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ABSTRACT

ASSESSMENT LITERACY PERCEPTIONS OF TERTIARY LEVEL ENGLISH

LANGUAGE PROFESSIONALS

Pinar Kilig
M.A. in Curriculum and Instruction
Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit

September 2022

The aim of this study was to explore the assessment literacy perceptions of English
language professionals. This mixed method case study was conducted through
surveys and interviews with English language professionals at the English
preparatory school of a foundation university in Ankara, Turkey. The survey items
were adapted from Kremmel and Harding (2020) with the purpose to explore the
perceived assessment literacy levels of English language teachers. The survey was
completed by 23 English language teachers, four assessment specialists and seven
academic leaders. In addition, 10 teachers, four assessment specialists and seven
academic leaders were interviewed to explore the perceived relationship between
their assessment literacy and teaching quality. Descriptive statistics were used for
quantitative data analysis. The interview data were categorized based on the
assessment literacy dimensions specified in Taylor’s framework (2013) and analyzed
through thematic content analysis. The results indicated that English language
teachers are moderately knowledgeable and slightly skilled in assessment literacy
dimensions. The study also concluded that English language professionals establish a
meaningful relationship between several dimensions of assessment literacy and their
teaching quality. The overall results suggest that English language professionals need
to be provided with further training to improve their assessment literacy and to
empower assessment for learning.

Keywords: Assessment literacy, English language assessment, assessment for

learning



OZET

YUKSEK OGRETIM INGILiZ DILI UZMANLARININ OLCME

DEGERLENDIRME OKURYAZARLIK ALGILARI

Pinar Kilig
Egitim Programlar1 ve Ogretim Yiiksek Lisans Programi
Tez Danigmani: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Tijen Aksit
Eyliil, 2022

Bu ¢aligmanin amact, yiiksek 6gretim Ingilizce dili uzmanlarinin degerlendirme
okuryazarlig1 algilarini arastirmakti. Bu karma yontemli vaka ¢alismasi, Ankara,
Tiirkiye'de bir vakif iiniversitesinin Ingilizce hazirlik okulundaki Ingiliz dili
uzmanlariyla anketler ve goriismeler yoluyla gergeklestirildi. Anket maddeleri,
Ingilizce 6gretim gorevlilerinin, algilanan 6lgme degerlendirme okuryazarlik
diizeylerini arastirmak amaciyla Kremmel ve Harding (2020)'den uyarlandi. Anket
23 Ingilizce dgretim gorevlisi, dort 5lgme degerlendirme uzmani ve yedi akademik
lider tarafindan tamamlandi. Ayrica, 6lgme degerlendirme okuryazarligi ile 6gretim
kalitesi arasindaki algilanan iliskiyi arastirmak i¢in 10 Ingilizce 6gretim gorevlisi,
dort 6lgme degerlendirme uzmani ve yedi akademik liderle goriismeler yapildi. Nicel
veri analizi i¢in tanimlayici istatistikler kullanildi. Goriisme verileri Taylor (2013)
cergevesinde belirlenen 6lgme degerlendirme okuryazarligi boyutlarina gore
kategorize edildi ve tematik igerik analizi yontemi ile analiz edildi. Sonuglar,
Ingilizce dgretim gorevlilerinin 6lgme degerlendirme okuryazarligi boyutlarinda orta
diizeyde bilgili ve biraz yetenekli oldugunu gosterdi. Gériismelerin bulgulari, Ingiliz
dili uzmanlarinin 6lgme degerlendirme okuryazarliginin gesitli boyutlari ile 6gretim
kaliteleri arasinda anlamli bir iliski kurdugunu ortaya koydu. Calismanin genel
sonuglar1 ayni zamanda Ingiliz dili uzmanlarmin dlgme degerlendirme
okuryazarliklarini gelistirmek ve 6grenme icin 6lgme degerlendirmeyi giiglendirmek
icin daha fazla egitim verilmesi gerektigi sonucuna vardi.

Anahtar kelimeler: Olgme degerlendirme okuryazarligi, ingilizce 6lgme

degerlendirme, 6grenme i¢in 6lgme degerlendirme
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Introduction
One needs to understand and acknowledge inevitable preferences in order to
know their influence so that fair treatment of data and arguments can be attained.

Stephen J. Gould, 1981, p.36

Throughout the world, certain types of data are used merely to rank or place
students. In this way, students come to fear assessments as a judgment or verdict of
their learning achievements. This application of assessment is destructive and often
discourages students from learning. Many English teachers fail to reflect their
intended course principles in their assessment practices due to various reasons
including lack of assessment literacy (Earl, 2013). Over the past decades, researchers
have come up with convincing evidence that suggests that teaching and learning
could be empowered with the help of assessments when employed appropriately to
monitor student learning and make the necessary adjustments accordingly (Popham,
2018). Moreover, the responsibility attained to language teachers in the assessment
processes has increased as a result of the expanded use of language assessments at an
international scope (Fulcher, 2012). However, relevant literature suggests that a large
number of English language teachers do not have comprehensive understanding of
the fundamental concepts of assessment literacy, and how assessment can be used as

a teaching strategy to facilitate student learning (Coombe et al., 2020).



In the era of knowledge and development, it is of vital importance for
teachers to be aware of their assessment literacy experiences. Assessment literate
teachers and teacher trainers maximize autonomy, motivation and student
achievement (Stiggins, 2002). Newfields (2006) lists three reasons why assessment
literacy matters for teachers. Firstly, assessment practices are worth a lot of time and
money for most of the educational contexts, so teachers need to understand the
rationale behind assessment decisions. Secondly, for the educational literature to be
better interpreted, teachers should be capable of evaluating the statistical concepts in
the right way. A final reason listed takes us to a 21st-century skill: Communication.
Newfields argues that assessment literacy allows teachers to communicate
assessment results to a wider audience and make self-critique (2006). Thus, a
growing body of literature has focused on how teachers can improve their assessment
literacy through pre-service and in-service training, assessment courses, self-study
and so on so forth (Kremmel & Harding, 2020).

Background

Assessment in education refers to “the process of gathering evidence of
student achievement to inform educational decisions” (Stiggins, 1991). For many
years, unfortunately, assessment has been viewed as a means to grade students to
label them according to their test scores. Over the past few decades, concepts of
assessment have begun to change, especially with the widespread use of formative
assessment tools (Sevimel-Sahin, 2021). Especially, language teaching and language
assessment has gained further importance and consideration with the changing
dynamics of the world such as increasing number of people studying in English
medium institutions and immigrating to other countries for work (Kunnan, 2012).

Therefore, the position of English language as the major international language has



increased the number of language assessments conducted globally (Spolsky, 2012).
The widespread use of English language and assessments at tertiary levels led the
public and private organizations such as universities to offer comprehensive
language programs for individuals (Stanevich, 2008). This effect is also visible in
Turkish context where the number of English language courses is increasing, and
many universities require their students to study English preparatory classes to be
eligible to continue to their majors (Oz & Atay, 2017). In this regard, teachers have
critical roles since they are the ones who can refer to the relevant knowledge to help
learners improve with assessment (Shams & Ikbal, 2019).

As Stiggins (2014) claims, assessment should be used not only to determine
student success, but also to increase motivation and improve the quality of education.
This claim follows a notion Stiggins (1991) made when he introduced the term
assessment literacy. Popham (2018) further explains assessment literacy as an
individual’s understanding of the fundamental assessment concepts and procedures
deemed likely to influence educational decisions. Assessment literacy has been
explored for various purposes ranging from instructional improvement to
professional development. The concept provides teachers with the potential to
benefit from developing and implementing language assessment literacy in their
classroom practice; these practices could help define students’ needs, increase their
motivation and provide feedback for achievement (Tsagari, 2021). It has gained
attention as more effort has been put forth to use assessment for instructional
purposes.

With growing awareness of the social responsibilities of the language

assessment profession, this has led to calls for professionals to work together

to improve the assessment literacy of teachers, policy-makers and others and



to provide better public information on assessment issues. (Green, 2021, p.

232)

Language assessment literacy is a complicated construct to conceptualize for
all stakeholders (Giraldo, 2020). Relevant literature shows that some EFL teachers
are not much insightful about the concept of assessment literacy (Sevimel-Sahin,
2021). Insufficient assessment literacy among teachers and their long-held beliefs
that only specialists, not teachers, are responsible are assessment results in missed
opportunities for using assessment for learning (Herrera Mosquera & Macias, 2015).

Problem

Even though language teaching is a long-time profession, language
assessment is relatively a young discipline (Fulcher & Davidson, 2012). Relevant
literature shows that English language teachers are not provided with enough pre-
service and in-service training on assessment (Taylor, 2009; Turner, 2012).
Therefore, many English language teachers lack the necessary assessment literacy
skills to benefit their teaching at practical levels. Furthermore, measurement and
evaluation are often seen as ways to determine passing and failing students, which is
a process often conducted by a separate unit or group of test developers (Popham,
2018). The lack of training in assessment and the idea that assessment is a
completely different and separate practice from teaching inhibit language teachers
from making use of assessments as a learning tool in their classes. Assessment does
not attract its well-worth attention at the level of its use for increasing the efficiency
of teachers’ and learners’ performances (Tsagari & Vogt, 2017). However,
assessment does more than allocating numerical values to students’ achievement, it
provides feedback on how much the institution reaches its course objectives (Aksit et

al., 2018). For the overall amendment of quality teaching, teachers should improve



their understanding of assessment literacy and assessment for/as learning (Earl,
2013). Otherwise, it may restrict valuable feedback that could be used to advance
teachers’ professional development; in particular, this feedback could be used to
develop teachers’ assessment literacy. In addition to teachers, other stakeholders
such as test developers and educational leaders require expanded knowledge and
skills to support assessment for learning (Taylor, 2013). Although recommendations
for the use of language assessment literacy for teaching practices can be found in
literature (Guo & Xu, 2021; Hamp-Lyons, 2017), it is still an area that needs more
consideration and improvement (Giraldo, 2020).
Purpose
The main purpose of this case study was to explore the assessment literacy
perceptions of English language professionals at a preparatory school of a foundation
university in Ankara. Since in-depth data would be useful to investigate the
perceptions, a mixed-method study was designed. Through surveys and semi-
structured interviews, English language teachers’, assessment specialists’ and
academic leaders’ perceptions on their assessment literacy levels and its relationship
to their teaching quality have been explored.
Research Questions
This study addresses the following research questions:
1. What is the assessment literacy level of English language teachers as
perceived by
a. themselves,
b. assessment specialists, and
c. academic leaders

at the language preparatory school of a foundation university in Ankara?



2. How do
a. English language teachers,
b. assessment specialists, and
c. academic leaders
perceive the relationship between assessment literacy and teaching quality?
Significance

The English language is more than a subject that is taught in schools; it has
become essential to understand the readings or course materials in various contexts,
ranging from K-12 to higher education. In the globalizing world, many students also
choose to study at English-medium schools and universities where they are taught all
academic subjects in the English language. In this respect, foreign language
assessment, specifically English language assessment has gained more consideration
over the recent years. Therefore, a study on language assessment literacy of tertiary
level English language professionals would provide insight for English as a foreign
language teachers, assessment specialists and academic leaders working at tertiary
level both in Turkey and around the world; and help increase awareness of
assessment issues.

The exploration of assessment literacy perceptions from the perspectives of
teachers, assessment specialists and academic leaders could yield valuable
information for all stakeholders so as to foster assessment for and assessment as
learning. Establishing an understanding of the term assessment literacy and owning it
for practical uses in higher education will help institutions reach their course
objectives more smoothly (Stiggins, 2014). Almost all teachers have assessment
related job descriptions such as giving feedback to students after certain

examinations or other assessment practices. In addition, many include in-class



assessment strategies in their lesson plans for various purposes including student
motivation. Raising their awareness and knowledge on the issue of assessment
practices could help the teachers become more self-assured. With more intuition
about assessment literacy, teachers could better interpret the assessment results,
modify instruction based on assessment results, and thus increase student
achievement (Coombe et al., 2020). The findings of the study could provide
insightful recommendations and practical solutions for all stakeholders in order to
empower teaching and learning through assessment literacy in their job practices.
The findings of this study could potentially encourage the English preparatory
schools at tertiary level institutions to integrate the concept of assessment literacy
into their in-service teacher training programs effectively. Therefore, the results of
this study could help both define EFL teachers' assessment literacy levels and
provide them with the insight to better apply assessment for learning principles to
better respond to the needs of the learners and institutions (Herrera & Macias, 2015).
Definition of Key Terms

Assessment: The process of gathering evidence of student achievement to
inform educational decisions (Stiggins, 1991).

Assessment literacy: An individual’s understanding of the fundamental
assessment concepts and procedures deemed likely to influence educational
decisions (Popham, 2018).

Teaching quality: Instruction that leads to effective learning, which in turn
means thorough and lasting acquisition of the knowledge, skills, and values the

instructor or the institution has set out to impart (Felder & Brent, 1999).



CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

In this chapter, a review of related literature is presented in addition to
research findings and discussions relevant to the concepts in this study. Starting with
a brief introduction of the fundamentals of assessment, the chapter explores the place
of assessment in curriculum. Following the comparison of three major approaches to
assessment in curriculum, this chapter covers several assessment methods including
classroom assessment, formative assessment, summative assessment, alternative
assessment, integrated assessment and assessment of language proficiency. In
addition, the concept of assessment literacy and its relationship to quality language
teaching are presented and discussed with the relevant studies on assessment literacy
perceptions in this chapter.

Assessment has been an essential part of educational settings for a long time
for various purposes and in different forms (McNamara, 2000). It refers to the
broadest extent of practices to define a student’s competence, as defined by Popham
(2018). Quality assessment practices fundamentally require to be valid and reliable,
with an aim to have beneficial consequences for teaching (Green, 2021). Validity
refers to the extent to which the assessment tools measure what they claim to
measure (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). It does not only encompass the technical
considerations but also the relevance, and usefulness of the assessment results
(Chapelle, 2012). Reliability, at its simplest form, means the consistency of test
performance reflected in the assessments (Hughes, 1989). Educators aim to make

sure that the assessment results are generalizable over the samples of assessment



tools, scorers and so forth for reliable assessment (Kane, 2012). The concept of
reliability is also closely discussed with the reference points of assessments as norm-
referenced assessment and criterion-referenced assessment. Norm-referenced
assessment refers to interpreting a learner’s performance in comparison to other
learners, whereas criterion-referenced assessment involves applying to external
criterion (Jones, 2012), such as a proficiency framework like the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR).

Along with the changing dynamics of educational settings as well as school
culture, governmental policies and so forth, assessment is also subject to continuous
adaptation (Rea-Dickins, 2006). This adaptation is not only limited to curricular
practices regarding students such as examinations, but also bears requirements for
teachers applying the curriculum (Llosa, 2011). To promote teaching and learning
through assessment, understanding the place of assessment in curriculum and how
assessment literacy helps teachers to improve would provide valuable insights for
curriculum development and teacher improvement as well as further research
(Giraldo, 2020).

Along with the importance placed on assessment, the term assessment
literacy has also gained consideration and is sure to have an impact on how
successful assessment policies are conducted (Jiang, 2020). To promote active
participation of teachers in the assessment procedures, language teachers must be
aware of the principles of assessment literacy and effectively make use of it in their
teaching practices (Stiggins, 2002). Green (2018) also mentions this need by
referring to the responsibility of teachers to take a role in both assessing their
learners in the classroom and also preparing them for assessment. Different kinds of

assessment strategies are practiced by teachers, and each teacher deals with the
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results of assessment in diverse ways. Therefore, assessment literacy must be
integrated into continuous professional development activities more frequently
(Coombe et al., 2020). Jiang lists the common factors impacting a teacher’s
assessment practices as stakeholders’ needs, the school culture and professional
development (2020). These factors are also effective on different approaches to
curriculum (Earl, 2013). In other words, the role of students and teachers in
assessment implementations as well as their motivation to benefit from assessment
literacy are divergent in different curricula (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007).
Assessment in Curriculum

Assessment of Learning: Curriculum as Product

Assessment of learning is perhaps the oldest and most traditional way to look
at assessment. As Davidson (2018) defines, assessment of learning is the summative
practices conducted at the end of the learning processes. The purpose of assessment
is often to label students with certain scores obtained from tests and examinations.
These tools are utilized to determine whether students are capable of these measured
skills and competencies. In this respect, assessment of learning worked well back in
the past when curriculum as a product gained popularity with the rise of ‘scientific
management’ in the mid-1900s (Smith, 1996). Curriculum as product involves
systematic formulation of behavioral objectives broken into smaller units in order to
be measured.

Assessment of learning and curriculum as product are both teacher centered.
As criticized by Smith, in this type of approach, assessment may resemble a
shopping list with skills to be ticked, mostly through test items, which are inevitable
components of assessment of learning (1996). Assessment of learning has also

received criticism in terms of incapability of providing teachers with meaningful data
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for policy and decision making (Stiggins, 2002). Therefore, a more accountable and
powerful approach to assessment and curriculum in general was definitely in
demand.

Assessment for Learning: Curriculum as Process

Another approach to looking at curriculum is as a process and involves
assessment for learning rather than assessment of learning. Curriculum as process
sees curriculum not as a physical entity, but rather as the interaction of teachers,
students and knowledge (Smith, 1996). Dependent on behavioral objectives, it aims
to benefit from experimentation. This model is not as teacher-centered as curriculum
as product; as a result, assessment practices also shift the focus away from the
teacher, which can also be observed in assessment for learning.

Unlike assessment of learning, assessment for learning shifts the focus from
summative to formative practices. Earl (2013) states that teachers refer to a different
range of data to measure students’ success and also make use of these data for further
learning. The tools teachers use for assessment such as worksheets, student-teacher
conferences, and so on so forth, provide feedback not only on what students know
but also on how the rest of learning should be designed (Earl, 2013). It is interactive,
not teacher-centered. This focus on student-teacher interaction and continuous
feedback can also be observed in curriculum as process. Smith (1996) maintains that
in the curriculum as process, teachers continually evaluate the process of their
learners and what they can do with those outcomes.

To sum up, the aim of assessment for learning is not to make comparative
judgments among students, but to clarify each student’s understanding and thinking,

which will provide valuable insights for their further learning (Earl, 2013).
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Assessment as Learning: Curriculum as Praxis

The last approach to look at curriculum, curriculum as praxis, bears its focus
on the ‘emancipation’ of the students as Smith (1996) mentions in his article. In
curriculum as praxis, there is reciprocity in all of the components of such curriculum
as planning, acting and evaluating. Teachers of this ideology continually evaluate
their students and take a further step by contemplating on what they can do to
improve learning through the evaluation outcomes.

Similarly, assessment as learning encourages students to have active roles in
their own learning experiences where they are self-motivated and should take
initiative in these experiences. Assessment as learning supports the development of
meta-cognition and critical thinking by enabling the learners to reflect on their
assessment as well as providing feedback for adjustments and adaptations as Earl
(2013) suggests.

All three perspectives for curriculum worked well at certain times, cultures
and contexts, and probably will go on doing so in the future. However, as Stiggins
(2002) asserts, it is of high importance that new perspectives should be developed to
link assessment and teaching quality in more purposeful ways. In this respect,
assessment literacy will serve meaningful functions not only for student
empowerment but also for teacher development.

Washback

Washback refers to the effects of assessment on teaching and learning
(McNamara, 2000), mostly at the classroom level (Tsagari & Cheng, 2017). In a
broader context, these effects can be observed within the school, institution, the
education system and even the society. The washback effect is often considered

negative, positive or neutral by the stakeholders in language teaching. Teachers
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should be aware of these potential influences on their short-term and long-term
practices in teaching (Green, 2006). When reflecting the course objectives and the
teaching philosophies of the teachers teaching, washback can be considered a
positive impact on teaching and learning. To illustrate, tests can yield results that
inform teaching and learning processes (Atmojo, 2021). However, multiple choice
types of tests are often found to restrict communicative approaches to language
teaching and learning (McNamara, 2000). In this sense, the summative assessment
does not aim to offer opportunities for teachers to shape their instruction accordingly
(Ahmed et al., 2019). For instance, when the proficiency test is composed of only
multiple-choice types of questions, teachers tend to ignore other skills such as
writing or speaking. In many relevant studies, it was found that teachers believe their
instruction was dominated by exam-focused materials and teaching (Tsagari, 2011).
Furthermore, negative washback caused by proficiency tests leads the instructors to
become a test teacher and only teach for tests (Algahtani, 2021). Therefore, the
literature suggests that formative assessments like portfolios have better washback
than separate item formats (McNamara, 2000). One major reason for this is the
nature of the formative assessments which require both the teacher and the student to
allocate time engaged in the tasks. In addition, numerous strategies are suggested in
the relevant literature such as improving teachers’ assessment literacy (Hughes,
1989) and involving different stakeholders in the assessment processes (Shohamy,
1992), in order to promote positive washback.
Language Assessment

Language assessment has been a major global issue in the education world,

which in turn created the need to redefine the relationship among assessment,

curriculum, and teacher practice (Cumming, 2009). Due to the complexity of the
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language construct, language assessment methods are fundamentally different from
those in many other disciplines (Brown & Hudson, 1998). However, most language
teaching programs aim to develop their learners’ abilities in the ‘traditional’ four
skills of listening, reading, writing and speaking (Green, 2021). Assessment of
receptive skills and productive skills requires the definition of the knowledge and
skills to be measured, identification of the language abilities that students should
perform, and choosing the right tasks to enable learners to demonstrate their
language skills (Green, 2021). As Bachman and Palmer (1996) asserted, language
assessment should involve appropriate input to provide the learners such as the
reading texts and audio recordings; and it should be authentic, reflecting the kind of
language appearing in real life. In addition, assessment of productive skills should
ensure that the tasks get the assesses to produce the language content so that their
abilities could be reflected in the tasks (Green, 2021). However, assessment of
productive skills, especially speaking skill has always been challenging for language
professionals (Elder, 2017). Due to concerns related to practicality (Green, 2021),
language assessment was predominantly in the form of multiple-choice type of items
in the 1950s and 1960s; nevertheless, more communicative assessments like
formative assessment and portfolios are being preferred by the teachers and
policymakers in the current century (Vogt & Tsagari, 2014).

In many countries, there are standardized English tests that are internationally
accepted for school admissions, job positions and so on so forth (Stanevich, 2008).
For instance, the worldwide known company English Testing Service (ETS) has
been conducting standardized tests such as the Test of English as a Foreign
Language (TOEFL) for the last 70 years. Similarly, British Council conducts The

International English Language Test (IELTS), which is a popular test for people who
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would want to work or study in countries where English is the native language
(Sawaki, 2012). As Elder (2017) highlights, there has been an increase in the
number of universities requiring students to have minimum English entry
requirements so that students are able to deal with their undergraduate studies better.
In certain countries such as Turkey, this concept shows itself in the form of
preparatory classes where students learn only English for specific periods of time,
usually a year before they continue with their majors. As a consequence of the
globally growing body of language programs, different models have been suggested
for valid and reliable assessment of the English language (Chirimbu, 2013).
Classroom Assessment

With the shift of focus from the output to the process in English language
assessment, teachers have had to be more involved in the planning and
implementation of assessment processes in recent years (Aksit et al., 2018). Schools
are now referring to their teachers to design classroom assessment strategies,
especially as teams of their shared levels (Buckley-Walker & Lipscombe, 2021).
Classroom assessment is different from large-scale assessment in the sense that in
classroom assessment there is the teacher as a facilitator who engages with the
learners along the learning and assessment processes. It is more authentic and
meaningful than a high-stakes test because it can provide a wider and more
informative reflection of student performance (Llosa, 2011). The personal
knowledge and the learning process of the learners are taken into account so that
assessment supplies future directions for learning. As teachers have the opportunity
to observe their learners involve in varying activities, interactions and relationships
in classrooms, they are able to collect as much evidence of learning as possible.

