, either as test
constructors, as examinees, or as the users of test results (Osterlind, 2002). Thus, while
designing the content of training sessions on language assessment, the related educators could
consider integrating the framework of Xu and Brown (2016) in their course plan. Xu and
Brown’ (2016) process-oriented framework describes a hierarchical model for literacy in

assessment including six components of it:

a. Knowledge base

b. Assessment conceptions

c. Institutional and socio-cultural awareness
d. Assessment literacy in practice

e. Teacher learning

f.  Development of teacher identity as assessor
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From the findings, another issue to consider is that having experience in an assessment
unit, which means taking active roles in test preparation processes increases the language
assessment knowledge level of English teachers. The EFL instructors who do not work in an
assessment unit may lead them stay unaware of the test preparation processes conducted in a
particular institution in some cases. According to the institutional needs and curriculum
objectives, these language instructors also need to develop and conduct certain classroom
assessment processes. Thus, in fact, whether they prepare test materials or not, they should
have competency for develop necessary assessment tools. In order to develop effectiveness of
their classroom assessment practices and skills in interpretation of test results, assessment unit
members could organise workshops or seminars in which they collaborate with the classroom
instructors. Moreover, via receiving and providing feedback assessment unit instructors could
work with classroom teachers so that the relationship between classroom practices and

assessment tools is maintained.

Given that conducting assessment and evaluation practices is not only the
responsibility of assessment unit members in preparatory schools but a part of every language
teacher’s classroom instruction, the teachers could lack awareness in their competency in
LAK. Assessment knowledge scales similar to the ones used in this study could be
administered and data on teachers’ needs and expectations could be collected. The findings of
this could be shared with every language teacher individually and make them aware of their
own strengths and areas requiring further improvement. In this way, the teachers can do some
individual work to close the gap between their knowledge and the target domain. In addition,
the mean scores of every group of students and the mean score of the whole institution could
be shared with the classroom educators. Also, the item analysis of every question individually
and section-by-section analysis results could also be conducted and shared with the teachers.
As a result of these, language teachers can raise their awareness related to their learners’

performance and pay necessary attention to formative assessment tools, as well.

The findings of the qualitative study also revealed that teacher education programs in
Turkish higher education institutions may have some limitations with respect to content of
courses on language assessment, and pre-service EFL teachers’ needs can be fulfilled with
some modifications in the course content and materials. The instructional assessment training
course could be provided when teacher candidates are taking instructional practicum during
their university education so that they can find a context where they can get feedback regarding
their future assessment practices in an instructional context (Alkharusi, Kazem & Al-Musawali,

2011). In addition, it is understood that there could be more than a single course on language
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assessment. The objectives and content of the course may include both theoretical conceptions
and procedures in assessment and more practical, hands-on practices that require teacher
candidates to analyse, comment on and construct a range of assessment instruments for
different contexts and purposes. The assessment of listening and writing skills, in which EFL
instructors seem to struggle more according to the findings of the study, could be given more
importance within the scope of assessment courses. The assessment and evaluation of these
courses in undergraduate programs should also include various types of assessment tools in
order to make pre-service teachers experience washback effect of the assessment tools as

learners as well as practicing the design of these sort of assessment materials.

Ashraf and Zolfaghari’s (2018) study revealed the existence of a positive link between
English teachers’ language assessment knowledge and their practices related to reflective
teaching. Thus, another issue to consider is that even though professional development offices
and school administrators in schools of foreign languages in Turkey encourage and coordinate
classroom observations which involve addressing instructional practices of the teachers, these
observations lack giving emphasis on assessment practices used in the classroom. The reason
for this could be the supervisor’s lack of assessment knowledge and the absence of sufficient
teacher trainers-assessment researchers’ collaboration (Babaii & Asadnia, 2019). Regarding
this, the programs designed for the education of language teacher trainers could include
content related to recent studies, new trends, various procedures and practices in language
assessment fields. In this way, teacher educators and supervisors could give feedback on
assessment practices of the classroom teachers as well as assessment unit members who

construct language exams.