Collaboration is a key component of classroom assessment where there is continuous
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feedback, interaction and shared goals between teachers and learners. The evaluation
is not conducted by the teacher solely, but by the learners and their peers as well; and
rather than the traditional way of looking at the product, how the task is carried out is
also a matter of subject in scoring (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007).

In their study with 746 Chinese teachers, Coombs et al. (2021) concluded that
being actively involved in classroom assessment enabled teachers to stay up to date
with the contemporary assessment methods and thus foster professional
development. Fulcher and Davidson (2007) asserted that classroom assessment is
directly relevant to a valid assessment of learners because the classroom itself is the
context where learning happens and therefore progress can be best traced through
experiences there. The authors describe two good characteristics of classroom
assessment. Firstly, good classroom assessment designs are interlinked; that is, they
build upon each other and the learning environment. Second, they should be
implemented over a time period such as months or years. Besides, Wallace and Qin
call for equally and fairly applied classroom assessment strategies with the use of
courteous communication (2021). Rea-Dickins (2001) adds to these informal
classroom assessment opportunities embedded in teachers’ curriculum so as to detect
how much a learner knows and how well s/he is progressing. And Buckley-Walker
and Lipscombe (2021) stress the importance of alignment of classroom assessment to
curriculum and instructional practices for stronger validity.

Formative Assessment

Formative assessment is usually defined as the assessment design which takes
place during the learning process with the aim of encouraging further learning
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). In formative assessment, both teachers and learners are

aware of the learning intentions and criteria for success. While the teacher is
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responsible for designing appropriate assessment tasks that would provide
meaningful feedback to move learning forward, the learner is responsible for
learning in that context, also as peers who cooperate for their own instruction
(William & Thompson, 2017). Teachers can make use of feedback simultaneously
while teaching or refer to students’ homework results in order to plan the upcoming
lesson accordingly (Black & Wiliam, 2009). Crisp (2011) also highlights that timely
and meaningful feedback must be provided for students so as to have a positive
impact on learning. This concurrence is the reason why formative assessment can
also be called ‘classroom assessment’, which happens while the program is being
implemented (He & Mei, 2020).

Although formative assessment is believed to serve learning purposes, a lot of
research shows that it is not yet widely accepted and applied in EFL classes all
around the world. In a study conducted with university teachers, Bashir, Karim and
Akram (2020) worked with 40 prospective teachers and five experienced teachers by
exploring their use of formative assessment through an observation schedule and a
follow-up survey. The researchers concluded that the teachers were able to use
formative assessment only at lower-level abilities of the cognitive domain of
Bloom’s Taxonomys; i.e. knowledge and comprehension. Similarly, Guo and Xu
(2021) conducted a survey with Chinese instructors of English in writing classes at a
university. The researchers investigated the formative assessment strategies used by
362 teachers focusing on how they provided feedback in writing classes, and how
they perceived the aims of these assessments. The study concluded that very few
teachers use formative assessment strategies such as journals and self-/peer
assessment. Most teachers stated that they refer to students’ writings as proofs of

achievement, rather than see them as opportunities for improving learning. However,
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it was also concluded that there is a positive correlation between the use of formative
assessment and the teachers’ previous participation in a language assessment course.
Therefore, assessment literacy plays a crucial role in the effective implementation of
formative assessment (Guo & Xu, 2021). This result was supported by Bergeron
(2020) when the researcher carried out a mixed-method study with a survey and
open-ended questionnaire. Teacher perceptions of formative assessment were
explored, and the findings indicate that most teachers value the benefit of diagnosing
learners’ strengths and benefits through formative assessment. However, because the
older teachers do not feel competent enough to make use of formative assessment
strategies such as online quizzes to be used during class, they refrain from using
them for effective purposes (Bergeron, 2020).
Summative Assessment

Summative assessment is the “assessment conducted at the end of a program
of study to assess whether and how far individuals or groups have been successful”
(Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). It is usually regarded as a proof and reflection of
students’ previous learning. Throughout history, it has been widely used, especially
because it is a practical solution to classroom grading, and local, national and
international assessment for various purposes (Stiggins, 2005). In addition, when the
objectives are clearly defined, end-of-program tests can well inform the teachers
about whether they have achieved these objectives and whether their instruction was
effective (Connors, 2021). Related to the current status of learners, summative
assessment enables teachers to evaluate learning against specific standards. In a
cross-sectional study in the UK, 53 students were given summative assessment
modules for seven weeks. Students used these assignments to prepare for their exams

and the assignments made up 20% of their final grades. In the study, it was
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concluded that summative assessment has a direct impact on students’ self-efficacy
and self-regulation in assessment tasks (Fergus et al., 2021). In another similar study
with undergraduate students, learners were introduced continuous summative
assessment as a module. During the application and right after, student perceptions
were explored through questionnaires and interviews. Trotter (2006) concluded in
this study that students were extremely positive about this summative assessment
module and stated that it provided them with the necessary extrinsic motivation
required in a learning environment.
Alternative Assessment/Portfolio Assessment

Alternative assessment is “a flexible assessment approach that is
representative of the curriculum, meaningful to learners, and indicative of the
learners' acquired ability or knowledge” (Holt, 1992, p. 135). Examples of alternative
assessment in language classes include but are not limited to portfolios,
presentations, mock interviews, reports, videos and projects (Rus, 2019). Other types
of alternative assessment commonly mentioned in the literature are case studies,
diaries and self-assessment, all of which have wider purposes and opportunities than
traditional testing methods (Chirimbu, 2013). When Rus (2019) describes each
example of alternative assessment in her article, she emphasizes that the common
attempt is to assess students’ language skills through authentic and communicative
tasks. Different from traditional assessment of language where the focus is on how
much the learner ‘knows’ about language domains such as phonetics and grammar,
alternative assessment seeks to put emphasis on the way the learner ‘uses’ language
and literacy (Wrigley, 1992). Chirimbu (2013) asserts that the idea of involving
learners in communicative language assessment tasks to gather information about

their linguistic level is the biggest motivation of educators to adopt alternative
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assessment. In addition, as alternative assessment puts the learner in the center
thanks to its flexible and dynamic nature, it has gained tremendous acceptance by
learner-centered curriculum developers (Wrigley, 1992). With diverse opportunities,
it helps teachers keep their learners motivated, take active roles in the teaching
process and thus function as autonomous learners (Rus, 2019).

The increasing use of more complicated technology also contributes to the
spread of alternative assessment (Fox, 2017). Animations, hot spots, e-journals,
blogs and wikis are among the popular online assessment opportunities which would
be not applicable in traditional assessment settings. These alternative assessment
tools not only assess students’ level of knowledge but also enhance their learning
experiences by developing other skills. While traditional assessment is often limited
to lower-cognitive skills, alternative assessment goes beyond that by involving team
activities and reflection (Robles & Braathen, 2002). To illustrate, Crisp (2011)
suggests that teachers could create assessments embedded in virtual worlds such as
Second Life to improve learners’ problem-solving skills. Commonwealth of learning
specified the aims of self-assessment and peer-assessment, which are among the
most recognized alternative assessment types as

to increase student responsibility and autonomy; achieve a more advanced
and deeper understanding of the subject matter, skills and processes; elevate
the role and status of students as assessors; encourage a deeper approach to
learning; involve students in critical reflection; and develop in students a
better understanding of their own subjectivity and judgement. (Westhuizen,
2016, p.15)

Electronic portfolios are one of the best examples of alternative assessment

methods which benefit the active participation of learners. E-portfolios are beneficial
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in improving assessment turnaround time, student motivation and consistency of
quality assessment (Crisp, 2011). They are reflective, collaborative, and creative
tools to present knowledge, learning and growth over time. It also gives the teachers
a chance to track their students’ progress easily and timely. According to Westhuizen
(2016), the use of e-portfolios is aligned with the “create” level in Bloom’s revised
taxonomy as learners are expected to create, construct, design, invent and produce.
Robles and Braathen (2002) also highlight the effectiveness of e-portfolios as they
make possible the accumulation of homework, assignments and projects, instructor
comments. In this respect, online platforms such as Google Sites or Weebly are
widely used to encourage students to construct, customize and present their
understanding and reflection of the learning objectives.

The effectiveness of alternative assessment has been studied by the
researchers for several decades. For instance, EIbow and Belanoff (1986) conducted
a study at State University of New York at Stony Brook where the proficiency
examination was replaced by portfolio assessment in an English writing course. They
assigned students writing tasks and gave them a chance to revise their work upon
feedback from their teachers. The results of the study showed that the more feedback
students got and revised their work, the higher the passing rate was. It was also found
in the study that alternative assessment encouraged peer-feedback and collaboration
among students. Another relevant study was conducted by Jia et al. (2006) with an
aim to explore the perceptions of English language teachers on alternative
assessment of English reading skills. In their qualitative study, the researchers
conducted classroom observations, analyzed assessment materials used in
classrooms, and carried out interviews with teachers. The findings suggested that all

English language teachers perceived the use of alternative assessment in reading to
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be more efficient than the use of traditional methods. Another study was carried out
by Yildirim and Orsdemir (2013) in Turkish context. The researchers worked with
43 English teachers from 10 different schools in order to explore their perceptions of
alternative assessment in language teaching through surveys and interviews. It was
found out that most teachers believed alternative assessment methods help students
improve their language skills as well as increase student motivation and confidence.
One recent study conducted by Farahian et al. (2021) included 69 university students.
Through questionnaires and semi-structured interviews, the researchers concluded
that portfolios could foster creative thinking and increase the quality of reflection in
English language classes. Another study conducted by Fathi and Rahimi (2022)
focused on the effect of electronic portfolio tasks on learners’ English writing
performance. The researchers adopted a sequential explanatory mixed-method
approach in their study with two groups of English learners. The results showed that
the group who used electronic portfolio tasks performed better than those who used
traditional portfolio tasks, and students benefited from electronic portfolio due to its
practicality.
Integrated Assessment

Another approach that has gained attention especially with its use in large-
scale tests such as TOEFL IBT is integrated assessment. Rather than testing each
ability of test takers such as speaking or writing in a second language, integrated
assessment includes a combination of skills such as reading-writing tasks, listening-
speaking tasks or even reading-listening-speaking tasks. It is usually designed as
tasks where the test taker makes use of some source such as a reading text or
listening audio that is provided in order to perform another task such as writing a text

or giving a speech (Plakans, 2015).
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According to Cumming (2013), the advantages of integrated tasks are
offering real-life experiences, providing solutions to test method effects related to
traditional test items, involving ‘construction-integration’, having learners engage in
specific content performances and empowering instruction and self-assessment.
Integrated assessment is on the rise also thanks to its potential integration of
technology-enhanced assessments. To illustrate, simulation-based assessments are
used both in high-stake and classroom assessment in ‘purposeful, interactive and
strategic’ methods (Llosa, 2017). All these benefits integrated assessment offers
attracted researchers’ attention and thus a lot of research is being conducted on
integrated assessment. All but one interview participant of a study which examined
test takers’ feedback on integrated assessment stated that this type of assessment is
preferable because it supplies the topical source for the test taker and thus lowers the
anxiety (Huang & Hung, 2017). In a different mixed-method study, researchers
(Sadeghi & Rahmati, 2017) compared two groups of language learners as integrated
assessment and non-integrated assessment groups as well as consulting test takers’
and teachers’ notes to have a broader understanding. The quantitative part of the
research concluded that the integrated assessment group performed notably better in
writing than non-integrated assessment group. In addition, focus groups highlighted
that autonomy, independence and meta-cognition were supported through an
integrated assessment process. The same study, on the other hand, also shed light on
some issues related to integrated assessment such as the complexity of scoring and
rubrics, which would inhibit the quality criteria of both teachers and students. In
other words, integrated assessment is subject to perils such as lack of precise
definition, practicality in scoring and comparability with other levels of language

skills (Cumming, 2013). However, workshops on assessment processes along with
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some good and bad samples for both stakeholders could be used to overcome these
drawbacks (Sadeghi & Rahmati, 2017). And it is crucial that test takers are given
guidance and practice in forming correct, accurate and fluent responses to multi-skill
integrated assessments (Plakans et al., 2019). Almost a decade ago, Yu (2013) also
called for a more comprehensive theoretical framework so that all stakeholders have
a better understanding of what, how and why to integrate assessment tasks. This need
still maintains its existence as the future designs of assessment continue to refer to a
substantial number of tasks that integrated textual and/or aural information provided
ahead of time (Huang & Hung, 2017).
Assessment of Language Proficiency

Language proficiency tests are widely used as a criterion for students’
eligibility to enroll in and graduate from certain education programs as well as
providing diagnostic results for various decision-making processes (Wolf &
Faulkner-Bond, 2016). Immigration and globalization are only two of many reasons
why the number of English as a second language learners is getting bigger every year
(Llosa, 2017). As the population of English language learners is increasing, the
responsibilities and expectations of educational settings also increase (Guzman-Orth
etal., 2016; Miley & Farmer, 2017). The heterogeneity in language proficiency tests
brings about many challenges for quality, valid, reliable and ethical proficiency tests.
In their suggested approach to language proficiency assessment, Gholson &
Guzman-Orth (2019) emphasize that language proficiency tests should be fair,
relevant, aligned and informative. Moreover, accessibility should be ensured
especially for first-time and young test takers and learners with disabilities (Guzman-

Orth et al., 2016).
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In response to different conceptualizations of language proficiency tests, Poza
and Valdés (2017, p.432) affirm that “English language proficiency tests (1) have
different performance levels and (2) test different skills, which are described and
measured differently”. The authors also remind that therefore one educational
setting’s classified level might totally differ in another setting. In addition, validity
concerns have been a great focus of research in the past decade. For instance, Wolf
& Faulkner-Bond (2016) addressed the representations of academic and social
English in English language proficiency assessments through a linguistic content
analysis of assessment items collected from three states. The authors had the
assumption that these proficiency tests must be intended to measure academic and
social English as to guarantee test takers’ readiness to be active participants in
academic contexts. The study concluded that although differing in level and type, all
three states contained test samples that would reflect academic and social English
across the four language domains (listening, reading, speaking, and writing). Collier
and Huang (2020) analyzed the Texas English Language Proficiency Assessment
System (TELPAS), which is a high-stake exam conducted annually for school
admissions and other language assessment decisions. Intended to measure social and
academic English skills in four skills, TELPAS uses a range of test items such as
multiple-choice, narrative, interactive and more types. It uses holistic rubrics to score
productive skills, and categorizes learners as Beginner, Intermediate, Advanced, and
Advanced High. The authors took the following criteria into account while
evaluating TELPAS: “reliability, validity, authenticity, practicality,
washback/consequences, and test bias and fairness” (Collier & Huang, 2020, p.224).

The findings pronounced the importance of sufficiency of the proficiency tests
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delivered a year, inter-rater reliability, and supportive communication between
stakeholders.

All in all, one of the primary purposes of language assessment is observing
achievement and progress, which will also give an idea to detect areas for
improvement (Davidson, 2018). It is not only curriculum developers’ job to do this;
instead, all stakeholders must be actively involved in the design and application of
assessment processes. As Taylor (2013) suggests, the major stakeholders in language
assessment are test writers, class teachers, administrators and test developers. All of
these stakeholders should have different levels of assessment literacy regarding
knowledge of theory, principles and technical skills. In other words, assessment
literacy will have an impact on how successful new assessment policies are
conducted (Jiang, 2020).

Assessment Literacy

As assessment for learning requires teachers to be involved in the assessment
procedures more actively than in assessment of learning, teachers are expected to be
aware of the principles of assessment literacy to effectively make use of it. Teachers’
assessment literacy is a “joint property” (Coombe, 2020) that is dynamic and
interacting among different stakeholders such as students, test developers and
administrators. As Stiggins (2014) states, students need assessment literacy to
understand the purpose of assessments and the scoring guides, to interpret the
difference between good and bad performances, and to perceive how the assessment
results could be used to support their learning. Students are also concerned with
assessment literacy to diminish the negative effect of assessments such as exam
anxiety and to actively take part in assessment related processes with increased

motivation (Djoub, 2017).
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Stiggins (as cited in Green, 2018) proposed three levels of assessment
literacy: functional level, practical level and advanced level. The functional level is
needed by the professionals who only use the assessment results for pass-fail
decisions or ranking. The practical level appeals to the teachers who use and produce
assessment data for their students. The advanced level goes beyond these and is
needed by assessment specialists who produce assessment data for other stakeholders
as well. The current situation both in Turkish and international contexts shows us
that assessment training programs usually refer to the functional level addressed by
the public officials to use the data; and the advanced level which is practiced by the
measurement specialists generating the data. However, the practical level is usually
neglected and results in missing the benefits that assessment literacy could provide
teachers with. Green (2018) also highlights the need for teachers’ assessment literacy
by referring to the responsibility of teachers to take a role in both assessing their
learners in the classroom and preparing them for other assessments.

The key components of assessment literacy include various items as
presented by different experts in the field. As the pioneer of the term, Stiggins (1999)
defines seven competencies for assessment practices. These are listed in the authors’
article (as cited in Herrera & Macias, 2015) as

(a) connecting assessment to clear purposes, (b) clarifying achievement
expectations, (c) applying proper assessment methods, (d) developing quality
assessment exercises and scoring criteria and sampling appropriately, (e)
avoiding bias in assessment, (f) communicating effectively about student
achievement, and (g) using assessment as an instructional intervention. (p. 307)

As the concept assessment literacy is not as old as the assessment term itself,

many teachers are not assessment literate (Popham, 2018). Despite the awareness-
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raising attempts in the language programs over the past few years, assessment
literacy is not viewed as an opportunity to benefit teaching practices. Even though
there are some training courses specially designed to increase assessment literacy
both in pre-service and in-service training of EFL teachers (Oz & Atay, 2017), these
courses are usually based on large-scale testing and statistical analyses instead of in-
class assessment practices. Since the term ‘literacy’ has gone beyond just ‘the ability
to read and write’ (Taylor, 2013), assessment literacy has also needed to adopt a
wider notion embracing sociocultural as well as functional principles. In addition, the
growing number of social domains requiring a heightened awareness and knowledge
of assessment has led to varying degrees of assessment literacy for different
stakeholders (Kremmel & Harding, 2020). Taylor (2013) calls for the integration of
assessment development activities into professional development programs with
relevance to a range of stakeholders. She states that all stakeholders should be
provided with the core expertise in language assessment literacy to better inform and
shape innovative policy making and practice.
Theoretical Framework of the Study

The theoretical assumption of the study derives from Taylor’s (2013)
framework of suggested language assessment literacy profiles for four
constituencies, which can be seen in Figure 1 below. This framework was chosen for
the current study because the participants of the study also included English language
professionals with different profiles, such as teachers, assessment specialists, and

academic leaders.
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Figure 1

Differential Language Assessment Literacy Profiles
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Note. (a) Profile for test writers, (b) Profile for classroom teachers, (c) Profile for
university administrators, (d) Profile for professional language testers. Differential
language assessment literacy profiles. From “Communicating the Theory, Practice
and Principles of Language Testing to Test Stakeholders: Some Reflections,” by L.
Taylor, 2013, Language Testing, 30(3), p.410

(http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265532213480338). Copyright 2013 by Sage.

As illustrated in Figure 1, Taylor (2013) asserted that different stakeholders
require different assessment knowledge and skills based on their job titles and
responsibilities. Professional language testers are the ones who need literacy in all of
the specified dimensions. For teachers, the most important dimension is language
pedagogy, while this dimension is regarded as the least important one for academic
leaders. It can also be seen that university administrators (academic leaders in the
current study) need the most assessment literacy in scores and decision-making. As

for the test writers (assessment specialists in the current study), knowledge of theory,
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principles and concepts, and technical skills are the most important assessment
literacy dimensions as specified in Figure 1.

With an attempt to investigate Taylor’s (2013) proposed profiles, and design
an assessment literacy survey at the service of stakeholder groups, Kremmel and
Harding (2020) conducted a large-scale study with different stakeholders. In a 24-
month research and development time, they extended the hypothesized dimensions
so that the survey would be feasible and intelligible to different populations. Through
an empirical investigation of the language assessment literacy needs of different
stakeholders, the researchers came up with a comprehensive survey to demonstrate
levels of language assessment literacy across different stakeholder groups. After
going under four revisions, the final version of the survey was sent to 2419
participants (language teachers, professional examiners, test developers, testing
researchers, policymakers, test score users, test takers, and parents of test takers) all
around the world, but 1086 surveys- mostly language teachers (645), followed by
language assessment/test-developers (198) and language assessment/testing
researchers (138) were used after the cleaning of incomplete and low-confidence
responses. The researchers asked the participants “How knowledgeable/ skilled do
people in your chosen group/profession need to be about each aspect of language
assessment?” and carried out exploratory factor analysis of the hypothesized items
for eight dimensions. Following the necessary statistical analyses, the authors
validated their survey of 53 items (initially the number was 74 but 21 items were
removed after the factor analysis) to measure assessment literacy under ten
dimensions, subdividing the technical skills into three dimensions (constructing
language assessments, administering and scoring language assessments, evaluating

language assessments). The results validated the notion in Taylor’s (2013)



31

framework that different profiles need different set of skills and knowledge based on
their job descriptions. Therefore, the tool was thought to be feasible for the current
study conducted with different profiles.
Assessment Literacy for Teachers’ Development

In order to determine teachers’ level of assessment literacy, some tools have
been suggested in the literature. An older version of these tools is the ‘Classroom
Assessment Literacy Inventory’ developed by Mertler and Campbell (2005). The
inventory has 35 items in total which aim to measure assessment literacy under seven
headings “connecting assessments to clear purposes, clarifying achievement
expectations, applying proper assessment methods; developing quality assessment
exercises and scoring criteria and sampling appropriately, avoiding bias in
assessment, communicating effectively about student achievement, using assessment
as an instructional intervention” (p. 7). As another tool, Fulcher (2012) developed
and applied a survey to address the assessment training needs of language teachers.
The survey explored teachers’ perceived assessment needs within three categories as
practical knowledge, theoretical and procedural knowledge, and socio-historical
understanding. Another recent tool was developed by Nikmard and Zenouzagh
(2020). Through extensive literature review and interviews with Ph.D. candidates in
English language teaching, the authors came up with an assessment literacy
guestionnaire within a theoretical framework for four main components of
assessment: validity, reliability, interpretability of the results and efficiency.
Especially when the impact of assessment has been acknowledged across different
stakeholders- not only teachers themselves- around the world, scholars and
educational organizations initiated attempts to define different levels of assessment

literacy for specific stakeholders. For example, the Michigan Assessment
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Consortium (MAC) updated and released a set of Assessment Literacy Standards
written for five groups of individuals: students and their families, classroom teachers,
building administrators, district administrators and policymakers. Intended to
contribute to a more assessment-literate population, the standards for each group
address three domains: dispositions, knowledge and performance.

It was also found out in a case study that assessment literacy impacted
teachers’ classroom questioning and practices at personal, institutional, and socio-
cultural levels which are shown in Table 1 below (Jiang, 2020).

Table 1

Factors Influencing Teacher Assessment Literacy in Questioning Practice

Levels Influencing Factors

At the personal level Teacher expertise in assessment
Teacher beliefs

At the institutional level Student competence and motivation
Institutional value

At the socio-cultural level Confucian influenced culture

Note. Adapted from “Teacher Classroom Questioning Practice and Assessment
Literacy: Case Studies of Four English Language Teachers in Chinese Universities,”
by Y. Jiang, 2020, Frontiers in Education, 5(23), p. 10

(https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.00023). Copyright 2020 by Frontiers in

Education.

Another study that links assessment literacy and professional development
was conducted by Bijsterbosch et al. (2019). Through questionnaires, interviews and
content analysis of summative assessments, the researchers found out that reflection
on educational goals, beliefs and feedback contributed to higher levels of assessment

literacy. Sheean (2017) states that there is an interconnection among autonomy,
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teaching methods and assessment methods. Autonomy and assessment relation is
definitely not limited to learner’s autonomy when assessment literacy itself requires
the active participation of the teachers in the processes. The author argues that
although much research has been done on the advantages of taking responsibility in
learning processes for high autonomy, the potential benefits of active participation in
the assessment procedures are usually neglected.

The neglected benefit of assessment literacy among teachers was researched
in a study which showed that 81.39% of teachers surveyed said that most of the
assessment practices are carried out by specific specialists at their institutions and
they, as teachers, have almost no word in these decisions or practices. Although these
teachers have some ideas and assumptions about assessment thanks to some courses
or trainings they took, they did not have a chance to improve and update themselves
in terms of key concepts and practical applications of quality assessment (Djoub,
2017). Therefore, it becomes almost impossible to increase teacher autonomy in
assessment without providing them with the necessary knowledge and insight to be
assessment-literate.

Perceptions of Assessment Literacy

Higher quality education is perhaps the ultimate goal and desired outcome of
assessment literacy. Designing, applying, and interpreting correct assessment tools
will help reach educational and institutional objectives. As Green (2018) suggests,
assessment does not only mean certain numbers or grades for statistical analyses, but
instead should add to the development of teaching and learning. Therefore, key
stakeholders must be able to assess student achievement with the right practices and

refer to the results in order to improve their instruction (Shams & Igbal, 2019).



34

There have been some studies as to how assessment literacy is perceived by
key stakeholders. Tsagari and Volt (2017) carried out a mixed-methods study with
853 questionnaires and 63 interviews with language teachers from selected European
countries. The authors aimed to explore teachers’ perceptions of assessment literacy
in terms of their training backgrounds and needs with a special focus on the
reflections of this literacy on their classroom-based practice. The results showed that
most of the participants believed that their pre-service or in-service training did not
sufficiently prepare them for their assessment-related practices. Moreover, the
majority of the participants’ ability to design classroom-focused language assessment
practices was underdeveloped. It was concluded that this lack of knowledge and
skills refrained them from using innovative assessment methods. In the interviews,
they stated that although they have a fuzzy understanding of what alternative
assessment formats were, they could not feel confident enough to implement them
properly in their classes. A final commonly pronounced perception was that most
teachers wished for better training on assessment so that they could improve their
feedback strategies for a given test or assignment (Vogt & Tsagari, 2014).

A similar study on teachers’ perceptions of assessment literacy was carried
out in a Turkish context (Oz & Atay, 2017). The researchers conducted semi-
structured interviews with teachers at the English language preparatory school of a
university in order to discover their assessment literacy perceptions and how much
these perceptions were reflected in their performances. The results showed
inconsistency between teachers’ perceptions and their real performances. For
instance, although teachers believed that good assessment must be valid, most of
them focused on only speaking skill while assessing their students’ English language

proficiency.
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Another specific research was conducted on Indonesian teachers’ perceptions
of instruction-based assessment practices and how much these perceptions are
reflected in their teaching practices (Zulaiha et al., 2020). The researchers explored
English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers’ knowledge about assessment
principles through a survey and gathered more qualitative data through their
curriculum, lesson plans and sample assessment tools. They also conducted semi-
structured interviews to determine the extent to which the teachers applied their
knowledge in their classroom practices. The results mainly showed that most
teachers believed in the importance of using assessment as a tool to promote
learning. For instance, they mentioned that teachers should conduct assessments to
not only measure success but also get feedback on instruction; and the assessment
plan should be well communicated to students by their teachers. However, although
teachers demonstrated sufficient knowledge of assessment practice including
planning, monitoring and so forth, there were some gaps between what they perceive
as and what they do in real classroom settings. To illustrate, although most teachers
believed in the importance of feedback to assessment practices, the authors could not
find evidence of quality feedback given by the teachers. Overall, it was concluded
that school policy, students’ attitudes and parents’ involvement are some concerns
that affect teachers’ perceptions of assessment literacy and their in-class assessment
practices.

Vogt et al. (2020) investigated perceptions of assessment literacy and
assessment literacy levels as well as teacher training needs regarding assessment
literacy with a mixed-method comparative study in Germany and Greece. They
collected data through questionnaires, and interviews were used for supporting

evidence. The study concluded that both Greek and German teachers had limited
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formal training in assessment. Also, both groups had similar perceptions in their
assessment conceptualization although they had different forms of assessment
practices in their school settings. However, their perceived training needs were quite
different from each other. Researchers made it clear that contextual factors such as
school characteristics, needs and traditions play a great role in this difference. As a
result, professional development activities should be designed in an attempt to
increase teachers’ assessment literacy levels with relevant contextual factors in mind.
Conclusion

The creator of the assessment literacy term, Stiggins (1991) warns that
assessment literacy is often seen as a skill only for test developers as the ones who
create the tests and the ones who teach have for a long time been separated. This
spreads the perception that assessment and instruction do not intersect (Stiggins,
2014). However, teachers will soon gain the positive outcomes of being literate in
assessment, which will improve the quality of education (Popham, 2018). The author
elaborates on this by stating that assessment-literate teachers would refrain from
using wrong tests, misusing the data, and failing the instructional benefits of
assessment literacy. He visualizes the decision impact of assessment-literate
educators in Figure 2.
Figure 2

Decision Impact of Assessment-Literate Educators
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Dependent Properl Decisions Students
Decision Perly

Note. Adapted from “Assessment Literacy for Educators in a Hurry (p. 12), ” by W.

J. Popham, 2018. Copyright 2018 by ASCD.
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Finally, assessment literacy will give the teachers a chance to generate
assessment tools which will be in accordance with standardized tests such as TOEFL
or IELTS (Herrera & Macias, 2015). Millions of people around the world are taking
these international exams to be admitted to higher education programs or certain
promotions. As a result, assessment literacy will in a wider context pay off for
various key stakeholders involved in assessment processes.

Educators and policymakers should hold the belief that teachers’ being
assessment literate benefits quality learning and teaching. Accordingly, policymakers
should include assessment practices that are purposefully designed to help students
raise awareness on the various elements of assessment and thus direct their own
learning as well as provide valuable feedback for improvement. When curriculum
developers and educators plan programs, courses, materials and so on and so forth
with the approach to assessment as learning, this would yield positive results for all
stakeholders. To add to these positive results, teachers, as key stakeholders, should
develop assessment literacy.

It is clear that being assessment literate and active advocates of assessment
as learning cannot be fully achieved without appropriate training. This link between
assessment literacy and teacher development was also mentioned by Herrera and
Macias (2015). The authors asserted that various professional development activities
such as workshops and study groups may be helpful to present relevant and
meaningful knowledge to educators, which will contribute to their professional
growth. That is to say, assessment should be better integrated into teacher training
programs with the specific content for assessment literacy (Djoub, 2017). This will

help close the gap between the practices and the principles of assessment.
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD

Introduction

In this chapter, the research design is explained with the methods described
and justified. The context where the research was conducted is briefly portrayed and
the distinctive characteristics of the case setting are outlined. There is also some
descriptive information about the participants of the study. Methods of data
collection and analysis along with instrumentation are also reported in this chapter.

Research Design

This study is conceptualized as a case study employing the convergence
model of mixed-method design (Gay et al., 2009). Mixed-method research is an
approach that requires the mixing of quantitative and qualitative data so that the
results would yield a more powerful and stronger interpretation of a research
problem (Creswell, 2014), the interpretation of perceptions of assessment literacy in
this case. This research design was decided to be appropriate as mixed-method
research reinforces the reliability of the research by comparing different angles from
quantitative and qualitative data as well as providing a more sophisticated approach
to the research questions. The nature of the research design necessitates extensive
data collection, which is also time-intensive; however, the accessibility of both forms
of data made this research method applicable and favorable for this study (Creswell,
2014).

In the convergence model of mixed-method design, the researcher collects
data from different sources to confirm quantitative results with qualitative results to

end up with strong conclusions about the same phenomena (Creswell & Clark,
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2017). In this study, quantitative data from the surveys and qualitative data from the
interviews were collected in the same time frame, but separately (Figure 3).
Figure 3

Convergent Mixed Method Procedures

Quantitative
data collection

and analysis: \
Surveys Comparing and

relating two data
Qualitative
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and analysis:
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Interpretation

\ 4

Note. Adapted from “Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed
Methods Approaches (p. 220),” by J. Creswell & J. D. Creswell, 2014. Copyright
2014 by Sage Publications.

The qualitative data were used to confirm quantitative results. Detailed views
of the participants obtained as qualitative data via interviews were used to support
the findings of the quantitatively collected and analyzed data coming from the
surveys.

Both forms of data focused on the same or parallel concepts, as in this case
assessment literacy knowledge and skills specified in Taylor’s (2013) framework. As
a typical characteristic of a mixed-method design (Creswell & Clark, 2017), the
sample size was smaller for the collection of qualitative data (N = 21) than for the
guantitative data (N =33). However, this should not necessarily be considered as a
drawback as both research designs differ in their intention. After that, two data sets
were merged for an overall interpretation to answer the research questions. To better

understand the phenomena in the study, data sets were compared and the
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interpretation of both was reported; thus, the study is a convergence model of
triangulation design (Creswell & Clark, 2017). Triangulation refers to the act of
combining several research methods to explore and validate the results of the same
phenomena (Ndanu & Syombua, 2015). Methodological triangulation is suggested
by the relevant literature as it establishes validity in mixed method research designs
(Ma & Norwich, 2007).

Case studies can be described as particularistic, descriptive and heuristic
(Gay et al., 2009). This study was carried out in a bounded system, at the English
Language Preparatory school of a foundation university in Ankara, Turkey. Yin
(2003) defines a case study as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary
phenomenon within its real-life context” (p.13). This study also explored the English
language teachers’ perceptions of assessment literacy within a real context; the
institution where they work. Therefore, purposive sampling was adopted for the
better association of the sample with the research questions (Campbell et al., 2020)
and to empower the trustworthiness of the results. The inclusion of real-life context
and contextual conditions are important in the study as they would affect teachers’
perceptions to a great extent.

Because both assessment literacy and perception are phenomena that
comprise deep notions for one to comprehend, thick descriptions were required to
answer the research questions. In this study, there have been thick descriptions as a
result of surveys and interviews, both of which aimed to bring insights into the
phenomenon of assessment literacy. As case studies are designed to explore such
phenomena with long narratives, which are usually difficult for the reader, a set of
open-ended questions were used in the study as suggested by Yin (1981).

Triangulation, employed to ensure the credibility of the data, were conducted using
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various instruments to ascertain the perspectives of multiple stakeholders, namely
teachers, assessment specialists and academic leaders. With this strategy, potential
risks and biases were aimed to be reduced (Maxwell, 2008). The use of multiple
resources of data ensured cross-validity of the results through the triangulation
process (Kaplan & Maxwell, 2005).
Context

The case for the current study is the English language preparatory school of a
foundation university with 30% English-medium and 70% Turkish-medium of
instruction. The university provides instruction at undergraduate, graduate, and PhD
levels. The university accepts around 1000 students for its various discipline of
studies in total every year. The English language preparatory school is a part of the
Foreign Languages Department and is managed by the department head. The
department also offers second foreign languages such as Italian language and
departmental English courses, but they are out of the scope of this study. The English
language preparatory school of the university where this study was conducted is an
authorized center for internationally recognized English language proficiency tests
such as TOEFL, TOEIC, and GMAT.
Assessment Regulations

All students who are admitted to the university take the preliminary English
language exam every year. Those who fall below the cut-off score enroll in the
English language preparatory school (around 600 students). These students are
taught by around 40 full-time and 25 part-time English language teachers.

The preliminary exam is an in-house test of the English language prepared

by the Measurement and Evaluation Unit of the preparatory school. The exam has

four parts: listening, grammar, vocabulary and reading. Students who score between



42

0-49 start studying in the prep school at the lowest level: A Foundation (AF). The
ones that score between 50-64 start at A level. These two groups of students cannot
take the TOEFL ITP yet to be exempted from studying in the prep school. However,
the students who score 65 and above in the preliminary test are eligible to take the
official TOEFL ITP, which is the proficiency exam of the school. Those who score
500 out of 677 from the TOEFL ITP can directly continue their studies in their
departments. On the other hand, if they score between 400-449, they start the prep
school at B level; and if they score 450-499, they are placed in the highest level: C
level.

In conclusion, there are four main levels, AF, A, B, and C levels. There are
also repeat versions as A Repeat (failing students from A and AF levels), B Repeat
and C Repeat. By the end of the semester, the grade points average (GPA) based on
the components in the assessment schedule must be 70 for AF and A levels, 65 for B
levels in order for the students to pass onto the next level. If they cannot, they take
the repeat version of the same level. A regular student must complete C level with a
GPA of at least 65 points to be eligible to take the TOEFL ITP exam. However, the
institution gives this early right also to B level students with an GPA of 80 points and
above.

Assessment Schedule

Since the foundation of the preparatory school in 2005 until the pandemic in
2020, students had to take 11 multiple choice exams in the form of quizzes and
midterms, four writing exams, and one speaking exam during their study of each
level in a semester. There were also some online components such as online
homework of course books in the assessment schedule. However, as of the 13th of

March 2020, after the breakout of the Covid19 pandemic, the school had to change
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its assessment system. With the introduction of more formative types of assessment
tools, the institution has been in an attempt to and is still extending the use of
assessment for learning.

Unlike the system before the pandemic, at the time of the study, there were
fewer multiple-choice type examinations. Instead, formative assessment tools in
which students worked on several tasks almost every week and revised their work
upon feedback from teachers were aimed to be conducted. In addition, all students
completed online homework on three different platforms to prepare for the coming
week’s topics as well as revision activities for the previous week’s topics. There
were two midterm exams, three quizzes and a final exam in the form of multiple-
choice questions. These exams constituted 71% of the final grade. Ten percent of the
cumulative grade came from two portfolio tasks; 9% from a speaking exam, and 10%
from online assignments of course materials.

The Unique Setting

This preparatory school, within the department of foreign languages, was
chosen for this case study for a reason. As highlighted by Yin (2003), case study
research deals with technically distinctive settings where the relevant data is more
than just numbers. The current study took place at this preparatory school that has a
distinct setting. There are two reasons for this distinction. First, the school is
different from its counterparts because it follows a unique curriculum. The academic
calendar is composed of trimesters each of which lasts 13 weeks. It also requires the
students to pass an internationally accepted and preferred English test as its
proficiency exam. Secondly, there is a distinctive emphasis on assessment issues in
the institution. This emphasis is often pronounced by the head of the department who

has an MSc and a Ph.D. degree in assessment and evaluation. All the assessment



44

practices are designed and conducted by a separate unit, the Measurement and
Evaluation Unit which has five members managing different levels. The members
are responsible for planning the assessment schedule, designing appropriate
assessment tools, administering assessments and coordinating the marking and
feedback processes. All the relevant procedures that are followed by teachers are
supported by checklists, rubrics, regular meetings, and student information systems.
Confidentiality is a noticeable principle when it comes to certain assessment
procedures. To illustrate, under no circumstances should the students be informed
that the exams are prepared by the teachers working in a specific unit.

The attention given to assessment also shows itself in a recent training
program on assessment offered to the teachers as part of professional development
activities. The training was voluntary for the teachers except for the members of the
Curriculum and Material Development Unit who were obliged to attend the sessions
as told by the head of the department. Offered as a Peer-learning project of
professional development practices, the training was designed by the members of the
Measurement and Evaluation unit and the head of the department before the
pandemic. The purpose of the training was to increase teachers’ knowledge and skills
in assessment. There were eight input sessions in total, each of which took around 50
minutes: (1) Fundamentals of Testing, (2) Designing Assessment Tools, (3)
Assessment of Use of Language, (4) Assessment of Reading, (5) Assessment of
Listening, (6) Assessment of Speaking and Writing, (7) Alternative assessment, and
(8) Item Analysis. Two of the sessions were presented by the head of the department
himself and the members of the Measurement and Evaluation Unit presented the rest.
The first five sessions had been completed face to face before the pandemic. Then,

because of the sudden shift to online teaching, the training had to be halted for a few



45

months. Later, two sessions were conducted online. And the last session was
conducted face-to-face in the 2021-2022 academic calendar. There were 12 teachers
who attended all of the sessions and the number was higher in a few of the sessions.
The major points covered in the course were principles of assessment, item writing
guidelines, and using statistics to evaluate assessments.

It can be said that the pandemic brought along more formative assessment
components to the schedule such as the portfolio tasks. However, the midterms, the
final exam and the proficiency exam were still in the form of multiple-choice type of
questions. In addition, although assessment training was provided for volunteer
teachers, these teachers did not take active roles in the design and evaluation of the
assessments. As there is a special unit (Measurement and Evaluation Unit) for all
types of assessment processes, other teachers have very little to say in the design,
implementation, and evaluation of them. Their role in assessment processes is often
limited to proctoring the exams and marking students’ work with the provided
rubrics. They may also provide feedback to the unit in the weekly coordination
meetings or through surveys filled in at the end of each semester. The lack of chance
to be actively involved in assessment processes may strain assessment literacy and
result in a particular direction in their perceptions of assessment literacy and its
relationship to the teaching quality or assessment for learning.

Participants

Data were collected from English language teachers, assessment specialists
and academic leaders at the institution who volunteered to participate in the study.
Thirty-three English language professionals completed the survey in total. Twenty-
one of them volunteered to be interviewed as well. Table 2 shows the demographic

information of the participants who completed the survey.
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Table 2

Demographic Information of English Language Professionals (Survey)

Variable Category n
Gender Female 28
Male 6

Total 34

Age 21-25 3
26-30 6

31-35 15

36-40 4

40+ 6

Title Teacher 23
Assessment specialist 4

Academic leader

As can be seen in Table 2, the majority of the participants are females aged
between 31-35. In total, 23 language teachers, four assessment specialists and seven
academic leaders completed the survey. Language teachers are responsible for
teaching 20 hours a week. They also mark student papers such as writing sections of
the exams and portfolio tasks such as presentation slides.

Assessment specialists are the teachers who work in the Measurement and
Evaluation unit as well as teaching ten hours a week. They are responsible for
designing, creating, applying, and evaluating all the assessment tools during each
semester. During the time of the study, the unit consisted of five people who are
experts at English language teaching with either an undergraduate degree in English
language teaching or a relevant pedagogical formation. Except for one member with
an undergraduate degree, all four assessment specialists had further degrees in

different departments. One of the members was pursuing his Ph.D. in Measurement
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and Evaluation at the time of the study. Another one held an MA in English language
teaching. A third member had an MA in American Literature and Culture. The last
member, not a participant of this study, held an MA in Human Resources
Development in Education and was pursuing a second MA in Curriculum and
Instruction. All of the assessment specialists were trained on the job by the head of
the department who has a Ph.D. in Measurement and Evaluation, and by more
experienced assessment specialists before they started working in the unit.

Academic leaders are the teachers who work in the administration and as unit
coordinators. They are the members of the academic board of the English language
preparatory school, meet on a regular basis to take administrative decisions, collate
feedback from the units, and make the necessary adjustments related to various
issues such as the curriculum and assessment design, extracurricular activities,
school-wide changes and so forth. The administration consists of one head, one
assistant head, and one coordinator of administrative affairs. During the time of the
study, the head of the department held an MA and a Ph.D. in Measurement and
Evaluation. The assistant head held an MSc and a Ph.D. in Educational Management
and Planning. The coordinator of administrative affairs held an MA in Educational
Management and an MA in Curriculum and Instruction. The other four academic
leaders were the coordinators of the Curriculum Development Unit, Professional
Development Unit, Educational Technologies Unit and Extra-curricular Activities
Unit.

The English language professionals who participated in the study had
different profiles in terms of years of experience at the institution and their total

experience in teaching English. Their levels of education also showed variation to a
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certain extent. Table 3 demonstrates the educational and occupational background of
the participants who completed the survey.
Table 3

Background Information of English Language Professionals (Survey)

Variable Category n

Experience at the institution 0-5 11
6-10 15

11-15 4

16+ 4

Experience in teaching English 0-5 6
6-10 14

11-15 9

16-21 1

21+ 4

Level of education Bachelor’s degree 3
MA/MS student 8

MA/MS degree 15

PhD student 5

PhD degree 3

As indicated in Table 3, 44,2 % of the English language professionals who
responded to the survey have been working at the case institution for six to 10 years.
Similarly, 41,2% of the participants have had a total of six to 10 years of experience
in teaching English. In addition, except for the three participants who have
bachelor’s degrees, all of them have been involved in further education degrees as
shown in Table 3.

Table 4 below displays the demographic information of the participants who

took part in the interviewees.
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Table 4

Demographic Data of English Language Professionals (Interview)

Variable Category n
Gender Female 15
Male 6

Age 31-35 11
36-40 4

40+ 6

Title Teacher 10
Assessment specialist 4

Academic leader 7

Level of education Bachelor’s degree 3
Master’s degree 13

PhD student 3

PhD degree 2

As can be seen in Table 4, the majority of the interviewees were females aged
between 31-35. The participants were 10 language teachers, four assessment
specialists and seven academic leaders: 21 English language professionals in total.
Except for three participants, all of them have been involved in further education
degrees.

Instrumentation
The following instruments were used to collect data for the study:

e An online Likert-type assessment literacy survey with three versions; one
for language teachers (Appendix A), another for assessment specialists
(Appendix B) and the last for academic leaders, (Appendix C)

e A set of interview questions for English language professionals

(Appendix D).
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Surveys

The survey was originally developed by Benjamin Kremmel and Luke
Harding in 2017 and the authors’ model was published in 2020. While they
developed this survey, as a starting point, they referred to Taylor’s (2013)
hypothesized dimensions of language assessment literacy; specifically: 1) knowledge
of theory, 2) technical skills, 3) principles and concepts, 4) language pedagogy, 5)
sociocultural values, 6) local practices, 7) personal beliefs/attitudes, and 8) scores
and decision making (Kremmel & Harding, 2020).

To collect some demographic information including age, gender and level of
education and experience, the researcher added a section which forms the first part of
the survey. The second part, adapted from the original, includes 53 items to explore
the perceived assessment literacy level of English language teachers. The difference
between the three versions of the survey lies in the question directed to the
participants. While in the first version, the language teachers are asked to indicate
their own assessment literacy levels, the assessment specialists and the academic
leaders are requested to indicate how they perceive English language teachers’
assessment literacy levels.

Table 5 shows the number of items in the survey allocated for each dimension
of assessment literacy.

Table 5

Number of Survey Items per Each Assessment Literacy Dimension

Dimension Number of Items
Language pedagogy 11

TS (A) Constructing language assessments 8
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Table 5 (cont’d)

Number of Survey Items per Each Assessment Literacy Dimension

Dimension Number of Items
Principles and concepts 7
TS (C) Evaluating language assessments 7
Knowledge of theory 4
Local practices 4
Personal beliefs and attitudes 4
TS (B) Administering and scoring language assessments 4
Impact of social values 3
Scores and decision making 1
Total 53

Note. TS= Technical Skills

The first 33 items refer to the “knowledge” of the participants, whereas the
rest refers to the “skills” of the participants. The survey is a Likert-type survey which
asks the participants to rate the items by assigning a score between one to five; one
meaning “not knowledgeable/ skilled at all” and five meaning “extremely
knowledgeable/ skilled”.

For this study, the survey was adapted to a very small extent before the
piloting process with four English language professionals with the aim of identifying
any problems before implementing it to the actual participants. Expert opinion was
sought from both the advisor and an assessment specialist for the items. The
feedback was evaluated by the advisor and confirmed to revise and finalize the

instruments. Considering local needs, items 8, 9, 27 and 28 were adapted to make the
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meaning clearer to the participants. For items 8 and 9, to better explain and
exemplify the “local systems of accreditation”, “YOKAK” and “DEDAK” were
added to the items to exemplify the relevant local accreditation bodies. For items 27
and 28, instead of saying “local area/context”, “Turkish preparatory school”
expression was used to make the participants better understand the boundaries of the
study.