A conclusion made from the study is that construction of assessment materials is
considered as a different area of profession which require an advanced knowledge in language
performance assessment. Assessment task developers must be experts in the subject matter,
preferably in a specific area for which these task designers will be developing tests (Haladyna,
2004). The EFL instructors who take active roles in the design and administration phases of
language tests could be selected based on their background related to assessment practices and
their personal interest in language assessment. These assessment tasks developers could be
provided a range of training sessions based on their needs. They can be supported and
encouraged to analyse different types of questions, work on their marking rubrics and evaluate
their present assessment practices. In addition, assessment unit members could be encouraged
to interact with other test developers at other schools of foreign languages and attend related

professional development activities and conferences. These teachers can also arrange and lead
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in-service training sessions to familiarise other teachers with their practices and expectations,

and organise calibration sessions to increase the reliability of the language tests.

Besides, collaboration among language teachers should be encouraged to ensure that
language learners go through a range of classroom assessment procedures based on their needs
and the curriculum objectives. Engaging in a kind of ‘assessment dialogue’ with their
colleagues serves as one of the most influential methods of improving classroom assessment
competency (McKay, 2006, p. 144). Language teachers could cooperate and collaborate by
observing each other’s assessment practices in their classroom, sharing knowledge and
experience, and requesting guidance from their colleagues. The teachers could examine and
give feedback on each other’s assessment materials such as guidelines, portfolio tasks,
feedback sheets and so forth. Hence, they could improve their own assessment knowledge and
practices by the help of ideas and feedback given by a colleague who would look at their work

from a different angle.

Another approach to be followed to improve language teachers’ LAK is to reconsider
and modify the institutional aims and objectives regarding the instruction and profile of the
learners who could complete the course successfully. When an institution gives more
importance on the summative and traditional methods of assessment only, the teachers
working at this school may have a tendency to do the same only. However, if the management
and executive agencies of the language education institutions could develop institutional
culture which contain beliefs, values and behaviours related to quality and contemporary
assessment measurements, the attitudes and practices of the institution’s educators can adapt

to the same way.

5.4. Limitations

This study was conducted with in-service EFL instructors working at schools of
foreign languages in four state universities in Turkey. The results may not be generalised to
all English teachers in various contexts. EFL instructors who work in different types of
educational courses may have different levels of language assessment knowledge. Thus, more

studies should be conducted with EFL teachers at different settings.

The study was conducted with 114 EFL instructors. The number of the participants
who attended the qualitative part of the was limited to 8 since not an expected number of
instructors could answer minimum 70 % of the questions correctly. Hence, the qualitative data
were collected from only 8 participants. In future studies, considering this, the number of

quantitative part participants could be higher.
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Have you ever worked at the assessment unit in your institution? YES[_|/NO [ ]

—n

j. Have you received any training on language assessment? YES[ |/ NO [ ]
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ASSESSING READING

True

False

Don’t

know

1. Asking learners to summarize the reading text is
a way of assessing their reading skills.

2. When asking several questions about a reading
text, all the questions are independent of each
other.

3. Cloze testis used for assessing the main idea of
the text.

4. Inareading exam, using a text learners have
encountered before is not a problem.

5. One reading text is enough to be included in a
reading exam.

6. The language of the questions is simpler than the
text itself.

7. Errors of spelling are penalized while scoring.

8. Taking vocabulary difficulty into consideration is
necessary in assessing reading skills.

9. Including not stated/doesn’t say along with
true/false items has advantages over true/false
items.

10. The more items a reading text is followed, the
more reliable it becomes.

11. Using the same words in the correct option as in
the text is not a problem.

12. Simplification of reading texts is avoided.

13. Reading texts in a reading exam include various
genres (essay, article, etc.).

14. In top-down approach, assessment is on overall
comprehension of the reading text.

15. Using ungrammatical distractors in multiple
choice questions in a reading exam is a problem.
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ASSESSING LISTENING

True

False

Don’t

know

16. Using reading texts for listening purposes poses a
problem.




17.