To measure the internal consistency of the survey applied in this study,
Cronbach’s alpha value was calculated for the survey as a whole, for knowledge and
skills categories, and for each dimension in the survey. The Cronbach’s Alpha value
for the whole survey was .95, which demonstrates a strong level of reliability for the
research (Fraenkel et al., 2012). In addition, the Cronbach’s alpha levels for two
main categories (knowledge and skills) were calculated. The Cronbach’s alpha level
for the knowledge related dimensions was .93, and the level was .93 for the skills
related dimensions. Furthermore, the Cronbach’s alpha values for each dimension in
the survey were calculated, and the levels are presented in Table 6 below.

Table 6

Cronbach’s Alpha Values for Each Assessment Literacy Dimension in the Survey

Dimension Cronbach’s Alpha
Knowledge of theory .78
Language pedagogy 87
Personal beliefs and attitudes .82
Local practices .80
Impact of social values .61

Scores and decision making -




53

Table 6 (cont’d)

Cronbach’s Alpha Values for Each Assessment Literacy Dimension in the Survey

Dimension Cronbach’s Alpha
Principles and concepts .83
Constructing language assessments .90
Administering and scoring language assessments .84
Evaluating language assessments .89

Note. The Cronbach’s Alpha value could not be calculated for the scores and
decision making dimension as the dimension consists of only one item.

As can be seen in Table 6, the Cronbach’s alpha values for all dimensions
except for impact and social values are all above .75, which suggests a fairly high
level of internal consistency of the data collection tool (Gay et. al, 2009). The value
for impact and social values (0. = .61) is considered moderate in the sampled studies
(Taber, 2018).

Interviews

To support the quantitative data obtained via the surveys for the first research
question, and to answer the second research question, qualitative data were collected
through open-ended interviews. The semi-structured interview questions were
formed in an attempt to gather data about participants’ perceived assessment literacy
levels and its relationship with teaching quality. Within the scope of Taylor’s (2013)
framework, the questions were designed to address the participants’ different profiles
such as teachers, assessment specialists and academic leaders. There were four main
questions with some follow-up questions to be used when necessary. They focused
on English language professionals’ perceptions of assessment literacy levels and its

relationship with teaching quality. As the interview results constitute the qualitative



54

part of the research, open-ended questions aimed to guide the participants to share
and reflect as much as possible. The researcher avoided leading questions and
included divergent questions to facilitate the collection of interview data (Gay et al.,
2009). The interview questions were piloted with four teachers at the institution to
ensure that the questions make sense (Fraenkel et al., 2012). Pilot study results
showed no need for change in the form and content of the questions. Each interview
lasted around 12 minutes and was conducted in English.

Method of Data Collection

Firstly, the required approval from Bilkent University Ethics Committee was
obtained as part of the requirements of the MA in Curriculum and Instruction
program. Upon getting the approval, a research proposal form was sent to the
English language preparatory school of the university where the study was
conducted. Required permissions and consent forms were received from the
institution and the participants.

Three versions of the online survey were sent to the participants as a link
through an e-mail. The first version of the survey was sent to the 53 English
language teachers. 23 teachers completed the survey and 10 of them stated in the
survey that they would like to be interviewed. The second version was sent to four
assessment specialists and the third version to seven academic leaders. They all filled
in the survey and volunteered to be interviewed.

Ten English language teachers, four assessment specialists and seven
academic leaders were interviewed face-to-face. The interviewees were recorded

upon their consent and later transcribed through a software program called Descript.
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Methods of Data Analysis

The quantitative data from the survey was analyzed through a software
program; Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 24.0). Firstly, three data sets
from the three versions of the surveys were merged into the same file. Each group
was assigned a group variable (1 for teachers, 2 for assessment specialists and 3 for
academic leaders) to conduct analyses at one time, and to present the results in the
SPSS outputs in groups. Distributions were run to report participants’ level of
assessment literacy for each dimension. Means for measures of central tendency and
standard deviations for measures of variability were calculated by running
descriptive statistics for the survey.

The qualitative data collected in the form of audio recordings of the
interviews were first transcribed through a transcription software named Descript.
The unclear or misspelled words were corrected, and explanations of the
abbreviations needed for the nature of the study were added to the transcribed
documents by the researcher. First, theoretical categories (knowledge and skills) that
were anticipated prior to interviews were used as two main categories (Maxwell,
2008). Then, sub-categories were created based on the dimensions derived from
Taylor’s framework (2013). There were ten sub-categories in total. The preliminary
list of concepts for each sub-category was derived from the survey items. The
preliminary list was reviewed and revised by the researcher and a research expert
while the researcher was analyzing the transcriptions. A couple of sub-categories and
concepts were added during the analysis process as some comments of the
participants did not fit under the existing ones such as in the case descriptive
comments they made. The added sub-category and concepts were specified with an

asterisk in the final indication of coding categories (Appendix E).
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The data was organized in excel sheet tabs for each group of participants.
Relevant comments were copied to the related column in the excel sheet (Yildirim &
Simsek, 2016). During the analysis process, it enabled the research to sort the data
out based on the categories, sub-categories and concepts to explore the assessment
literacy perceptions of English language professionals. Figure 4 illustrates a sample
analysis of qualitative data.

Figure 4

Sample Analysis of Interview Data

A B c D E F G H |
Main
Categories (2) Knowiedge (K,
1
Sub- Knowledge of '
. - Language Pedagogy
Categories Theory (K-LP)
(10) (K-KT)
2 =
washback
Structure | Learning Student . In-class Student
Con;; pts i| of English | English  Motivation = E“:gflices F?(EngFCK Assessment Achievement Comments
(35) K-KT-SE | K-KT-LE | K-LP-sM | EP80 L K-LP-A K-LP-StA
3 K-LP-WE
4
Assessment plays such a big role and there is a busy
schedule in addition, and there are weeks when we only
give the assessment parts ; this happens often.
5 T5
I feel more effective as a teacher if | know more of the
assessment. Expectations and the assessment requirements. If1
know what the assessment tool is, then | feel like | have more
clarity and more alignment with the assessment tool and with the
curriculum, | think it shapes my priorities for the class.
6 T2
1 like to operate on the principle of backward design with correct
lesson planning. Figure it out wherever the students are, that's
first. And then | know that they've reached there, which means
figured out that assessment. Then third, | based my instruction on
B T3 ° . Ry N that to help my students become successful

This means An asterisk (*) means the corresponding
Teacher 3 comment is related to the sub-
categories specified

As can be seen in the sample analysis in Figure 4, the transcribed interview
data were arranged on an excel sheet based on the sub-category and concept each
comment was related to. On the first column from the left, each interviewee was
given a different number; for instance, Teacher 1 was labeled as T1. The comments
made by each participant were read carefully from the transcriptions and copied on

the corresponding row titled Comments on the right side of the excel sheet, and the
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related sub-category or sub-categories as well as the related concepts were marked
by an asterisk. While analyzing the data based on Taylor’s (2013) framework, the
comments were sorted by the asterisks in each sub-category and concept. By doing
this, the researcher was able to see how many comments were made for each sub-

category and each concept and report the results accordingly.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Introduction
The purpose of this study was to explore the assessment literacy perceptions
of English language professionals at an English language preparatory school of a
foundation university in Ankara. As such, the research questions were as follows:
1. What is the assessment literacy level of English language teachers as
perceived by
a. themselves,
b. assessment specialists, and
c. academic leaders
at the language preparatory school of a foundation university in Ankara?
2. Howdo
a. English language teachers,
b. assessment specialists, and
c. academic leaders
perceive the relationship between assessment literacy and teaching quality?
Perceptions of tertiary level English language professionals were explored by
two means. Firstly, English language professionals (teachers, assessment specialists
and academic leaders) completed a survey to measure the perceived assessment
literacy levels of English language teachers. Secondly, volunteered participants from
all groups were interviewed to elaborate on their perceptions of assessment literacy

and its relationship to teaching quality.
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Table 7 shows the data sources for each research question to explore English

language professionals’ perceptions of assessment literacy.
Table 7

Matching of Research Questions with the Data Sources

Research Question As perceived by Data Source

1. What is the assessment literacy ~ a. themselves Survey & Interview
level of English language b. assessment specialists Survey
teachers? c. academic leaders Survey
2. How do English language a. teachers Interview
professionals perceive the o )

b. assessment specialists Interview
relationship between assessment : )

c. academic leaders Interview

literacy and teaching quality?

In this chapter, both quantitative and qualitative data results obtained from the
participants will be presented. Descriptive statistics including the means and the
standard deviations will be shown for the whole survey and for two main theoretical
categories: knowledge and skills. The same values will also be presented for each of
the ten assessment literacy dimensions under these categories.

The qualitative data results will be presented and compared to the quantitative
findings overall and based on assessment literacy dimensions. The results are
organized as headings for each research question below.

Perceived Assessment Literacy Level of English Language Teachers

The first research question was answered through quantitative data from the

survey and qualitative data from the interviews.
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Survey results

As for descriptive statistics, the mean value for measures of central tendency
and the standard deviation for measures of variability are demonstrated for each
version of the survey in Table 8. For the first 33 items in the survey, participants
rated the level of assessment literacy knowledge of the language teachers in their
context choosing one to five meaning (1) not knowledgeable at all, (2) slightly
knowledgeable, (3) moderately knowledgeable, (4) very knowledgeable, and (5)
extremely knowledgeable. The last 20 items asked the participants to choose the
level of assessment literacy skills of the language teachers again out of a scale from
one to five meaning (1) not skilled at all, (2) slightly skilled, (3) moderately skilled,
(4) very skilled, and (5) extremely skilled.

Table 8 below shows the means and standard deviations for the assessment
literacy survey completed by three groups.
Table 8

Assessment Literacy Levels of English Language Teachers

Variable Perceived by Perceived by Perceived by
themselves assessment academic leaders
(n=23) specialists (n=7)
(n=4)
M1 SD1 M> SD» Ms SDs
Assessment
_ 3.13 0.53 3.11 0.36 2.87 0.65
literacy level

As can be seen from Table 8, the means of all stakeholders’ perceived
assessment literacy level of English language teachers are around average (M1 =
3.13, M2 = 3.11, M3 = 2.87). This suggests that English language teachers are

moderately knowledgeable/skilled in assessment literacy as perceived by all
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stakeholders. In addition, participants’ responses had low deviation from the mean
value since the standard deviations of the three groups are below 1. This shows that
participants’ scores are similar to each other.

The highest mean of assessment literacy level comes from the English
language teachers themselves (M1 = 3.13) Similarly, the mean of English teachers’
level of assessment literacy as perceived by assessment specialists is 3.11. However,
academic leaders perceive the English language teachers’ assessment literacy level a
little lower, with a mean value of 2.87. This shows that English language teachers are
perceived as more knowledgeable/skilled in assessment by themselves than by
assessment specialists and academic leaders.

The first 33 questions of the survey consisted of items under the “knowledge”
category. The last 20 questions measured the level of “skills” in assessment literacy.
Table 9 shows the means and the standard deviations of the items under these two
main categories.

Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations for Knowledge and Skills Categories

Variable Perceived by Perceived by Perceived by
themselves assessment academic leaders
(n=23) specialists (n=7)
(n=4)
M1 SD1 M> SD» M3 SDs
Knowledge 3.40 0.46 3.42 0.44 3.18 0.65
Skills 2.68 0.69 2.62 0.37 2.40 0.75

The survey results show that all stakeholders believed that English language
professionals are more knowledgeable than skilled in assessment literacy. It is clear

in Table 9 that the skills category perceived by all three stakeholders has lower
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means than the knowledge category. Besides, standard deviations of all three groups
are below 1; therefore, it can be said that data are clustered around the mean and
participants’ responses have little variance.

As Table 9 indicates, the assessment literacy knowledge level of English
language professionals is above average as perceived by all stakeholders. The means
are 3.42, 3.40 and 3.16, as perceived by the teachers themselves, by assessment
specialists and by academic leaders respectively. English language teachers and
assessment specialists have very similar means (M1 = 3.42, M, = 3.40) of perceived
level of knowledge in assessment literacy, although academic leaders have a little
lower mean (M3 = 3.16). However, as a result of the surveys, it can be said that all
stakeholders perceived English language teachers as moderately knowledgeable in
assessment literacy.

The level of assessment literacy skills of English language teachers as
perceived by all three groups is below average. The means are 2.68, 2.62, and 2.40,
as perceived by the teachers themselves, by assessment specialists and by academic
leaders respectively. All standard deviations are below 1, so it can be concluded that
the variance among participants’ responses was low, and the responses were similar
to each other. The slight difference across the perceptions of the teachers, the
assessment specialists and the academic leaders shows itself in the perceived level of
skills category as well. While the English language teachers and assessment
specialists have very similar means (M. = 2.68, M>=2.62), academic leaders perceive
English language teachers’ level of skills as lower with a mean value of 2.40. This
shows that academic leaders perceive English language teachers as a little less skilled

than do assessment specialists and teachers themselves. Nevertheless, the survey



63

results indicate that the English language professionals are perceived as slightly
skilled in assessment literacy by all three groups.

Table 10 below can be referred to for descriptive statistics of the ten
dimensions in the survey.
Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for the Dimensions in the Assessment Literacy Survey

Dimension Perceived by Perceived by Perceived by
themselves assessment specialists academic

(n=23) (n=4) leaders

(n=7)
M1 SD1 M> SD» Ms SD3
Knowledge of theory 4.14 0.47 4.44 0.55 4.04 0.64
Language pedagogy 3.63 0.58 3.30 0.70 3.48 0.57
Principles and concepts 3.48 0.83 3.75 0.69 3.00 0.96
Impact of social values 3.01 0.53 3.25 0.17 2.48 0.79
Local practices 2.72 0.65 2.96 0.47 2.61 1.04
Personal beliefs and 3.33 0.71 3.69 0.52 3.11 0.72

attitudes

Scores and decision making 3.91 0.67 2.50 1.29 3.57 0.79
TS (A) Constructing 2.59 0.70 2.56 0.84 2.23 0.72

language assessments

TS (B) Administering and 3.10 0.82 3.50 0.48 3.31
scoring language

assessments

TS (C) Evaluating language 2.48 0.79 2.07 0.58 1.96

assessments

1.08

0.85

Note. TS = Technical skills
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As evidenced by the survey results, the assessment literacy dimension with
the highest mean value as perceived by all three groups is the knowledge of theory
dimension. All stakeholders thought that English language professionals’ assessment
literacy level of knowledge of theory in assessment literacy is above average. The
means are 4.14, 4.44, and 4.04 as perceived by English language teachers
themselves, assessment specialists and academic leaders in order. The standard
deviations for all three groups are also lower than 1, which suggest that the
participants’ responses clustered around the mean.

The dimension with the second highest mean value perceived by English
language teachers themselves is scores and decision making (M; = 3.91). Academic
leaders also agreed that English language teachers are quite knowledgeable in scores
and decision making (Ms = 3.57). On the other hand, the mean value for this
dimension as perceived by assessment specialists is much lower (M2 = 2.30).
However, a standard deviation above 1 (SD2 = 1.29) may mean that there was no full
agreement among assessment specialists.

Language pedagogy is the dimension with the third highest mean value
(M1= 3.63) perceived by English language teachers. This suggests that English
language teachers perceive themselves quite knowledgeable in language pedagogy.
Academic leaders and assessment specialists also agreed with this finding as their
mean values for this dimension are also considerably high 3.48 and 3.30
respectively. The standard deviations for all groups are below 1; as a result, it can be
said that participants’ responses for the language pedagogy dimension were similar
to each other.

Furthermore, it can be referred from Table 10 that the dimension with the

lowest mean as perceived by all stakeholders is evaluating language assessments.
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The means are 2.48, 2.01 and 1.96 as perceived by English language teachers
themselves (SD1 = 0.79), assessment specialists (SD2 = 0.58) and academic leaders
(SD3 = 0.85) respectively. Therefore, results suggest that all groups agree with each
other on that the English language teachers’ skills in evaluating language
assessments are below average.

Constructing language assessments is the second dimension with the lowest
mean value as perceived by English language teachers, assessment specialists and
academic leaders with mean values of 2.59, 2.56, 2.23 respectively. There was
agreement across the perceptions of the stakeholders as the skills of teachers in
constructing language assessments are below average.

To interpret the survey results more in detail, descriptive statistics for the
items in two main categories of the survey (knowledge and skills) are presented in
Table 11 and Table 12.

Table 11

Means and Standard Deviations for Assessment Literacy Levels: Knowledge Items

Items in the Perceived by Perceived by Perceived by
survey themselves assessment academic leaders
(n=23) specialists (n=7)
(n=4)

M: SD1 M; SD2 M; SD3

Iltem 1 3.39 0.66 3.00 0.82 3.00 0.82
Item 2 3.57 0.90 3.75 1.26 3.14 0.90
Item 3 3.48 0.73 2.75 0.96 3.29 1.11
Item 4 3.09 1.08 2.75 0.96 3.71 0.49
Iltem 5 3.78 0.74 2.25 0.96 2.86 0.90
Item 6 3.43 0.90 3.00 1.63 3.00 0.82
Item 7 3.91 0.67 2.50 1.29 3.57 0.79
Iltem 8 2.09 0.95 2.00 0.82 2.14 1.21

Item 9 2.45 1.06 3.00 1.41 2.14 1.07
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Means and Standard Deviations for Assessment Literacy Levels: Knowledge Items

Items in the Perceived by Perceived by Perceived by
survey themselves assessment academic leaders
(n=23) specialists (n=7)
(n=4)

M: SD M. SD M; SD

Item 10 3.57 0.95 4.00 0.00 3.29 1.50
Item 11 3.00 1.00 3.25 0.96 3.00 1.29
Item 12 2.13 0.76 2.00 0.82 2.43 0.79
Item 13 3.35 0.65 4.25 0.50 2.86 0.69
Item 14 3.74 0.81 3.75 1.26 4.29 0.49
Item 15 4.04 0.88 4.50 0.58 4.00 0.00
Item 16 2.17 0.65 1.75 0.50 1.71 0.95
Item 17 3.74 0.86 3.00 0.82 3.86 1.07
Item 18 3.83 0.72 3.75 0.96 3.71 1.11
Item 19 3.87 0.81 3.75 0.96 3.43 1.27
Item 20 4.13 0.55 4.25 0.50 4.00 0.58
Item 21 4.17 0.49 4.75 0.50 4.00 0.82
Item 22 4.00 0.60 4.75 0.50 3.86 0.90
Item 23 3.52 0.90 3.75 0.96 2.86 0.90
Item 24 3.39 0.84 3.75 0.50 2.71 1.25
Item 25 3.35 0.83 3.25 0.96 2.71 1.25
Item 26 4.26 0.81 4.00 1.15 4.29 0.76
Item 27 2.65 1.27 2.50 1.29 2.43 1.13
Item 28 3.13 1.25 4.00 0.82 2.86 1.07
Item 29 3.70 1.11 4.25 0.96 3.57 0.79
Item 30 3.48 0.85 3.75 0.50 3.43 0.79
Item 31 3.39 0.78 3.25 0.50 3.00 0.82
Item 32 3.17 1.03 3.50 0.58 3.14 0.90
Item 33 3.26 0.86 4.25 0.96 2.86 0.90
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Table 11 shows the means and the standard deviations for each item in the
survey’s first section for assessment literacy “knowledge” of English language
professionals. The items in this category of the survey asked the participants to score
the knowledge level of English language instructors from one to five meaning (1) not
knowledgeable at all, (2) slightly knowledgeable, (3) moderately knowledgeable, (4)
very knowledgeable, and (5) extremely knowledgeable. Each item refers to one of
the seven dimensions in this category: knowledge of theory, language pedagogy,
principles and concepts, personal beliefs and attitudes, scores and decision making,
local practices and impact and social values. Except for few items with relatively
lower means (to be explained in the following sections), the overall results suggest
that English language teachers are moderately knowledgeable in assessment literacy
as perceived by all groups. It can also be said that the perceptions of English
language teachers based on Table 11 show both similarities and differences across
different groups.

The item with the highest mean value as perceived by English language
teachers themselves and academic leaders is item 26 which asks the assessment
literacy knowledge regarding the structure of language (M1 = 4.26, M3 =4.29). Ina
similar manner, assessment specialists also believed that the English language
teachers are quite knowledgeable in the structure of language (M2 = 4.00, SD> =
1.15). In addition, item 20 (M1 = 4.13, M2 = 4.25, M3 = 4.00), item 21 (M1 = 4.17, M2
=4.75, M3 =4.00) and item 22 (M1 = 4.00, M2 = 4.75, M3 = 3.86) have high mean
values as perceived by all groups, and all of the relevant items are categorized under
the same dimension: knowledge of theory. In other words, as perceived by
themselves, assessment specialists and academic leaders, English language teachers

are very knowledgeable in this dimension. To illustrate, assessment specialists
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thought that English language teachers are very knowledgeable in how
foreign/second languages are learned (M= 4.75) and in how language is used in
society (M2 = 4.75). Similarly, English language teachers (M1 = 4.17, M1= 4.00) and
academic leaders (Mz = 4.00, M3 = 3.86) also believed that English language teachers
are quite knowledgeable in the relevant items.

In addition, academic leaders also believed that English language teachers are
very knowledgeable in how to prepare learners to take language assessments (item
14) with a mean value of 4.29. This is another highest mean value as perceived by
academic leaders, and the results also indicate that English language teachers (M=
3.74) and assessment specialists (M>= 3.75) seem to agree.

The item with the lowest mean value perceived by all stakeholders is item 16.
Thus, it can be suggested that English language teachers are slightly knowledgeable
in how assessments can be used to enforce social policies (e.g., immigration) as
perceived by all stakeholders (M1= 2.17, M2 = 1.75, M3 = 1.71). In a similar manner,
item 12 (M1= 2.13, M2 = 2.00, M3 = 2.43) and item 27 (M= 2.65, M2 = 2.50, M3 =
2.43) have lower means as perceived by all groups. These two items are categorized
under the same dimension local practices; therefore, the results suggest that English
language teachers are perceived as slightly knowledgeable in this dimension. On the
other hand, the standard deviations for item 27 (the relevant legal regulations for
assessment in Turkish preparatory schools) by all groups are over 1 (SD1=1.27, SD>
= 1.29, SD3 = 1.13), which implies that there was no full agreement among the
participants.

On the other hand, there were a few items which reflected noticeable
differences across the three groups’ perceptions. To illustrate, item 33 focused on

how one’s own knowledge of language assessment might be further developed. While
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English language teachers and assessment specialists had means above average (M1

= 3.26, M2 = 4.25), academic leaders had lower means (Ms= 2.86), which shows that

the perceptions are different across groups.

Table 12 below presents the means and the standard deviations for each item

in the assessment literacy “skills” section of the survey. The participants scored the

skills of English language professionals from one to five meaning (1) not skilled at

all, (2) slightly skilled, (3) moderately skilled, (4) very skilled, and (5) extremely

skilled.

Table 12

Means and Standard Deviations for Assessment Literacy Levels: Skills Items

Items in the Perceived by Perceived by Perceived by
survey them_selves assessment academi_c leaders
(n=23) specialists (n=7)
(n=4)

M1 SD1 M2 SD» M3 SD3
Item 34 2.43 1.16 1.50 0.58 1.57 0.79
Item 35 2.57 1.12 2.00 0.82 2.43 151
Item 36 2.35 1.03 1.75 0.96 1.71 0.95
Item 37 2.70 0.97 2.00 0.00 2.29 0.76
Item 38 3.96 0.88 4.25 0.50 4.14 1.07
Item 39 3.61 1.20 4.00 1.41 3.43 151
Item 40 3.57 1.12 4.00 0.00 3.14 0.90
Item 41 2.61 0.99 2.25 0.96 1.71 0.76
Item 42 3.04 0.88 3.00 0.82 2.86 1.21
Item 43 3.09 0.90 3.25 0.96 2.57 0.98
Item 44 2.22 1.00 2.25 0.50 3.00 1.41
Item 45 1.91 0.79 2.00 0.82 2.00 0.82
Item 46 2.74 0.86 2.25 0.96 1.86 0.69
Item 47 2.52 0.95 2.00 0.82 1.86 1.07
Item 48 2.39 0.89 2.00 0.82 1.71 1.11
Item 49 2.43 0.95 3.25 1.26 2.14 1.07
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Table 12 (cont’d)

Means and Standard Deviations for Assessment Literacy Levels: Skills Items

Items in the Perceived by Perceived by Perceived by
surve themselves assessment academic leaders
y (n=23) specialists (n=7)
(n=4)

M1 SD1 Mo SD» Ms SDs

Item 50 2.17 0.98 3.00 1.15 2.86 1.46
Item 51 2.22 0.85 2.50 1.29 2.29 1.11
Item 52 2.87 1.10 3.00 1.41 2.43 1.13
Item 53 2.22 0.80 2.25 1.50 2.14 0.69

Table 12 indicates the mean values and standard deviations for the items in
skills category. Each item refers to one of the three dimensions in this category:
constructing language assessments, administering and scoring language assessments
and evaluating language assessments. Except for few items with relatively higher
means (to be explained in the following sections), the overall results suggest that
English language teachers are slightly skilled in assessment literacy as perceived by
all groups. Furthermore, many of the items have relatively high standard deviations,
which imply that the participants did not have full agreement on their perceptions of
the assessment literacy skills of English language teachers.

Itis clear in Table 12 that English language teachers perceive themselves as
very skilled in using rating scales (rubrics) to score speaking or writing
performances (item 38) with the highest mean value in this section of the survey (M1
= 3.96). Assessment specialists agree with English language professionals (M2 = 4.
25) on this item. In addition, item 42 and item 43 both of which are related to the
constructing language assessments category have relatively high mean values as

perceived by all groups. The mean values for item 42 are 3.04, 3.00, 2.86 and the
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mean values for item 43 are 3.09, 3.25 and 2.57 as perceived by the teachers,
assessment specialists and academic leaders respectively. However, the relatively
high standard deviations for item 42 (SD1 = 0.88, SD2 = 0.82, SD3 = 1.23) and item
43 (SD1=10.90, SD> = 0.96, SD3 = 0.98) infer that the participants did not have full
agreement in their perceptions of these items.

The item with the lowest mean value as perceived by English language
teachers themselves is item 45: training others to write good quality items
(questions) or tasks for language assessments (M1 = 1.91). Perceptions of
assessment specialists (M2 = 2.00) and academic leaders (Mz= 2.00) were similar to
that of English language teachers. Therefore, it can be suggested that teachers are not
skilled in training others to write good quality items (questions) or tasks for language
assessments, as perceived by all stakeholders. In addition, item 36 (M1 = 2.35, M, =
1.75, M3 = 1.71) and item 48 (M1 = 2.39, M2 = 2.00, M3 = 1.71) have low mean
values as perceived by all stakeholders, and both items are categorized under the
same dimension, evaluating language assessments. However, the high standard
deviations for item 36 (SD1=1.03, SD2 = 0.96, SD3 = 0.95) and item 48 (SD1 = 0.89,
SD2 =0.82, SD3 = 1.11) by all groups suggest that there was variation among the
responses of the participants.

Furthermore, the item with the lowest mean value as perceived by both
assessment specialists and academic leaders was item 34: using statistics to analyze
the difficulty of individual items (questions) or tasks (M2 = 1.50, Mz = 1.57). In other
words, assessment specialists and academic leaders believed that English language
teachers are not skilled in using statistics to analyze the difficulty of individual items

(questions) or tasks. Although English language teachers perceived themselves as
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more skilled in this specific item (M1 = 2.43), the standard deviation is relatively
higher (SD1 = 1.16), which implies a disagreement among participants.

When it comes to the item with the highest mean perceived by academic
leaders, item 39 can be referred to (Ms = 3.43). That is to say, academic leaders
perceived English language teachers as quite skilled in scoring closed-response
questions (e.g. Multiple Choice Questions). The perceptions of English language
teachers as well as assessment specialists were similar as the means were 3.61 and
4.00 in order. The survey results indicate that English language teachers are very
skilled in scoring closed-response questions; but the high standard deviations in all
stakeholders (SD1 = 1.20, SD2 = 1.41, SD3 = 1.51) imply that the scores were not
similar to each other.

In short, the survey results evidence that English language teachers are more
knowledgeable than skilled in assessment literacy as perceived by themselves,
assessment specialists and academic leaders. The dimension with the highest mean
value (knowledge of theory) is categorized under the assessment literacy knowledge
category. Seemingly, the dimension with the lowest mean (evaluating language
assessments) is listed under the assessment literacy skills category.

To support the quantitative results from the survey and validate the findings,
the qualitative results from the interview data will be presented in the following
section.

Interview Results

In addition to the quantitative data from the assessment literacy survey,
volunteer English language teachers were interviewed and asked to further elaborate
on their assessment literacy levels. The transcribed data from the open-ended

questions in the interview were analyzed through thematic content analysis in the
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light of the categories and codes determined for each assessment literacy dimension
within the theoretical framework (Taylor, 2013). In that respect, the perceived
assessment literacy level of English language teachers will be further discussed with
references to supporting and/or conflicting findings obtained from the survey results.

Findings from the interviews regarding assessment literacy levels of English
language teachers are overall in agreement with the survey results. The qualitative
data also suggested that the overall assessment literacy level of English language
teachers is around average. During the interviews, quite many teachers stated that
they realized their lack of knowledge and skills in assessment while filling out the
survey used in this case study. For example, Teacher 9 expressed that the survey
made her realize that she does not know much about assessment. Likewise, Teacher
6 said:

When answering the (survey) questions, | thought to myself that my

assessment literacy level is not high. And I thought there were some things |

thought that I should know, and | did not, as they seem important. It actually
led me to think that maybe I should learn a little more about the assessment in
general.

There were also many other teachers who clearly said that their assessment
literacy level is mediocre. For example, Teacher 5, Teacher 1 and Teacher 7 stated
that their assessment literacy is around average. They argued that although they took
some courses back in their undergraduate and graduate studies, they do not feel
assessment literate. Teacher 2 also said that she is not very good at assessment
because although she took some graduate courses, she has no practical experience.
Another teacher (Teacher 10) exemplified her mediocre level of assessment literacy

as follows:
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For example, summative assessment design, formative assessment design; |
can explain the assessment design, but when you say let's go into the details, |
stop.

Similarly, Teacher 7 said that she would not feel competent enough for
certain assessment skills:

My assessment literacy level? | guess | would say average, maybe I feel like |

would need more specific training by our testing unit. If | were to write

questions for our assessments, | would need extra training about, you know,
what exactly are we looking for? What kind of questions?

Therefore, it can be said that the interview results supported the survey results
for the overall assessment literacy levels of English language teachers as both data
sources affirmed that English language teachers are moderately knowledgeable and
slightly skilled in assessment literacy.

To report the findings in more detail, firstly, the knowledge related
dimensions are covered in the following sections.

Knowledge of Theory

The qualitative findings from the interviews regarding the teachers’
knowledge of theory are also in agreement with the survey results to some extent.
Although the surveys concluded that English teachers are perceived as very
knowledgeable in the knowledge of theory dimension, there was not as much
relevant data from the interviews. Yet, almost half of the teachers talked about their
theoretical knowledge including the structure of English and English language
learning during the interviews. One of the participants, Teacher 1, stated that for a
comprehensive assessment, all skills that are in the English language must be tested:

listening, reading, speaking and writing. Another instructor Teacher 9 said,
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“Language is actually more like sports, like playing the guitar. The more practice, the
better. There can be no test for this when you actually look at it”.
Language Pedagogy

Almost all participants articulated their knowledge regarding the language
pedagogy dimension in the interviews. Thus, in line with the quantitative results, the
qualitative data also confirm that English language teachers at the case institution are
very knowledgeable in language pedagogy for assessment literacy. The most
common concepts mentioned by the participants were washback, student
achievement, feedback, and in-class assessment practices while they expressed their
assessment literacy levels. Almost each participant gave examples of how they use
assessment in class. They also shared a great number of experiences specifically
related to the washback effect, which will be discussed in detail for the second
research question. Teacher 1 said:

| would say that it (assessment) should be a gauge of how they're progressing,

and they should be aware of improvements that they're making ideally. And

that should have a knock-on effect as a form of motivation to encourage them

to do even more.

Another teacher (Teacher 8) shared his perceptions on student achievement as
follows:

A teacher's realization of how far his student has progressed and whether he

will be successful in a classroom is also related to his own internal

assessment. For example, the teacher can internally realize that students who

look very good can fail. Why is that? He understands the sentence he speaks,

understands the answer he gives, and understands his situation in the

classroom.



76

Most of the participants also mentioned that they know how to use
assessments to motivate students. Teacher 7 stated that being aware of assessment
types and conveying this information to students to make them feel safe are among
his strong features as a teacher. Another participant (Teacher 9) also touched upon
assessment and student motivation by stating:

The value of the assessment is unknown. It is unknown to the student. For

example, I always try to explain to students how important and valuable this

is, in fact, and it is very useful for them.

As a result, interview results suggest that English language teachers are both
knowledgeable and experienced in language pedagogy with regard to assessment
literacy. Therefore, the qualitative findings for the dimension are parallel with the
quantitative findings.

Principles and Concepts

For this dimension, more than half of the participants shared their knowledge
and perceptions on the concepts of assessment validity and reliability. Most of them
stated that they know what these fundamental principles of assessment mean. To
illustrate, Teacher 1 said:

Assessment should assess what has been taught rather than things that have

not been taught; so, for example, if they've not been taught how to summarize

something, that should not be tested. All about validity.

Another instructor (Teacher 10) also shared his knowledge on standardization
as follows:

Subjective testing could have a knock-on effect in that students might feel

that you haven't treated them fairly. And the other classes have got higher

points or higher grades, whereas you have given them lower ones, but if the
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criteria are in place and good criteria and very clear criteria, and everybody

abides by the criteria, it should be a fairly standard and reliable kind of

assessment.

The qualitative results for this dimension are in line with the survey results to
a great extent. Both English language teachers and assessment specialists thought
that the teachers have above average knowledge of principles and concepts of
assessments although academic leaders perceived them as moderately knowledgeable
according to the survey results. The relevant comments presented above by the
teachers support this quantitative finding, mainly perceived by themselves and by the
assessment specialists.
Impact of Social Values

There were only two relevant reflections of assessment literacy level based on
the impact of social values in the interviews. Both of the teachers discussed how
social values can influence language assessment design and use (item 23 in the
survey) during their interviews. Teacher 1 said:

| like to see students learn English because they want to, in general, not

because of an exam, but in our students, we see kind of both types of

students. So, this is because of the culture here. I mean | haven't lived in any

other country besides the States and Turkey, but in Turkey there seems to be

more of a focus or more pressure on assessment, formal assessment. And

about this institution, that might be because you know, we have a department

head who is an expert in assessment.

On the other hand, although English language professionals perceived the
teachers as moderately/very knowledgeable in how to recognize when an assessment

is being used inappropriately (item 13 in the survey) according to the survey, there
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was no meaningful data to support this finding coming from the interviews. This lack
of supportive data seems to conflict with the results of the survey which found
English language teachers moderately knowledgeable.
Local Practices

This dimension mainly focused on the following three concepts:
Accreditation, Turkish assessment traditions and training others to increase
assessment literacy level. Although the survey results suggest that English language
teachers are moderately knowledgeable in these concepts of local practices, the
interview yielded relevant results only on Turkish assessment traditions. That is to
say, a few teachers shared their knowledge merely related to Turkish assessment
traditions. Most of the perceptions shared during the interviews included negative
criticism of Turkish assessment practices. For example, Teacher 9 said that
assessment practices in Turkey seem really rigid in language education. Similarly,
Teacher 5 made the following comment:

For the English language, the role of assessment in Turkey sounds like

something problematic. In Turkey, for example, what we call YDS (a national

foreign language test) does not measure whether they can use English in

practice, it is exactly the same for students. no, but it seems like he can get

very high marks from YDS.
Personal Beliefs and Attitudes

This dimension focused on English language professionals’ knowledge in two
main categories: Awareness of personal beliefs and attitudes towards assessment
including any conflicts with other groups and the ways to improve one’s assessment
literacy. According to the survey results, teachers’ assessment literacy level for this

dimension is above average as perceived by all stakeholders. With a similar pattern,
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there were countless comments on both topics during the interviews, which showed
that they are in fact perceiving themselves as more aware of their own beliefs and
attitudes towards assessment than what the survey results suggested. For instance,
Teacher 8 clearly gave an overall understanding of his own belief on assessment as:

A teacher should be able to understand what can be assessed and how it can

be assessed. And what can we do with the results of the assessment? And

that's like an important, very important part of teaching overall in general.

Another teacher, Teacher 7, explained how her beliefs towards assessment
conflict with other groups as follows:

Sometimes | feel a little bit unsure about how my classes fit with assessment,

because personally, | feel more focused on teaching skills than teaching. And

you know, readiness, is a certain part of the language, but maybe | could learn
more about assessment or its effectiveness.

There could be one obvious and meaningful reason for the qualitative data to
demonstrate higher awareness of personal beliefs and attitudes towards language
assessment than do the quantitative data findings. The interview questions included
specific questions on teachers’ beliefs and attitudes towards assessments and a
separate question on how to increase one’s assessment literacy. Furthermore, all the
participants shared a great deal of knowledge on how teachers can grow assessment
literacy. Each participant suggested a variety of ways to improve assessment literacy
ranging from online platforms to workshops. The detailed interpretations of this
dimension as well as common training preferences will be discussed in the results

section of the second research question.
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Scores and Decision Making

Although the survey results suggest that English language professionals are
quite knowledgeable in scores and decision-making dimension as perceived by
themselves and by academic leaders, the interviews did not provide supportive data
as none of the teachers talked about scores and decision-making regarding
assessment literacy during the interviews.

The findings for the skills related dimensions in assessment literacy will be
reported in the following section.
Constructing Language Assessments

This dimension mainly focused on English language professionals’ skills in
constructing items, tasks, rubrics and test specifications. The survey results showed
that English language teachers are slightly skilled as perceived by the academic
leaders and moderately skilled as perceived by assessment specialists and the
teachers themselves. The interview results partially confirmed this as most teachers’
skills pointed out for this dimension were limited to constructing items for in-class
practice. Teacher 10, Teacher 5, Teacher 7 and Teacher 9 stated that they can write
multiple choice type of questions while adapting class materials. Teacher 10
exemplifies how he does this for listening questions as follows:

Sometimes the listening is very complex, and sometimes the questions of the

book are not very targeted, then I am writing just a couple of multiple-choice

questions. | immediately project onto the screen and ask them to respond.

This is something with TOEFL.

Similarly, half of the teachers confirmed that they would need further training
to write quality items. For instance, Teacher 7 stated that if she were to write

guestions for assessments, she would need extra training about the content and type
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of the questions. In addition, one of the teachers (Teacher 5) and a former member of
the Curriculum Development Unit of the case institution acknowledged her lack of
skills in writing quality items:

I have actually prepared a lot of materials in my curriculum but not exactly
an assessment. For example, | prepared extra material last week, but when |
applied it in class, | didn't like it at all. To be honest, | see my deficiency and
I'm not going over it right now.

None of the teachers discussed their skills in designing rubrics or preparing
test specifications during the interviews, possibly because they had no relevant
experience.

Administering and Scoring Language Assessments

Scoring closed-ended questions and grading productive skills were the main
categories of this dimension. The survey results displayed that English language
teachers are moderately skilled in this dimension. However, two participants talked
about their skills in grading speaking and writing assessments of the students during
the interviews. On the other hand, none of them touched upon scoring closed-ended
questions, possibly because the closed-ended questions of the exams at the institution
are scored by assessment specialists and shared with the teachers.

Evaluating Language Assessments

This dimension focused on teachers’ skills in statistics for evaluating
language assessments as well as cut-scores. It was found out in the survey that
English language teachers are perceived as slightly skilled in evaluating language
assessments. However, there were no relevant qualitative data obtained from the

interviews as none of the teachers touched upon these skills during the interviews.
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English Language Professionals’ Perception of the Relationship Between
Assessment Literacy and Teaching Quality

The second research question was explored through the qualitative data from
the interviews. In the thematic content analysis process, several of the dimensions
which were related to teaching quality within Taylor’s framework (2013) were
discussed by the participants. Although there were some variations among the views
of different groups, participants’ responses were mostly gathered under language
pedagogy, personal beliefs and attitudes, constructing language assessments
dimensions.
English Language Teachers’ Perception

Through the means of the interview questions, English language teachers
shared their perceptions of the relationship between assessment literacy and teaching
quality. Overall, most of the teachers believed that all English language teachers
should be assessment literate to a certain extent in order to foster learning and
teaching in the classroom. Besides, they mentioned their need to improve their
assessment literacy to be more effective as a teacher. The detailed findings will be
presented for each dimension of assessment literacy along with relevant comments
made by the teachers in the following section.

Firstly, the knowledge related dimensions of assessment literacy are covered
in the next section.
Knowledge of Theory

Not many of the teachers mentioned the relationship between knowledge of
theory and teaching quality. However, some stated that different aspects of a
language such as knowledge and skills should be measured for a comprehensive

assessment.
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Language Pedagogy

Almost all of the participants referred to language pedagogy while they
explained the relationship between assessment literacy and teaching quality.
Therefore, it can be said that language pedagogy is the most relevant dimension of
assessment literacy as perceived by English language teachers. The most frequently
emerging themes were washback, feedback and in-class assessment practices, while
they expressed their perceptions of the relationship between assessment literacy and
teaching quality.

Washback effect was the most commonly appearing category in the
interviews. As the nature of the concept itself is both complicated and
comprehensive, there were a great number of related comments made by the
participants. Overall, qualitative findings show that English language teachers
believe assessment practices at the institution have a huge impact on their teaching.
Most of the participants implied that the effect was positive for their teaching quality.
One of the participants (Teacher 2) emphasized the importance of familiarity with
assessments to shape instruction accordingly as follows:

If I know what the assessment tool is, then | feel like I have more clarity and

more alignment with the assessment tool and with the curriculum. | think it

shapes my priorities for the class. | feel like | can prepare students more for
that assessment.

A lot of the teachers also stated that the students feel more motivated with
teachers who are knowledgeable about the assessment practices at the institution. For
example, Teacher 7 stated:

| think it (awareness of question types) is helpful in this way, because

students think they are safe, they always need a rule. For example, they want
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me to see something and mark it immediately. And when | can provide it

somehow, they feel safe, they feel more confident.

Another teacher (Teacher 6) stated that the exam system at the institution has
shaped her reading classes a lot. Because there are certain types of questions in the
exams, she gives those test questions first instead of the reading questions in the
book. The important thing seems to her that the student is trying to gain that test
practice, and it causes students to focus better. Teacher 4 also believed that teachers
should shape their teaching based on assessment results. Other teachers believed the
main role of assessment is to provide feedback for the instruction One teacher,
Teacher 6, said:

Assessment is important because | can modify my teaching according to the

results. Just like I said, when you see the problems in a student's learning, it

means a difference between the goals and the student's actual learning. You
can actually modify your teaching to reach the goals.

With a similar perspective, Teacher 3 said that assessment helps a teacher to
shape teaching.

The role of assessments for me is to know where the student is at. And it

gives me a few directions, whether they grasp what was being taught. And if

they did, it tells me where I need to change my teaching or what | need to do
to supplement it where they are, and then to make changes to the instruction.

Almost all participants said that it is important to refer to assessment to
progress their students’ achievement. One of the teachers (Teacher 3) said that the
role of assessment is to know where her students are at and to understand whether
they grasp what is being taught. Similarly, Teacher 8 believed that thanks to

assessment, one can understand in which skills a class has progressed as the lessons
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go on. Another teacher (Teacher 8) shared her perceptions on positive washback by
exemplifying how she uses assessment results of productive skills to improve student
learning in class as follows:

For example, you are looking, let's say especially in writing, over the essays

that the child writes or the speeches he makes, you can say that this child is

missing. You're trying to direct him more there. Or it happens more in
grammar because we are more into grammar. You know, when you look at
the progress of the child's grades or the things he does in the classroom, then
you say that ‘you come at the office time, and we will study them with you
again’.

On the other hand, only a couple of teachers perceived washback as a
negative effect on their teaching quality. They said that when they shape their
teaching according to the assessment practices at the institution, it conflicts with their
teaching philosophies. Besides, this prevented the institution and the teachers from
using alternative assessment methods although they wished for it. One teacher
(Teacher 5) discussed the way students are motivated by exam-oriented instruction
although she does not like it as follows:

For students, exam results are very important, after all, this is a corporate

culture. Actually, | personally don't like it, but it affects the students in that

way and motivates them, and at the end of the day | become one of the test
teachers because their motivation is low.

TOEFL ITP was very frequently mentioned by the teachers, especially with
reference to the fact that it consists of items only for receptive skills. They talked
about the negative impacts of this on their teaching such as when the students tend to

be reluctant in engaging in productive skills. They alleged that certain assessment
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practices at the case institution including TOEFL ITP turned them into a ‘test
teacher’. One teacher (Teacher 9) explained how the proficiency test affects students’
engagement in class in the following comment:

In this school, too, at the end of the year, the students are expected to pass a

test like TOEFL. It's like a process which can negatively affect my courses as

follows; When 1 try to speak, | encounter resistance. "Sir, explain grammar,"
they say. When | give a grammar test or a vocab test, or reading tests given
by the material office, everyone agrees.

Feedback was another concept touched upon a considerate number of times
by the English language teachers during the interviews. Most of the participants
clearly stated that feedback based on assessments is a valuable component of the
curriculum. They often referred to the feedback hour allocated for each written exam
at the case institution, and said that it is helpful for students to see their papers soon
after they get the results because they have a chance to go over the questions along
with a teacher. One teacher (Teacher 6) also asserted that feedback is essential to
improve teaching quality in the following way:

Especially when it comes to teaching, when it comes to giving feedback in

class, you know managing the further steps after the evaluation is

important. So, when you can provide proper feedback and when you can

understand the results of an assessment, it will help you a lot in the process of

teaching and the process of improving students’ understanding.

Furthermore, a few teachers (Teacher 4, Teacher 3, Teacher 2) felt that the
way they need more time to provide feedback to their students. To illustrate, Teacher

4 said:
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It takes like five to 10 minutes to give feedback to one student, especially in
lower-level classes. So that's why the timing might be a problem when it
comes to feedback.

One of the teachers (Teacher 10) also said that as teachers of productive
skills, they spend a great deal of time checking students’ papers to provide feedback:

After all, we test and give feedback every week, and I think giving feedback

is very important and good feedback. Sometimes it is not easy in writing

because it is not marked while being read. So as a writing teacher again... It
takes a while. You spend an hour, a full hour, reading the writing one by one,
but I still think it is useful.

Lastly, almost all of the teachers agreed in the interviews that using in-class
assessment practices improved teaching quality overall. One of the teachers (Teacher
5) exemplified how her in-class assessment practices and student concentration go
hand in hand:

| find (assessment) materials that | like and use them in different ways. I turn

a shared material into a format | want exactly, according to the needs of the

class. Because when | see that the student concentrates better on it. I'm

preparing little things on the board at work. | have my own assessment tools.