Including redundancy (e.g. what [ mean to say is
that ....) in a listening text poses a problem.

18.

Any type of listening text is used for note-taking.

19.

Spelling errors are ignored in scoring the
dictation.

20.

Errors of grammar or spelling are penalized while
scoring.

21.

A listening cloze test is a way of selective listening.

22.

Phonemic discrimination tasks (e.g. minimal pairs
such as sheep-ship) are examples of integrative
testing.

23.

Scoring in note-taking is straightforward.

24.

In discrete-point testing, comprehension is at the
literal/local level.

25.

Using dictation diagnostically in assessing
listening skills does not pose a problem.

26.

Giving learners a transcript of the listening text is
a valid way of assessing listening skills

27.

Dictation is a kind of discrete-point testing.

28.

Inference questions based on intelligence are
avoided in listening tests.

29.

Asking learners to listen to names or numbers is
called intensive listening.

30.

In selective listening, learners are expected to
look for certain information.
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ASSESSING WRITING
Don’t
True False
know
31. Giving two options to learners and asking them to L] L] L]

write about one ensure reliable and valid scoring.

32.

Analytic scoring is used to see the strengths and
weaknesses of learners.

]

]

33.

The parts of a scoring scale and the scores in each
part do not change for different levels of learners.




34. When there is a disagreement between the scores

of the two raters, they score the written work
again.

35. Learners are required to write about at least two
tasks in the exam rather than one task.

36. Giving restrictive prompts/guidelines to learners
for the writing task is avoided.

37. Giving learners an opinion and asking them to
discuss it is a valid way of assessing their writing
skills.

38. Using visuals which guide learners for writing
poses a problem.

39. Holistic scoring is used to see whether the learner

is proficient or not at the end of the term.

40. Analytic scoring leads to greater reliability than
holistic scoring in writing.

41. In controlled writing, learners have the chance to
convey new information.

42. Classroom evaluation of learning in terms of
writing is best served through analytic scoring
rather than holistic scoring.

43. Irrelevant ideas are ignored in the assessment of

initial stages of a written work in process writing.

44. Providing a reading text for writing is a way of
assessing writing skills.

45. Mechanical errors (e.g. spelling and punctuation)
are dealt with in the assessment of later stages of
a written work.
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ASSESSING SPEAKING

True

False

Don’t

know

46. When the interlocutor does not understand the
learner, giving that feeling or saying it poses a
problem.

47. Giving learners one task is enough to assess
speaking skills.

48. Interlocutors’ showing interest by verbal and
non-verbal signals poses a problem.

49. When it becomes apparent that the learner
cannot reach the criterion level, the task is
ended.

50. Using holistic and analytic scales at the same
time poses a problem.
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51.

Reading aloud is a technique used to assess
speaking skills.

52.

In interlocutor-learner interviews, the teacher
has the chance to adapt the questions being
asked.

53.

In interactive tasks, more than two learners pose
a problem.

54.

The interlocutor gives the score when the
learner is in the exam room.

55.

In a speaking exam, production and
comprehension are assessed together.

56.

Asking learners to repeat a word, phrase or a
sentence is a way of assessing speaking skills.

57.

Discussion among learners is a way of assessing
speaking skills.

58.

A checklist is a means of scoring oral
presentations in in-class assessment.

59.

When the focus is to assess discourse, role plays
are used.

60.

In peer interaction, random matching is avoided.

O O O 0O o 0O o o odf O

O O O 0O o 0O o o odf O

O O O 0O o 0O o o odf O




	202008121416_Sayfa_1
	202008121416_Sayfa_2
	TEZ_OzgeDeretarlasi_Revised