Most pronounced in-class assessment tools include peer-assessment, self-
assessment and online assessment. For instance, Teacher 7 stated that she uses peer
assessment where students mark each other’s writing papers. Similarly, Teacher 4
believed that peer-assessment practices help students learn from each other:

| try to encourage the students to use peer-assessment, but it's really informal,

like discussing these questions with your partner and then as they're
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discussing, maybe they can understand, Okay, I'm good at talking about this

topic, but not this topic, you know?

Besides, one teacher (Teacher 3) refers to her self-assessment techniques to
observe learning as follows:

I'd really like to do formative assessment checking, to see where the students

are. And also a little bit of where self-reflection fits under assessment, such as

asking students, for example, we listened to something and I asked them,
especially for CR level again. How was the listening? What percent did you
get?

As for online assessment, Kahoot, Quizlet and Quizzes were the most
frequent online tools discussed in the interviews. It should also be noted that teachers
mostly said they use the online assessment tools provided by the Curriculum
Development Unit of the institution. Teacher 2, Teacher 3, Teacher 4, Teacher 6 and
Teacher 10 stated that online assessment tools are valuable because we live in the era
of technology which can provide us with many conveniences such as instant results
in online assessments. The teachers often stated that they use the online assessment
to provide feedback for students. Teacher 6 gave an example of using online
assessment tools to be informed about student levels as follows:

Well, actually I can use the live Quizzes we do in class or that kind of stuff.

When we use them in class, it actually shows in real time what might be the

problems with the students. And you can actually, after that quiz is finished in

class, give feedback to students about the problems they have.
Principles and Concepts
The majority of the teachers stated their opinions related to the validity and

reliability of assessments when they described the practices at the institution. Most of
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them said that it is a good idea to have a separate unit who are experts in assessment
for valid and reliable assessment. They believed that it requires special expertise to
manage the assessment processes in a valid and a reliable way. One of the teachers
(Teacher 10) shared her perceptions on the way that assessment specialists ensure
content validity in the following comment:

| find it (the assessment system here) very professional, and | think we ask for

most or even everything we teach. We are speaking in class, we have

assessment; we are doing writing and we have assessment, we do reading and

grammar, they come out in the exams. | think they are prepared in such a

professional way with high quality.

Many other teachers also believed that for higher quality teaching, a specific
group should be involved in the design of assessment practices. They frequently
mentioned the standardization meetings where there is an assessment specialist to
lead the marking sessions. They also said that grading students’ writing as pairs of
teachers and having an assessment specialist to consult when there is an issue is an
effective strategy to increase reliability. One teacher (Teacher 8) who has worked at
the case institution for seventeen years and is a former academic leader shared her
perceptions of having a separate unit to manage assessment processes by referring to
specific past experiences:

If we would like to share everything about assessments, then our reliability

will collapse. So, we crash. I think it's good to have an office. In fact, if we

were democratic, we’d have such a pool of questions, but we tried it in the
past. There were such big problems that we passed out while editing it all. So
experienced professors who have a good knowledge of the job should do it;

an office is fine.
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On the other hand, there were some concerns raised by the teachers about the
portfolio practices at the institution in terms of validity and reliability. About half of
the teachers believed that they do not serve their best under the given circumstances.
The underlying reason for this perception of teachers was found to be the design of
the portfolio tasks as well as using the same tasks across different levels/trimesters.
Teachers believed this negatively affect teaching and learning. One teacher (Teacher
8) stated her opinions about the portfolio design as follows:

| think portfolios are not very successful. In other words, | look at it from the

students' point of view, that is, they make those portfolios with a bit of joint

work in the previous semester and the next semester.

Another teacher (Teacher 5) also exemplified an issue related to the validity
and reliability of the portfolio tasks in the following way:

I am a professor who thinks that the portfolio should continue. I can recognize
the student who cheated on his writing assignments, as he is doing perfect
homework. He either used translation or got help from someone else. But since
I couldn't prove it, I have to give it high marks. There is a portfolio supposedly,
but I don't think | can get the result.

In addition, TOEFL ITP was pronounced by a few teachers as an influence on
the validity and reliability of the assessment practices at the institution. Most stated
that there is a tendency to construct language assessments similar to the ones in
TOEFL ITP, mostly multiple choice. They said assessment specialists mostly include
multiple-choice questions in the exams because TOEFL ITP is a multiple-choice test.
Teachers believed that the students tend to memorize the grammar rules or

commonly asked topics of the exam. They said this negative washback decreased the
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validity and reliability of the assessment practices as the proficiency exam does not
include a section for productive skills.
| think the thing is because of TOEFL as an exit exam, you know, that really
conflicts with students who want to improve their speaking skills. Speaking
skills is something that shows that they are able to know what to do in
English. So, my main concern is whether the students, who are able to take
the exit exam and leave the department, know how to do it.
Impact of Social Values
Only one of the teachers, who was a non-Turkish participant (Teacher 7)
discussed the effect of social values on her teaching quality. As a native speaker and
teacher of English, she perceived Turkish assessment practices to be very strict in the
following comment she made:
I mean, sometimes I feel like not only in our school, but in Turkey
assessment seems really rigid in language education. And sometimes |
wonder if it needs to be that rigid or that important. But again, | feel like I'm
kind of outside coming in and so more like an observer and just going along
with how the system works.
Local Practices
None of the participants talked about accreditation and/or training others on
assessment literacy during the interviews. However, a few of the participants claimed
that the effect of Turkish assessment traditions is visible at the case institution.
Teacher 1, Teacher 4, Teacher 5, Teacher 8 and Teacher 10 stated that there is too
much emphasis on assessment in Turkey and this negatively affects their teaching

quality. Teacher 5 also believed that most Turkish students like the ones at the
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institution improve most in grammar, so the teachers are also spending more time on
grammar.
Personal Beliefs and Attitudes

The first focus of this dimension was teachers’ awareness of their personal
attitudes towards assessment and how it sometimes conflicted with the others at the
institution. To start with, most English teachers stated that filling out the survey was
difficult because they did not know about or experience many of the items. However,
they agreed that assessment literacy is important. One teacher, Teacher 6, said that a
teacher should be able to understand what can be assessed, how it can be assessed,
and what can be done with the results of the assessment, which he believed is a very
important part of teaching overall. Another teacher (Teacher 7) summarized her
personal attitudes towards assessment literacy in the following way:

| think it (assessment) is very important. Because it is related to both this

lecturer and the fact that the teacher feels confident and comfortable. It's

about adjusting the syllabus accordingly. And in return for this, we ultimately
test the learning levels of the students. And we see the reflection of that again.

So actually, I think it would be more beneficial if the instructor knows this, if

he knows the way of testing or how to test.

In addition, there were a few common comments saying that teachers’
personal attitudes towards assessment sometimes conflict with the assessment
practices at the institution, partly due to the proficiency exam. Many believed that
people pay too much attention to the assessment practices especially the proficiency
exam. As a result, students as well as other stakeholders tend to focus more on

multiple-choice type of questions. One of the teachers (Teacher 5) who is a former
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member of the Curriculum Development Unit also thought that the quality of the
assessments and teaching could be better without such a proficiency exam:

If it weren't for TOEFL, we might have a little more space. More ideal exams

would be prepared. It would not be possible to say that it will come out in this

exam. It's not unique to me here. I think all teachers are like that.

The second focus of the dimension, training ways to improve assessment
literacy, was explored through the long list of strategies suggested by the
participants. Teachers talked about their training experiences as well as preferences
during the interviews. The methods shared by the teachers were having a degree in
assessment, review of relevant literature, online courses, observing other institutions
and gaining first-hand experience in assessment processes such as constructing
items. In this regard, more than half of the participants mentioned the Peer-Learning
sessions offered by the assessment specialists at the institution. Those who attended
shared their positive feedback and those who could not make it wondered if such
training would be given again. One teacher (Teacher 1) made the following
comment:

I think you (assessment specialists) have in the past given presentations, peer
learning, So that's quite useful as the point of doing that is to open a window,
so to speak, to allow people to peer in and see what it's really like being in an
assessment and measurement unit.

Scores and Decision Making

None of the teachers established a relationship between teaching quality and
scores and decision-making dimension. This could be because cut scores and
institution wise decision making are managed by the university administration and

academic leaders, not by the teachers at the case institution.
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The following sections will present the findings for the skills related
dimensions in assessment literacy.
Constructing Language Assessments

The perceptions of the English teachers for this dimension of assessment
literacy skills mostly gathered around constructing test items. A few of the teachers
asserted that their skills in writing items especially multiple-choice questions
contribute to teaching quality. They said that by knowing how to create test items,
teachers can adapt the materials in the coursebooks when necessary. To illustrate,
Teacher 10 said that she writes multiple-choice type of listening questions before her
students listen to an audio in class, because the exercises in the book are either too
complex or not targeted. Another teacher (Teacher 3) said that a teacher needs
competence in constructing language test items to support the curriculum as follows:

There are pros and cons of having a separate unit. One of the pros is you guys

have specialties in it and you know how to do it correctly. And the

assessment is so important. You know, we need people who are experts in it.

But on the other hand, if I want to help the curriculum and make some

materials, like worksheets, | think | need to know how to create those types of

questions, multiple choice questions.

However, some other participants did not establish a relationship between a
teacher’s skills in constructing language assessment and teaching quality. For one
thing, they said that teachers are not the ones creating tests, so they do not have much
experience. In addition, most believed that they do not need to be very skilled in item
writing as there are assessment specialists doing this for them. For instance, Teacher

1 said:
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How would my skills in constructing language tests affect my teaching
quality? I got to think about that. Well, I'm not the one creating the tests, or
the portfolio assessment tools. I'm the one implementing those.

Similarly, Teacher 2 stated that she believed teachers do not need to come to
a level where they can create tests since there is a separate group of specialists doing
the job for them.

Administering and Scoring Language Assessments

The few perceptions shared for this dimension were limited to grading
productive skills. One of the teachers, Teacher 5, stated that rubrics and criteria
should be well-defined for fair assessment of speaking and writing. In addition,
Teacher 4 said that an overall understanding of rubrics for productive skills is
beneficial to teachers and students. She also mentioned the importance of
standardization of scoring productive skills by an assessment specialist to consult
during the marking sessions.

Evaluating Language Assessments

None of the teachers touched upon their skills in using statistics to evaluate
language assessments during the interviews. This may suggest that English language
teachers did not perceive a relevant relationship between their skills in using
statistics and their teaching quality, possibly because they are not skilled in this
dimension.

To conclude, the majority of the English language teachers believed that a
teacher’s assessment literacy is related to their teaching quality to a certain extent.
Almost all of them discussed their perceptions and experiences related to the
washback category, while none mentioned using statists to evaluate language

assessments and scores and decision making during the interviews.
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Assessment Specialists’ Perceptions

In this section, first the perceived assessment literacy levels of assessment
specialists based on the interview data will be presented dimension by dimension.
After that, the perceptions of assessment specialists on the relationship between
assessment literacy and teaching quality will be further explained again based on
each dimension.
Perceived Assessment Literacy Level of Assessment Specialists

Perceived assessment literacy levels of assessment specialists were explored
through the interviews conducted with four assessment specialists (AS). Each of the
participants stated that since they work as assessment specialists at the case
institution, they believe that they have a higher assessment literacy level when
compared to the other teachers at the institution. They perceived themselves as quite
knowledgeable and skilled in assessment overall. However, two out of the four
assessment specialists specified their need for more theoretical knowledge in
assessment. Assessment Specialist 3 stated that her theoretical knowledge in
assessment is not that good, but she could say that her hands-on knowledge is good.
Similarly, Assessment Specialist 4 shared her lack of knowledge in theory when she
made the following comment:

Finding a class that would teach the basics of measurement and evaluation

would help me because I just need the basics, the theories, the terms of it,

because | know what I'm doing, but I don't know, for example, the name of

what I'm doing or the statistics version of it. Maybe sometimes | don't know

why I'm doing it. And the theory part would help me to do that.

To report the findings in detail, firstly, the knowledge related dimensions are

presented in the following sections.
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Knowledge of Theory. For this dimension, only one of the participants
shared his perception on the structure of English. Assessment Specialist 1 stated that
as assessment specialists, they try to assess the students’ ability of speaking, listening
and writing, and all kinds of skills and aspects of the language. He also noted that
different skills require different assessment methods including alternative
assessment.

The fact that most participants did not acknowledge theoretical knowledge
during the interviews is in agreement with the perceptions of the two assessment
specialists who said that they lack theoretical knowledge related to assessment
although they feel competent in practice. Besides, the training preferences shared by
the assessment specialists are mostly formal education such as pursuing a Ph.D. in
assessment to improve their assessment literacy level. Therefore, qualitative findings
suggest that assessment specialists do not perceive themselves as much
knowledgeable in the knowledge of theory.

Language Pedagogy. All assessment specialists talked about their
perceptions on washback during their interviews. Assessment Specialist 1 stated that
he looks at the assessment results and thinks everybody should do that to mirror
students' success, and adds that this depends on the student's motivation. Assessment
Specialist 2 also made the following comment:

For example, after giving feedback, | write down some problematic areas or

some questions like most of the students got wrong, and then we go over it if

we have time. Most probably on Monday, not on Tuesday, right after the
feedback. And so it's a way of seeing yourself from that point.

Similarly, Assessment Specialist 4 says that after checking the grades that

students got from quizzes or midterms, she can easily say that they have some
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problems in some topics or subjects, so she needs to revise it. Another assessment
specialist (Assessment Specialist 3) highlights that as a teacher she knows how to
teach her students what they are going to be facing in the exams, what kind of
questions or types of assessments they will be seeing. She also said that some of her
peer-assessment practices involve the use of rubrics used in the exams. She made the
following comment:

| try to have my students mark each other's papers, for example, before the

speaking quiz, | match them together as pairs. And then, I tell them to grade

each other, according to the rubric.

Overall, qualitative findings suggest that the assessment specialists at the
institution perceive themselves as quite knowledgeable in language pedagogy
dimension of assessment literacy. Common concepts regarding washback and in-
class assessments will be further discussed in the results of the second research
question.

Principles and Concepts. There were not many results obtained from the
interviews specific to the principles and concepts of assessment literacy. Only one
participant, Assessment Specialist 4, stated that because she works as an assessment
specialist, she knows what reliable and valid assessment is. As this dimension mainly
focused on knowledge of validity and reliability, it can be said that some assessment
specialists lacked theoretical knowledge of the principles and concepts as perceived
by themselves.

Impact of Social Values. None of the assessment specialists discussed their
knowledge of the impact of social values on assessment practices during the

interviews.
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Local Practices. None of the assessment specialists shared their knowledge
regarding accreditation. This implies that they are not knowledgeable in the local
assessment practices. However, two of the assessment specialists reflected on
Turkish assessment practices, especially when they compared the case institution to
the other preparatory schools. To exemplify, Assessment Specialist 2 said:

In preparatory schools in Turkey, in general, the role (of assessment) is to

prepare students for departments, | guess. And if they have English medium

classes or after university, if they're going to use it, it's going to be helpful for
the students.

Personal Beliefs and Attitudes. All of the assessment specialists
demonstrated awareness of personal beliefs and attitudes towards assessment
including any conflicts with other groups and the ways to improve one’s assessment
literacy. Therefore, the results of the interviews suggest that assessment specialists
are quite aware of their personal beliefs towards assessment. Assessment Specialist 1
and Assessment Specialist 2 believed that they tend to focus on assessment too much
because of their role as assessment specialists. Assessment Specialist 1 explained
how his personal beliefs conflicted with the current atmosphere as follows:

For this institution, | can say that we have an environment where students feel

a little bit anxious, and they have stress about the assessment of their learning

skills. So, also the teachers have it. | can see that the teachers are stressed

about the assessment. So we can say that there's a negative pushback effect
here. So we should maybe take the stress out of the classroom, but | don't

know how.
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Another assessment specialist also expressed her personal and conflicting
beliefs towards the assessment schedule of the case institution by making the
following comment:

With the assessment system here we have some problems, especially for the

productive parts. For example, we have more than two exams or quizzes that

assess students' writing skills, but when it comes to speaking, we have only a

presentation. That's just five points. And then we have a speaking exam and

just nine points. That means like 14 out of a hundred. | think that's not
enough.

Overall, all assessment specialists shared their personal beliefs and attitudes
towards assessment in different ways. In addition, various strategies to improve
assessment literacy were suggested in the interviews. This shows that the assessment
specialists at the case institution are quite knowledgeable about the ways of training
in assessment literacy, and the common perceptions will be further discussed in the
results of the second research question.

Scores and Decision Making. Most of the assessment specialists talked
about scores and decision making during the interviews. Therefore, it can be
suggested that assessment specialists at the case institution are very knowledgeable
in score interpretation as perceived by themselves. They all said that they refer to
students’ scores to ease decision making processes both at the classroom and
institutional levels. One of the assessment specialists, Assessment Specialist 2, made
the following comment:

Of course, we are deciding if the students pass or fail. That's the most basic

aim in that, but in class, the role of student assessment is to decide if a student
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needs improvement, needs more support, or if he is good on his own, because

he's going to use English in his life.

In the following sections, the findings for the skills related dimensions in
assessment literacy will be covered.

Constructing Language Assessments. As for constructing test items,
creating rubrics and test specifications, assessment specialists regarded themselves
as quite skilled. Assessment Specialist 1, Assessment Specialist 2 and Assessment
Specialist 4 said that they can create new assessments, construct test items and
prepare test specifications. Assessment Specialist 4 gave an example of her skills in
item writing:

Since I'm a member of the testing unit, | can easily form some questions. |

remember one time that | was a substitute teacher in one of the classes and

while they were reading, | wrote down some questions and they were really
shocked. That was the first time they encountered questions in a written form
provided by their main course teacher.

Although Assessment Specialist 3 also said that her hands-on skills are good
in general, she did not specifically refer to each skill for this dimension. However,
the overall findings from the interviews suggest that assessment specialists are quite
skilled in constructing language assessments as perceived by themselves.

Administering and Scoring Language Assessments. None of the
assessment specialists pronounced their skills in administering language assessments
during the interviews.

Evaluating Language Assessments. Only one of the assessment specialists

talked about her skills in statistics for evaluating language assessments. Assessment
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Specialist 2 said that she is very skilled in item analysis. However, none of the
assessment specialists acknowledged their skills in determining cut-scores.

Although there were not many perceptions on technical skills discussed by
the assessment specialists in the interviews, it should be noted that all of them
perceived themselves as better in hands-on practices than in theory of assessment
when they were asked to evaluate their assessment literacy levels. The reason why
they did not need to specify their technical skills could be that the researcher herself
was an assessment specialist; and thus, they could have assumed that she already
knew what is meant by ‘hands-on’ skills.

Assessment Specialists’ Perception of the Relationship Between Assessment
Literacy and Teaching Quality

Except for one assessment specialist (Assessment Specialist 1), the other
assessment specialists (Assessment Specialist 2, Assessment Specialist 3 and
Assessment Specialist 4) alleged that their assessment literacy contributed to their
teaching quality in various ways. They said that having experience in certain
dimensions of assessment literacy helps them perform their teaching in a more
effective way. The most common themes they referred to while explaining the
positive relationship between assessment literacy and teaching quality were
awareness of assessment types and regulations as well as some technical skills such
as constructing test items.

The following sections will cover assessment specialists’ perception of the
relationship between knowledge related dimension of assessment literacy and
teaching quality.

Knowledge of Theory. For this dimension of assessment literacy, three

assessment specialists (Assessment Specialist 1, Assessment Specialist 2 and
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Assessment Specialist 3) discussed their perceptions on the relationship between the
structure of the English language and teaching quality. Assessment Specialist 1 said
the assessment methods at the institution cover all the skills in the English language,
which empowers teaching and learning. He also mentioned that all aspects of English
are measured through different tools such as portfolios. Assessment Specialist 3 also
stated that assessment should include evaluation of life skills as the subject of matter
is a language. On the other hand, Assessment Specialist 4 discussed some drawbacks
of the current system regarding language skills. She believed that all skills should be
given the same importance for quality assessment and teaching, which is not the case
in her perception. She said:

With the assessment system here we have some problems, especially for the

productive parts. For example, we have more than two exams or quizzes that

assess students' writing skills, but when it comes to speaking, we have only a

presentation. That's just five points. And then we have a speaking exam and

just nine points. That means like 14 out of a hundred. | think that's not
enough.

Language Pedagogy. Similar to the case with English language teachers,
assessment specialists also discussed a great number of topics related to their
language pedagogy and teaching quality. The most pronounced category by the
assessment specialists was washback.

Three of the assessment specialists (Assessment Specialist 2, Assessment
Specialist 3 and Assessment Specialist 4) perceived washback as a positive influence
on their teaching. They believed that their literacy and experience in assessment

affects their teaching in a positive way. Assessment Specialist 2 said:
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Assessment shows me the way and leads me to the correct path. And | use the
results of my assessments and classroom assessments to shape my teachings
in the classroom.

In the same way, Assessment Specialist 4 gave an example of how she uses
assessment results to shape her instruction:

For example, after giving feedback, I write down some problematic areas or

some questions like most of the students got them wrong, and then we go

over it if we have time. Most probably on Monday, not on Tuesday, right
after the feedback. And so it's a way of seeing yourself from that point.

On the other hand, Assessment Specialist 1 perceived washback as a negative
push toward teaching quality. He both asserted that assessment literacy would not
necessarily affect one’s teaching quality and claimed that the case institution is
suffering from a negative washback effect. He added that this is the case with many
other institutions as well with the following comment:

So I have a kind of tendency to emphasize the subject in such a way that they

will be asked in the quizzes or in the midterms. | know that's not a good

thing, but sometimes it affects teaching.

Different from the English language teachers, none of the assessment
specialists recognized the effect of in-class assessments on their teaching quality.
They did not prefer using online assessment tools such as Kahoot or others. With the
same respect, none referred to self-assessment, which was frequently discussed in the
interviews with the English language teachers. However, Assessment Specialist 1
said that he makes use of personal talks with his students to assess their achievement
levels. Besides, Assessment Specialist 4 mentioned peer-assessment in the following

way:
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| try to have my students mark each other's papers, for example, before the

speaking quiz, I try to match them together as pairs. And then, | tell them to

grade each other, according to the rubric.

Principles and Concepts. Most assessment specialists noted the validity and
reliability of the language tests used in a systematic and professional way at the case
institution. They said that the assessment schedule is quite comprehensive and
aiming at all skills in the English language.

However, there were some concerns shared about the validity and reliability
of the productive skills, mainly speaking skill. Assessment Specialist 4, who is the
most experienced assessment specialist at the institution, said that the design of the
speaking exam has been the same over the past ten years and this negatively affects
teaching and learning overall. Assessment Specialist 2 also claimed portfolio tasks
need revising:

As for the portfolio, the design is good, but it becomes repetitive at some

point. However, | love the stages in it, you know, they're making

presentations and it's useful. But when you do it three times in a year, it loses
the meaning of it.

Impact of Social Values. None of the assessment specialists touched upon
how social values affected their assessment practices and teaching quality.

Local Practices. Similar to the dimension above, none of the assessment
specialists talked about their insights about Turkish assessment traditions and its
effect on their teaching quality.

Personal Beliefs and Attitudes. Half of the assessment specialists expressed
their opinions on how their personal beliefs in relation to teaching quality conflict

with the current practices. For instance, Assessment Specialist 1 said that the
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workload at the institution prevents assessment specialists from varying the
assessment tools.

The exams are just two parallel and it's difficult to include different question

types. But there are also other issues which prevent us from doing that, you

know, the difficulty of grading, the workload, and those things.

Similar to what several English language teachers said, some assessment
specialists also called the name of the head of the department as putting too much
emphasis on assessment, which creates an exam-oriented environment. They said
that it creates stress on both students and teachers.

When it comes to ways to improve assessment literacy, except for
Assessment Specialist 1 who is already pursuing a Ph.D. in measurement and
evaluation, three assessment specialists shared a number of ways of training. Their
areas for improvement changed, though. For example, Assessment Specialist 3 said
that she would need to learn more about the theoretical background of assessment.
However, Assessment Specialist 1 and Assessment Specialist 2 said they could
improve in statistics to increase their assessment literacy level. All of the three
mentioned taking online courses, discovering what other institutions do, pursuing a
Ph.D. in the field to improve their assessment literacy. On the contrary, Assessment
Specialist 1 believed that he does not need or prefer to improve more on assessment
as this mindset bears a negative washback effect on his teaching quality.

Scores and Decision Making. Most assessment specialists mentioned that
scores can be used as evidence to help decision-making processes. They mentioned
the practice of putting classes in order of achievement based on assessment results.
The results serve the institution as performance indicators of teachers. Assessment

Specialist 4 also refers to this at institutional levels by saying:
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| think | explained the subject clearly and I think my students understood it,

but do you have any evidence and that's the evidence we have, the points they

got, of course not the only evidence, but one which is also useful for the
institution. It always puts classes in order to check their averages and then
puts down them in a graph. I think it's really important for him (the
department head).

However, Assessment Specialist 2 had some doubts about the way the
institution interprets assessment results. She mentions how the institution calculates
the achievement levels of classes taught by each teacher and then shares the results
as evidence in performance appraisal meetings. Although she believed that the
results can be regarded as evidence for student learning, she questions the way the
institution uses it as a factor in evaluating teachers’ performance.

The following sections will present the findings for the skills related
dimensions in assessment literacy.

Constructing Language Assessments. Half of the assessment specialists
pronounced no relationship between their skills in constructing language assessments
and teaching quality. The other two assessment specialists stated that their skills in
constructing language assessments such as multiple-choice questions increase
teaching quality. Assessment Specialist 4 exemplifies a time when she made use of
her item writing skills to diversify her teaching practices in a class in the following
comment:

Because of the fact that | am a member of the testing, | can create questions

in class while students are listening to or reading something. Otherwise, |

would just distribute the handout or the worksheet given by the curriculum.

So, these skills affected me in a good way.
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Similarly, Assessment Specialist 3 mentioned that there is a little time gap

between when she started working as a teacher and as an assessment specialist.

Therefore, she improved her teaching skills through the skills she has got in item

writing.

Because when | started here in testing, I didn't know how to be a teacher
either. It was also my first experience as a teacher. So, it's helped me to better
teach English because | tried to understand what types of questions | might
ask my students.

On the whole, half of the assessment specialists perceived their skills in

constructing language tests add to their teaching, while the other half did not

recognize this during the interviews. In addition, three of the four assessment

specialists stated that they should involve other teachers in the process of item

writing such as in the form of getting feedback for test specifications. Although they

were concerned about the secrecy issue, they mostly believed that all teachers should

be more involved in constructing language assessments. Assessment Specialist 1

said:

| think it is okay that there must be a unit. Preparing the exams and
organizing the thing and you know leading the groups so, it’s a good thing.
However, in terms of preparing the exams, | think all of the teachers should
contribute somehow because they are in the classrooms, and they should
contribute to the assessment procedures.

Administering and Scoring Language Assessments. None of the

participants talked about a relationship between teaching quality and administering

and scoring language assessments.
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Evaluating Language Assessments. None of the participants touched upon a
relationship between teaching quality and evaluating language assessments.
Academic Leaders’ Perception

In this section, first the perceived assessment literacy levels of academic
leaders based on the interview data will be presented dimension by dimension. After
that, the perceptions of academic leaders on the relationship between assessment
literacy and teaching quality will be further explained again based on each
dimension.

Perceived Assessment Literacy Level of Academic Leaders

The interviews suggest that academic leaders perceive themselves as both
knowledgeable and skilled in assessment to a great extent. This high assessment
literacy level was asserted by most of the participants, also with reference to the fact
that they used to work as assessment specialists at the institution before. They all
claimed that they have the necessary knowledge and skills. There was one participant
(Academic Leader 1) who considered himself an expert in assessment partially
thanks to his higher education in the field. He expressed his assessment literacy level
by:

| am specialized in assessment literacy, so | don't want to be very humble

about it. I have an MA and also Ph.D. in language assessment. So | can also

consider myself as a psychometrician and having specialized in
psychometrics, | guess | have enough theoretical knowledge.

While some academic leaders stated that they are better in practice than they
are in theory, others claimed the opposite. In this regard, it can be said that the
perceptions of academic leaders are similar to the assessment specialists’ perceptions

on their overall assessment literacy level. For example, Academic Leader 7 said:
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I guess | know the general terms in assessment thanks to also the sessions
conducted by the testing unit. | see the general structure, how to do it, when
to do it, when it is necessary. But of course, | need some practice.

All academic leaders stated that they had taken assessment courses during
their education, so they have certain knowledge in the area. On the other hand,
especially former assessment specialists including Academic Leader 4 pronounced
the lack of theoretical knowledge in assessment although feeling equipped with
hands-on practices:

I think 1 would like to focus more on the theoretical background (of

assessment), maybe because here | learned everything for practice. | haven't

done my master’s in assessment, but in the area, I had classes. | mean, |
hadn't done all the courses, so maybe for statistical analysis, | would like to
improve.

Firstly, the knowledge related dimensions are covered in the following
sections.

Knowledge of Theory. Almost half of the seven academic leaders
(Academic Leader 3, Academic Leader 5 and Academic Leader 7) shared how
assessment and structure of English and language learning are related in their
perceptions. Therefore, the interview results suggest that some of the academic
leaders are knowledgeable about the structure of English as perceived by themselves.
Academic Leader 3 acknowledged that language skills should be tested as a whole:

We should know what we aim at as teachers and administrators. We know

that our aims are like developing people's language skills as a whole. So our

assessment tools should also reflect this objective. Unless they reflect this
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objective in the tools, then I don't think we can reach our aims and objectives

in the improvement of people's language skills.

Another academic leader, Academic Leader 5, also referred to different skills
in a language as he was discussing the assessment practices at the institution as
follows:

With multiple choice structure tests, you can test structured knowledge. Then,

you can try to test more productive skills with a portfolio. So as a language

program, they are focusing on both receptive and productive skills, and we
are using a variety of instruments to measure those different skills.

Language Pedagogy. Similar to the English language teachers and
assessment specialists, academic leaders also displayed high levels of assessment
literacy in the language pedagogy dimensions. All of the academic leaders discussed
washback, feedback and in-class assessment practices in the interviews. Washback
was the most shared theme among the academic leaders, just like among the English
teachers. Each academic leader shared their knowledge of the influence of
assessment on teaching and learning with different perspectives to be presented more
in detail in the next research question. To exemplify, Academic Leader 1, said that
the main thing they base their assessment on in curriculum design is the learning
objectives. Similarly, Academic Leader 7 believed the main role of assessment is to
adapt teaching strategies to empower student learning. One of the academic leaders
(Academic Leader 4) shared how she motivates her students through assessment in
the following way:

I tell my students about a subject that it’s not usually grammatically tested; or

be careful, this is in the structure part, especially in this section. So having
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that knowledge also | think helps me with the students and they're quite

happy about it.

Similarly, Academic Leader 3 recognizes the feedback he gives on the basis
of an assessment:

The feedback that we give students, especially for writing is also similar to

the feedback we give them for their writing quizzes. That's why the feedback

and also the task are similar to the assessment.

Lastly, all of the academic leaders reflected their competence in using
different assessment techniques in class such as online assessment. Academic Leader
6 illustrated how she makes use of online assessment tools to promote student
learning:

After | teach a topic, | use some extra materials or the online ones. And

especially with the online ones, like Quizzes or Quizlet I just download

students’ responses. And then I check which parts are problematic. So in the
next lesson, | can actually focus on those parts or just revise those points.

And after each and every, especially with online months, we look at questions

small by one and then analyze them with the extra materials.

The frequency of comments made within this dimension suggests that
academic leaders at the institution are quite knowledgeable in language pedagogy
dimension of assessment literacy as perceived by themselves.

Principles and Concepts. Concepts of validity and reliability were
pronounced by all of the academic leaders at the case institution. For example,
Academic Leader 3 thought that he is very knowledgeable in this dimension:

| think I know about the concepts of reliability, what it stands for, and I can

give examples of it. and | know about validity and why it's important and
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also, use these concepts to evaluate the assessment, tools and items, test

items.

Besides, many academic leaders acknowledged strategies to make
assessments more valid and reliable. Academic Leader 2 mentioned that specific
tasks might be designed to avoid cheating which would negatively affect both
validity and reliability. Academic Leader 3 also stated that he is knowledgeable in
the concept of inter-rater reliability and gave an example of how it could be
achieved:

I think assessing productive skills with another teacher at the same time and

then staying there until each person is finished, especially your partner, is

good for interrater reliability.

Overall, academic leaders perceived themselves as quite knowledgeable in
the fundamental principles of assessment such as validity and reliability.

Impact of Social Values. There was no reference to the impact of social
values on assessment practices during the interviews with academic leaders.
However, just as with the English teachers and assessment specialists, a few of the
academic leaders also mentioned institutional values as an influence on assessment
practices at the institution. All of them agreed that as an institutional policy, all
assessment-related practices are conducted in a systematic and timely manner.

Local Practices. For this dimension, there were three main categories
according to the theoretical framework: teachers’ knowledge of accreditation,
Turkish assessment traditions and training others to increase assessment literacy.
However, none of the academic leaders mentioned accreditation during the
interviews. However, two academic leaders shared their perceived knowledge of

Turkish assessment traditions while they evaluated the system at the institution.
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Academic Leader 1 stated that many other preparatory schools in Turkey do not
prefer subjective assessment as opposed to the case. Academic Leader 3 also shared
his knowledge in assessment practices at other preparatory schools in Turkey as
follows:

There are proficiency tests in preparatory schools all around Turkey. | don't

think they include speaking or writing very much. Because for most

institutions the easy thing to mark or score is multiple choice questions or
tests. That's why, their proficiency tests do not include productive skills.

Furthermore, a few of the academic leaders shared their knowledge of how
they could train others in language assessment literacy. Thus, it can be suggested
that the academic leaders at the institution are moderately knowledgeable in this
dimension based on the interview results.

Personal Beliefs and Attitudes. This dimension focused mainly on
awareness of personal beliefs and attitudes towards assessment including any
conflicts with other groups and the ways to improve one’s assessment literacy. It can
be deduced from the interviews that all academic leaders are quite knowledgeable in
this dimension because each of them talked about their personal beliefs and attitudes
as they answered the interview questions. For instance, Academic Leader 4
mentioned how her teaching philosophy conflicts with some of the assessment
practices at the institution by making the following comment:

But here, even when we're talking about speaking, for example, students care

more about it until the speaking exam, then, they don't care about it that

much. So unfortunately, it also limits the students and the teachers, because

you feel that if the students pass, yes, that's an achievement for me, but in my



115

own philosophy, at least that's not how I feel. Unfortunately, TOEFL being an

outdated and limited exam affects all of that.

Similar to the case with assessment specialists and teachers, one academic
leader (Academic Leader 6) exemplified how her attitudes toward assessment
conflict with the current situation due to the head of the department as follows:

There are so many quizzes or so many concerns. | did not think that testers

are in favor of this, but it’s because of the head as he actually gives so much

emphasis on assessment. This shouldn't be the case. | mean, that person can
be the head and also have an expertise in assessment. | mean most of the
teachers are complaining about this. Most of the students are complaining
about this.

When it comes to the knowledge level of academic leaders in the ways to
improve assessment literacy, there were a great number of relevant strategies
suggested by each academic leader. Although the results will be further explored in
the next research question, a nice summary of suggested ways can be referred to in
the following comment made by Academic Leader 1:

So, the first thing they can do is join the free assessment course (provided by

the assessment specialists at the institution). Or if they want to specialize

further, they can join the testing unit because from time to time, we have got
vacant positions. So if they joined the testing unit, then that is also peer
learning there. So colleagues are teaching each other. And once you start,
there is also a mini orientation program to the testing unit. There is also
hands-on training, by the testing specialists unit members here. So that's one

way to do it, but if you want to do it academically, then you can do an MA in
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educational assessment or in ELT focused on language assessment. You can

read the relevant literature as well.

In short, qualitative findings suggest that academic leaders are aware of their
personal beliefs and attitudes toward assessment as well as strategies to improve
one’s assessment literacy to a great extent.

Scores and Decision Making. A few of the academic leaders referred to their
decision-making skills. They mostly touched upon their decision-making skills at
institutional levels. They stated that assessment helps them make more informed
decisions, although some felt that they could manage the process more effectively.
To illustrate, Academic Leader 5 said:

Sometimes we look at the scores to make some critical and related decisions,

but we are not doing this on a regular basis. And I think I should also mention

that we're not really evaluating our more productive measures, like the
portfolio tests for example, we are only focusing on our numeric evaluation
and that's what we're only using.

The following sections will present the findings for the skills related
dimensions.

Constructing Language Assessments. The skills of academic leaders in
terms of constructing language assessments were frequently discussed during the
interviews. Except for one academic leader, all six academic leaders stated that they
can create quality test items for language tests. Due to the fact that four academic
leaders (Academic Leader 1, Academic Leader 2, Academic Leader 3, and Academic
Leader 4) served as former assessment specialists at the institution, they often

reminded their experience as a significant addition to their skills in creating tests.
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One academic leader, Academic Leader 2 addressed his skills in multiple-choice type
of questions as follows:

For listening to long conversations or talk in the classroom, similar to

reading, sometimes the comprehension questions may not be enough to

understand. So, before the students listen to the audio, I first listen to it. And
then | prepare some questions like multiple choice questions, and then, | give
them to students.
Academic Leader 4 also felt quite competent in writing test items as well as
the following procedures such as the administration of the test. She said:

So, for generating or writing items, | feel pretty confident. In general, | think

in terms of assessment, | know how to like, create most of the items then how

to implement them, like how to give and get feedback, like how to make the
exam ready and then how to conduct it.

It can be deduced from the qualitative findings that almost all academic
leaders, especially the ones with experience as assessment specialists, perceived
themselves as very skilled in constructing language test items.

Administering and Scoring Language Assessments. Not many of the
academic leaders talked about their skills in scoring language assessments. However,
two academic leaders (Academic Leader 7 and Academic Leader 3) said that they are
good at scoring writing and speaking assessments. Both of them referred to inter-
rater reliability and standardization meetings in the context of grading productive
skills.

Evaluating Language Assessments. The qualitative data results suggest that
almost half of the academic leaders perceive themselves as very skilled in using

statistics to evaluate language assessments. Especially the former assessment
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specialists as well as other decision makers demonstrated their skills with relevant
examples from the past. Academic Leader 2 and Academic Leader 4 stated that as
they worked as assessment specialists before, they improved in item analysis a lot.
Furthermore, Academic Leader 5 explained how he can run statistical analyses of
test results for evaluation purposes:
| looked at the students in B-level and | compared their test results based on
whether they were coming from A level or AR, because we have the
assumption that A and AF levels are equal in terms of proficiency. But again,
the results show that all A-level students were superior in all tests, compared
to AF level students. We can use assessment and the scores we have from
there, to understand if our assumptions are accurate. And when you're
working in the language field, you may have a lot of assumptions because
people always say that there are better ways to do things, but actually doing
these analyses for our own micro-environment gives us the possibility to test
these assumptions.
Academic Leaders’ Perception of the Relationship Between Assessment Literacy
and Teaching Quality
The perceptions of academic leaders on the relationship between their
assessment literacy and teaching quality showed certain similarities with the
perceptions of assessment specialists and teachers. Academic leaders at the
institution also frequently discussed language pedagogy, personal beliefs and
attitudes, and principles and concepts while discussing the relationship between
assessment literacy and teaching quality. In addition, perceptions of academic leaders
were similar to the perceptions of assessment specialists in that both groups

mentioned their skills in constructing language assessments as an influential skill in
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teaching. However, academic leaders at the institution touched upon a higher number
of dimensions of assessment literacy than did the other stakeholders.

To report the findings in more detail, firstly, the knowledge related
dimensions are covered in the following sections.

Knowledge of Theory. About half of the academic leaders believed that
knowledge of theory is a factor to improve teaching quality through assessment
literacy. Academic Leader 3, Academic Leader 5 and Academic Leader 7 asserted
that assessment should cover all skills in a language for quality assessment. They all
referred to different tools in the assessment design of the institution such as quizzes,
midterms or portfolios, and how they aim at measuring different aspects of language.
In addition, Academic Leader 5 emphasized understanding how students learn is
crucial for assessment as learning:

| think it all starts with our understanding of how students learn, how they can

create new knowledge, because we're teaching something, this doesn't mean

that they are learning it.

In a similar way, Academic Leader 3 referred to students’ language skills as
well as assessment of language skills as a whole:

We should know what we aim at as teachers and administrators. We know

that our aims are like developing people's language skills as a whole. So our

assessment tools should also reflect this objective. Unless they reflect this
objective in the tools, then I don't think we can reach our aims and objectives
in the improvement of people's language skills.

Overall academic leaders believed that the structure of English and how
students learn should be taken into consideration when designing assessment tools

appropriate for a language curriculum.
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Language Pedagogy. In parallel with the results of English language
teachers and assessment specialists, academic leaders also talked about their
perceptions regarding the relationship between language pedagogy and teaching
quality a great number of times. The most frequently appearing categories that
emerged during the interviews with academic leaders were washback, student
achievement, in-class assessment practices and feedback.

While some of the academic leaders regarded washback as a negative effect
on their teaching, others believed it helps them shape their classes better. Three of
the academic leaders (Academic Leader 1, Academic Leader 2 and Academic Leader
7) stated that assessment results help them reflect on their teaching and adapt their
strategies if needed. Since they have additional roles in curriculum design as well,
they often referred to how assessment should be used to modify curriculum. For
example, Academic Leader 2 said:

If some students, maybe all students consistently get a low grade in some

topics, maybe the curriculum unit focuses on this part more in the next

semester or next years.

However, a higher number of academic leaders stated that the type of the
questions in the exams, too much emphasis on assessments and the proficiency exam
TOEFL ITP affected their teaching quality negatively. In this respect, their
perceptions were very similar to the English language teachers and assessment
specialists. In other words, the interview results suggest that most stakeholders
believe that there is a negative washback effect observed at the institution, mainly
due to the proficiency exam. One academic leader (Academic Leader 4) explained
how the scope of the proficiency exam hinders quality teaching and learning in the

following way:
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So we have many purposes of assessment but the top priority, the top, number
one reason should be actually about the students, but that's not how I feel.
Because of course you need to have an exit exam TOEFL. But still if in the
exit exam, if you have equal grading to maybe all the components, like from
speaking to writing, then it could change.

One other academic leader (Academic Leader 3), also a former assessment
specialist, commented on how productive skills are ignored both in assessment
design and in class as follows:

| don't know how to explain but our assessment tools are just tests. Then, we

cannot reach these objectives. | don't believe that in my class. It is reflected

when you try to do something which requires people to speak or produce or
discuss or chat, something like that in language, but people are not very
interested in that kind of activity after a certain time and in the institution, this
is also reflected when people don't want productive skills.

In a similar manner, some academic leaders discussed the negative impact of
some assessments on their teaching. One academic leader (Academic Leader 6) said
that many teachers have to teach only certain parts of the book as they are the ones
which will be tested. The loaded curriculum, which prevents teachers from taking
informed actions based on students’ assessment results, was touched upon by other
academic leaders as well. For instance, Academic Leader 5 shared his perceptions on
how the case institution fails to use assessment results to inform teaching and
learning effectively:

We share the results with students. We think that it reflects their progress, but

| think we are not using our evaluation to reshape our teaching. No matter

what we have on those scores, no matter what is indicated by those scores,
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our program tends to stay the same, not very much important by the

evaluation practices.

Furthermore, most academic leaders mentioned that English language
professionals should refer to assessment results to better understand whether the
learning objectives are being achieved by the students. They believed the role of
assessment is to provide evidence for student achievement both at personal and
institutional levels. One academic leader, Academic Leader 1, believed this is the
most essential part of the curriculum in the following comment he made:

Whether the students approach or achieve learning is the most critical thing in

the program, and the institution needs to be informed about the learning

outcomes, how well the students are doing in relation to the learning
outcomes. So, assessments' basic role is how much the students are achieving
the learning outcomes.

Academic leaders also emphasized the importance of feedback based on
assessments to maximize learning and teaching. Although two of them were
concerned about the workload and time-constraint issues, they all believed feedback
is a crucial part of assessment. Many of them also said that they use their in-class
assessment tools to provide feedback for their students’ learning. Just like the
English language teachers, academic leaders also praised the way they provide
feedback for the exams very soon after the administration. Academic Leader 1 gives
an example of how the institution is aiming at this as follows:

When we have a formal assessment situation or when we are doing a

portfolio assessment, feedback is a critical point there. So, if you have an

assessment session on Friday, we provide students with feedback the
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following week, and this means that they are also informed how much they

have achieved the learning outcomes.

Last but not the least, the use of in-class assessment practices to empower
learning and teaching was a common concept that emerged during the interviews
with academic leaders. The majority of the participants said that they utilize some
types of in-class assessments to empower teaching and learning. Similar to the
results across all stakeholders, peer-assessment, self-assessment and online
assessment were among the most preferred in-class assessments by the academic
leaders. To illustrate, Academic Leader 5 said:

| use self-assessment procedures, and peer assessment procedures as much.

For example, the self-assessment usually happens in group work while

students need to present the information or the content they created with their

peers.

Another academic leader (Academic Leader 6) made a nice summary of how
academic leaders use online assessment tools to inform teaching and learning in the
following way:

After | teach a topic, | use some extra materials or the online ones. And

especially with the online ones, like quizzes or quizlet, | just download

students’ responses. And then I check which parts are problematic. So, in the
next lesson, | can actually focus on those parts or just revise those points.

And after that, especially with online ones, we look at questions one by one

and then analyze them with the extra materials.

However, some continued to discuss the negative washback effect of exams
including the proficiency exam on their choice of in-class assessment practices. They

said that over years they developed a tendency to focus too much on exercises that
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are similar to the exam questions. Some of them said that the Curriculum and
Material Development Unit prepares and shares materials which are often TOEFL
type questions Similarly, one academic leader (Academic Leader 3) provided a
reflection of his in-class practices affected by the assessments at the institution in the
following way:

Even though I don't do something specifically related to assessment, the

materials | give them turn out to be related to the assessment. Before the

quizzes, you know, we are supposed to give quiz revision and that's also
related to the assessment tool. And also before the speaking exams, we do
exercises with students for a week and that's also specifically related to the
speaking exam. And also the writing tasks that students do weekly. They're
also similar to a writing assessment test.

Principles and Concepts. Most of the academic leaders touched upon the
validity and reliability of the assessment practices at the institution in the interviews.
Overall, everyone agreed that well-designed and fair assessment tools benefit
teaching and learning. One academic leader (Academic Leader 5) stated that valid
and reliable measures inform teaching goals to a great extent in the following
comment he made:

| think assessment holds a very important point in making assumptions about

their knowledge by testing the students. We can only measure their

performance levels, but those levels, if we use reliable and valid assessment
measures, can give us a good idea about the knowledge levels as well.

While describing the strengths of the assessment design at the institution,

they said there should be variety in the designs of assessments for different purposes
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such as diagnostic assessment, formative assessment, and proficiency testing. One
academic leader (Academic Leader 1) made the following comment:

We have lots of different kinds of assessments to make our assessment more

reliable and valid. We are not just basing our decisions about students'

learning on a single assessment; there's a variety.

However, there were some concerns raised by the academic leaders about the
validity and reliability of the portfolio tasks used at the institution. In line with what
some English language teachers and assessment specialists also noted down, many
academic leaders called for improvement in the design of portfolios. They believed
alternative assessment needs to encourage students to involve in teaching and
learning processes more. One academic leader discussed how the current situation
conflicts with the intended purpose of portfolios as follows:

Most schools in Europe or maybe language courses, use portfolios much

more effectively. They (here) give, | think maybe one or two tasks to students

in just one semester and they usually copy themselves. So maybe it's not
working. The portrait is not working here at our university, but I think it can
be more useful.

Another academic leader (Academic Leader 4) also questioned the quality of
alternative assessment practices of the institution when she made the following
comment:

As for the portfolio, | don't think they're working in this format or in an

online format for online homework and portfolio. To be honest to me, they

actually seem like we're trying to give students some grades because yes,
that's not how we design them. That's not our intention, but the result is

actually not representing what we need to do.
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Impact of Social Values. Only one academic leader (Academic Leader 3)
shared his perceptions related to Turkish assessment systems with specific reference
to the design of language proficiency tests in the following manner:

There are proficiency tests of preparatory schools all around Turkey. | don't

think they include speaking or writing very much. Because for most

institutions the easy thing to mark or score is multiple choice, questions or
tests. That's why, their proficiency tests do not include productive skills. And
as a result, all students of English, like throughout the country, do not pay
specific attention to productive skills.

Local Practices. Unlike the results with the other stakeholders, the most
common category discussed for this dimension was training others to improve
assessment literacy. Almost half of the academic leaders believed that institutions
should be able to provide assessment related training. They believed equipping other
teachers with at least the fundamentals of assessment will also encourage them to be
more involved in assessment. To this end, assessment trainings, orientation
programs, workshops and focus groups were suggested by the academic leaders. One
academic leader (Academic Leader 5) who recalled the Peer-Learning training
offered by the assessment specialists at the institution summarized his perceptions in
the following ways:

They (language professionals) take a regular part in professional development

activities, but assessment is more like only a mark. There are some people

doing it. They're doing it beautifully. We don't have any responsibilities apart
from implementing their instruments and grading. So they don't feel the need

to learn more.
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Besides, more than half of the academic leaders stated institutions must
encourage teachers to improve assessment literacy by providing them with
opportunities. One academic leader stated that although experience as an assessment
specialist is good, there could be innovative ideas suggested by other teachers out
there.

| think it's good that a group of people are specifically charged with that

(assessment). But at the same time, | believe that people should also be

involved in the discussions in the unit, maybe about what kind of new

assessment tools could be used. I mean, getting ideas from people also makes
them feel involved in the process. It makes them feel more valued.

Academic Leader 6 made the following comment when she mentioned the
Peer-Learning sessions conducted by the assessment specialists:

| think the peer learning part was really effective, but it should be compulsory

for the novice ones. How to write reading questions, writing questions, and

how they should assess speaking, writing, or in class activities or how they
can use the results. Because they do not know, unfortunately, even some
experienced ones they'd not care. I think this is the point. | mean, | think there
should be more training.

Another academic leader (Academic Leader 2) also explained how training
teachers to improve assessment literacy contributes to teaching quality overall as
follows:

The training that the testing (unit) delivered last year, peer learning was

really, really good because those who are interested in testing and training

now have some background information, at least about testing. Each skill was

how to write items and also they learned how to do item analysis and et
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cetera. So now they have the background information. And maybe those who

are not interested in testing may have become interested in testing after the

training. | think it's a good way to encourage teachers at the department, but
not involve them in the item writing.

Personal Beliefs and Attitudes. The findings from the interviews suggest
that academic leaders have some personal beliefs and attitudes which conflict with
the real situation at the institution in their perceptions. First of all, they all
acknowledged that the system puts a lot of emphasis on assessment practices, which
creates stress and decreases teaching and learning quality. In line with what English
language teachers and assessment specialists, most academic leaders also stated that
there is too much focus on assessment practices due to several reasons one of which
is the head of the department being an assessment expert himself. They stated that
the assessment design is highly structured, which Kills the creativity of the teachers
and students. Academic Leader 3 exemplifies how students reflect this too much
focus on assessment as follows:

If you teach for the assessment in some way, students see you as a better

teacher, because you cater for their needs. But if you don't do things that are

not specifically related to the assessment, then you're wasting time.

Other academic leaders also shared their personal beliefs about some
assessment practices at the institution which conflict with their teaching philosophies
including their teaching strategies. They frequently mentioned the proficiency test
which excludes productive skills and how it leads teachers and students to focus on
only receptive skills and their assessments. One of them (Academic Leader 6) said
that most of the materials provided by the Curriculum Development Unit are in the

form of the proficiency test. In the end, many teachers find themselves teaching only
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to prepare students for exams and TOEFL ITP. Academic Leader 4 also said this
affects student motivation in the following comment she made:

But here, even when we're talking about speaking, for example, students care

more about it until the speaking exam, then, they don't care about it that

much. So unfortunately, it also limits the students and the teachers. Because
you feel that if the students pass, yes, that's an achievement for me, but in my
own philosophy, at least that's not how | feel. Unfortunately, TOEFL being an
outdated and limited exam affects all of that.

The perceptions of academic leaders in terms of training ways to improve
assessment literacy were similar to the ones offered by assessment specialists to a
great extent. Academic leaders frequently referred to hands-on experience as an
effective way to improve assessment literacy. In this respect, many academic leaders
mentioned the training sessions offered by the assessment specialists. For instance,
Academic Leader 7 made the following suggestion:

Hands-on practice could be a way, or | can just go to some articles and have a

look at them. Other than this, | attended the workshops, peer learning can be a

good way, or maybe | can just write some items and ask for a designated

member friend to check and to give some feedback on them.

Moreover, they said online platforms such as Coursera or YouTube are good
ways one can improve their assessment literacy. One academic leader (Academic
Leader 2) makes a well-rounded summary of the strategies offered by most academic
leaders as follows:

I took some courses on assessment in my master’s degree, but of course they

are limited. So, | tried to learn some theoretical knowledge about it. I took,

for example, online lessons. There are lots of alternatives like Coursera on
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other platforms. So, I think online education can be a way and also the

different types of education online, like item writing. If you are interested in

item writing, you can take some lessons on it. Or if you're just curious about
the analysis part, for example, you can just watch some videos on how to
conduct analysis on SPSS.

Scores and Decision Making. There were more perceptions of scores and
decision-making category as perceived by the academic leaders than by the other
English language professionals. The reason could be because they are the ones who
define cut-scores and create the academic calendar as well as the assessment
schedule. All the academic leaders agreed that assessment results contribute to the
quality of decisions regarding the curriculum overall. They said that as academic
leaders, they check the assessment results on a regular basis, although this is more
difficult with the productive skills. One academic leader explains this with specific
reference to the dynamism of the learning and teaching systems:

I think measurement and evaluation together help us make more informed

decisions. And we are a very dynamic system. The student profile is always

changing. The instructor profile is always changing. We cannot continue to
have the same program and they have the same testing style.

The following sections will present the findings for the skills related
dimensions in assessment literacy.

Constructing Language Assessments. Qualitative findings of this study
suggest that most academic leaders perceive teachers’ assessment skills in item
writing as a contributing instrument to their teaching quality in various ways. All of
them believed that a teacher should be competent in writing test items especially

with frequent references to course material adaptation and student motivation. As the
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majority of the academic leaders were former assessment specialists, they perceived
themselves as capable of writing quality test items. Therefore, they could easily
adapt the coursebook material thanks to their skills. One academic leader (Academic
Leader 6) even said that she has her students practice writing questions for certain
content of the book such as reading. One academic leader (Academic Leader 2)
explained how he applies his technical skills to serve students better as follows:

For example, we’re doing some reading in our classes and sometimes the

comprehension questions in the book are not appropriate or to the point. So in

some cases | myself prepare some extra questions, comprehension questions,
and here, for example, knowing how to write items is quite useful because
you can prepare really good items, which serve the students.

Administering and Scoring Language Assessments. Perceptions of
academic leaders on this dimension mostly gathered around scoring productive
assessments. They said that scoring productive skills such as writing and speaking is
an important concept related to assessment, and teachers should be trained on this.
Most academic leaders pronounced the effectiveness of standardization meetings
managed by assessment specialists for writing exams. To illustrate, Academic Leader
7 made the following comment:

And | can maybe refer to the marking sessions or feedback sessions, | guess it

IS as objective as possible because it's not only one person's personal

judgment. Although there are some criteria, if you read many papers

sometimes, there may be some things that you cannot see. So having another
person, another colleague to go over the same paper, | guess it's more reliable

and also we don't have any place for bias.



132

Besides, almost all of them agreed that formal assessment practices should be
administered by a separate group of people due to the need for specific expertise and
also the secrecy issue. In line with the findings that concluded there is an emphasis
put on assessment at the case institution, the academic leaders also believed that lack
of expertise would negatively affect the validity, reliability and fairness of
assessments. To illustrate, Academic Leader 7 said:

| think having a measurement unit is good because it's an important area of

teaching. I'm sure that all teachers can add a lot to the units, and do workloads

there, but there should be specific things that need to be paid attention to. A

mistake that we make in our testing material means a lot. So, | guess having

one is safer.

Evaluating Language Assessments. Although the results indicated that
academic leaders are very skilled in statistics to evaluate language assessments, not
many referred to this as a factor to support teaching and learning. Only one academic
leader talked about conducting statistical analyses across different levels in an
attempt to compare their proficiency levels. Therefore, it can be said that academic
leaders at the institution do not establish a meaningful relationship between teaching
quality and technical skills regarding statistics.

Summary of the Findings

In the light of the survey and interview results, this study aimed to explore
assessment literacy perceptions of English language professionals at two levels:
English language teachers’ assessment literacy levels and the relationship between
assessment literacy and teaching quality.

Figure 5 below shows the comparison of the results for teachers’ assessment

literacy level with the teacher profile in Taylor’s framework (2013).
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Figure 5

Comparison of the Results with the Differentials in Taylor’s Framework (2013)
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As can be seen in Figure 5, Taylor suggested that language pedagogy is the
assessment literacy dimension that teachers need the most. The results of the current
study also were in line with the framework as teachers’ assessment literacy level in
language pedagogy was one of the highest. In addition, it was found out that the
teachers also perceived high levels of assessment literacy in knowledge of theory and
personal beliefs and attitudes dimensions. One major difference between the teacher
profile in the framework and the current study was the results for technical skills.
Although Taylor’s framework claims that teachers require technical skills to a great
extent, the results of the current study concluded that teachers do not have
assessment literacy in terms of technical skills.

As the current study did not collect quantitative data for the assessment
specialists’ and academic leaders’ profile, the results cannot be represented in a
similar fashion in comparison to Taylor’s framework as it was done above for the
teachers’ profile. However, the qualitative results obtained via the interviews with
the assessment specialists and the academic leaders will be presented below with

reference to the relevant part of the Taylor’s framework.



134

Figure 6 below shows the profile for assessment specialists in Taylor’s
framework (2013).
Figure 6

Assessment Specialists’ Profile in Taylor’s Framework (2013)
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As can be seen in Figure 6, Taylor suggested that knowledge of theory,
technical skills and principles and concepts are the assessment literacy dimensions
that assessment specialists need the most. On the other hand, local practices and
personal beliefs and attitudes are the ones that assessment specialists need the least.
In parallel with the framework, the qualitative results of the current study inferred
that the assessment specialists at the institution are knowledgeable in principles and
concepts and skilled in the technical skills such as constructing language
assessments. One major difference between the framework and the results of the
current study was in personal beliefs and attitudes. Although Taylor suggested this
dimension as one of the skills that assessment specialists need the least, the results of
the current study indicated that the assessment specialists are quite knowledgeable in
this dimension. In addition, although knowledge of theory is one of the most required
dimensions according to the framework, assessment specialists who took part in this

study did not touch upon this dimension much.
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Figure 7 below shows the profile for academic leaders in Taylor’s framework
(2013).
Figure 7

Academic Leaders’ Profile in Taylor’s Framework (2013)
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As can be seen in the figure, Taylor suggested that scores and decision
making is the dimension that academic leaders need the most. Technical skills and
language pedagogy are two dimensions that academic leaders need the least.
However, the current study concluded that the academic leaders at the case
institution perceived themselves as quite knowledgeable in all of these dimensions.
One reason for this difference could be explained by some of the academic leaders’
previous experience as assessment specialists and also their additional
responsibilities as teachers. Knowledge of theory, which is another dimension that
academic leaders need the least according to the framework, was also found to be
low among the academic leaders who participated in the current study.

Table 13 summarizes the perceived assessment literacy levels of three groups
of participants. Dimensions with higher levels and dimensions with lower levels or

not mentioned dimensions are listed.
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Summary of Perceived Assessment Literacy Levels Based on Dimensions

Groups Data Source Higher Dimensions Lower or Not Mentioned Dimensions
Teachers Survey & Language pedagogy Evaluating language assessments
Interview Knowledge of theory Scores and decision making
Personal beliefs and Local practices
attitudes
Constructing language Impact of social values
assessments
Principles and concepts Administering language
assessments
Assessment  Interview Personal beliefs and Impact of social values
specialists attitudes
Constructing language Local practices
assessments
Language pedagogy Knowledge of theory
Principles and concepts Evaluating language assessments
Scores and decision making  Administering language
assessments
Academic  Interview Language pedagogy Local practices
leaders Principles and concepts Impact of social values

Personal beliefs and
attitudes

Constructing language
assessments

Scores and decision making

Administering language

assessments

Evaluating language assessments

Knowledge of theory

Foremost, all stakeholders who participated in this study perceived

themselves as quite knowledgeable in language pedagogy and personal beliefs and

attitudes. On the other hand, they are slightly skilled in evaluating language
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assessments as perceived by all stakeholders. Therefore, the results of the study
suggest that English language professionals are more knowledgeable than skilled in
the assessment literacy dimensions as perceived by themselves. In addition to the
survey results, many teachers without additional responsibilities also affirmed in the
interviews that they had difficulty in completing the survey as they lacked awareness
and/or practice in many of the items. They stated that they lack hands-on experience
and/or skills, especially when it comes to preparing exams and conducting statistical
analyses on assessments. Although most of them had assessment courses during
their studies, they did not have a chance to gain first-hand experience, partially
because there is a specific unit managing the assessment processes at the case
institution. In this respect, using statistics was found to be the category that many
stakeholders perceive as their lowest assessment literacy level. However, both
assessment specialists and academic leaders perceived themselves better in hands-on
skills such as item writing or getting an exam ready to deliver. Only the participants
with related experience, assessment specialists and academic leaders, acknowledged
their skills in scores and decision-making. In a similar respect, academic leaders and
assessment specialists said during the interviews that they perceive themselves as
more assessment literate than most other teachers at the institution. They frequently
referred to their additional responsibilities when they discussed their assessment
literacy levels. Overall, the findings of this study suggest that academic leaders and
assessment specialists are more knowledgeable and skilled in assessment literacy
than the teachers without additional responsibilities.

Table 14 below presents the frequency of references to assessment literacy
dimensions in relation to teaching quality. Frequently referred dimension and less or

not referred dimensions are listed.
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References to the Assessment Literacy Dimensions in relation to Teaching Quality

Group Frequently Referred Dimensions Less or Not Referred Dimensions
Teachers Language pedagogy Administering language assessments
Personal beliefs and attitudes Evaluating language assessments
Principles and concepts Scores and decision making
Impact of social values
Knowledge of theory
Constructing language assessments
Local practices
Assessment Language pedagogy Knowledge of theory
specialists Personal beliefs and attitudes Administering language assessments
Constructing language assessments  Impact of social values
Scores and decision making Local practices
Principles and concepts Evaluating language assessments
Academic Language pedagogy Impact of social values
leaders Personal beliefs and attitudes Administering language assessments

Constructing language assessments
Principles and concepts
Knowledge of theory

Scores and decision making

Local practices

Evaluating language assessments

As can be seen in Table 14, perceptions of stakeholders on the relationship

between assessment literacy and teaching quality were both similar and different to a

certain extent. The common dimensions discussed by all stakeholders were language

pedagogy, personal beliefs and attitudes, and principles and concepts. In other

words, English language professionals all agreed that these dimensions of assessment

literacy have a strong relationship with teaching quality. On the other hand, there
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were some variations among the participants’ perceptions on some dimensions. For
instance, although none of the teachers discussed decision-making skills with
reference to assessments during the interviews, both academic leaders and
assessment specialists touched upon its essence for the relevant decisions regarding
curriculum design. Similarly, constructing language assessments dimension was
discussed much more by assessment specialists and academic leaders than by the
teachers. This is an expected and predictable perception difference considering the
circumstances of the case institution where specific people are in charge of
curriculum and assessment designs and the relevant decision-making processes.
Table 15 presents the most pronounced concepts of several assessment
literacy dimensions as perceived by English language professionals.
Table 15

Most Frequently Covered Concepts of Assessment Literacy Dimensions

Dimensions Concepts Perceptions
Language pedagogy Washback All stakeholders
In-class assessments  Teachers and academic leaders
Feedback Teachers and academic leaders
Constructing language Item writing Assessment specialists and
assessments academic leaders
Personal beliefs and attitudes  Proficiency exam All stakeholders
Exam-oriented All stakeholders
culture
Training All stakeholders
Principles and concepts Validity All stakeholders
Reliability All stakeholders

Overall, the participants agreed that English language professionals should
improve their assessment literacy so as to promote teaching and learning. Most of

them said assessment practices should inform teaching goals, and in this respect,
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teachers should have an overall understanding of how assessments can influence
instruction. In this context, some English language professionals talked about
washback as a positive influence on their teaching. Moreover, they emphasized the
importance of using in-class assessment tools to support teaching and learning. Most
participants said that they use peer-assessment, self-assessment, and online-
assessment in their classes to see their students’ levels, give feedback and modify
instruction. In addition to using ready-made assessment tools, some also mentioned
the benefits of constructing language items to support their instruction when needed.
Therefore, item writing was an important skill that increases English language
professionals’ teaching quality through assessments as perceived by all stakeholders.
On the other hand, some stakeholders felt that there is too much importance put on
assessment, which hinders teaching and learning. They also referred to the
proficiency exam, which is a high-stake language test, TOEFL ITP, as a factor that
causes negative washback. In addition, the results indicate that English language
professionals question the validity and reliability of the assessments because of this
negative effect on both students and teachers. They often stated that the absence of
productive skills in TOEFL ITP negatively affects the design and implementation of
some assessments including the portfolio. As a consequence, teachers, assessment
specialists and academic leaders all suggested various training methods to improve
the assessment literacy knowledge and skills of English language professionals. The
suggestions include but are not limited to hands-on workshops, reading relevant

literature, and pursuing a degree in assessment.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Introduction
In this chapter, firstly, an overview of the study is given. After that,
discussion of major findings related to the assessment literacy perceptions of English
language professionals are presented with reference to the relevant literature.
Implications for practice as well as for further research, and the limitations of the
study are also provided.
Overview of the Study

One of the purposes of this study was to explore the assessment literacy
levels of tertiary level English language teachers perceived by themselves, by
assessment specialists, and by academic leaders. The other purpose was to explore
how tertiary level English language professionals perceive the relationship between
assessment literacy and teaching quality. In the first stage, a Likert-type survey was
distributed to the participants and the results displayed the perceived assessment
literacy levels of English language teachers. Following the survey, volunteered
teachers, assessment specialists and academic leaders were interviewed to collect
data on their perceptions of assessment literacy levels and its relationship to teaching
quality. Both data sets were analyzed and interpreted to discuss conclusions about
assessment literacy perceptions of tertiary level English language professionals in
this case study.

Discussion of Major Findings

English Language Teachers’ Assessment Literacy Level

The quantitative results of this study indicated that English language teachers

are perceived as moderately knowledgeable and slightly skilled in the assessment
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literacy dimensions of Taylor’s framework (2013). The perceived levels were much
lower in dimensions of assessment literacy skills than those of assessment literacy
knowledge. Although it was noted that many English language teachers have taken
courses related to assessment during their studies, they did not feel self-assured in
assessment wise decisions and practices due to lack of experience and expertise.
Several other researchers studying English language teachers’ assessment literacy
levels through various tools also found a low level of assessment literacy among
English language teachers (Fulcher, 2012; Kiomrs et al., 2011; Talib et al., 2013).
For instance, Muhammad and Bardak¢1 (2019) asserted that Iragi English language
teachers’ assessment literacy level was very low, especially in the use of assessment
for learning. Similarly, Talib et al. (2013) found out that English teachers in
Malaysia were neither knowledgeable nor skilled in fundamental concepts of
language assessment, and thus they had low levels of assessment literacy. Results
were similar in the Turkish context too. In one study, Hatipoglu (2015) focused on
participants’ literacy levels in classroom-focused language assessment as well as
concepts of assessment literacy and found that English language teachers in Turkey
were not competent enough in language testing and assessment (as cited in Sisman &
Biiyiikkarci, 2019). Similar to the participants of the current research, English
language teachers demonstrated inadequate knowledge of assessment and a lack of
assessment literacy skills. Tsagari and Vogt (2017) also explored the perceived
assessment literacy levels of European teachers of the English language and noted
similar results. Their study also suggested that the perceived assessment literacy
levels of the teachers were low, and not adequate to perform assessment related

practices in an effective way.
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Language pedagogy dimension, which included several items related to
teachers’ in-class assessment practices and washback effect in Kremmel and
Harding’s tool (2020) used in the study, was the highest level perceived by teachers.
This conclusion is meaningful within the theoretical framework (Taylor, 2013) as the
framework suggested that language pedagogy is the most essential dimension for
teachers. Therefore, English language professional need to improve their assessment
literacy for valid and reliable assessment for learning (Atmojo, 2021; Buckley-
Walker & Limpscombe, 2021; Davidson, 2018; Earl, 2013; Kremmel & Harding,
2020). On the other hand, it was concluded that teachers without any additional
responsibilities had lower level of assessment literacy compared to assessment
specialists and academic leaders, especially in terms of the assessment literacy skills
as perceived by all stakeholders. This was an expected result as certain processes are
managed by certain people who are in charge at the case institution. Thus, the
teachers did not have experience in some areas of assessment such as conducting
statistical analyses for assessments. Some also stated that they do not feel the urge to
be competent in certain areas, mostly because they are not the ones responsible for
managing those assessment-related processes such as creating rubrics. These findings
are in line with those of previous studies. Coombs et al. (2021) found out that
teachers who have experience in leadership positions at institutions have a more
comprehensive understanding of assessment approaches, and they value assessment
and assessment related data as a major contributor to improving teaching and
learning more than those in non-leadership positions. Taylor (2009) also emphasized
that a balance of theoretical knowledge and practical skills need to be provided for
language teachers, and this balance is to be affected by the nature of the organization

such as the level, nature and type of involvement of teachers in the assessment
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processes. With the increasing involvement and interest of teachers in the assessment
processes (Coombe et al., 2020), it can be suggested that English language teachers
need further training on assessment literacy to increase their assessment literacy
dimension based on their roles and job descriptions. The lack of training, pronounced
by the participants of the current study, was also supported by the findings of
previous studies. For instance, Xu and Brown (2017) indicated that the EFL
instructors at Chinese universities had a low level of language assessment literacy,
mainly due to a lack of in-service training. Fulcher (2012) also found out that the
level of English teachers’ assessment literacy was not high, and that this mostly
resulted from a lack of training and practice in the area.

Another commonly covered concept which could be an explanation for the
low levels of assessment literacy of English teachers was the proficiency test,
TOEFL ITP administered in the case school. The participants believed that having a
standardized test affected their assessment literacy level in a negative way. The
perceived effect of high-stake exams as hindrance on assessment literacy level had
previously been explored by other researchers (Fan & Yang, 2020; Green, 2006;
Wall, 2012), and the findings of the current study are in line with this line of
research. For instance, Kiomrs et al. (2011) found out that the use of a standardized
test was pushback in teachers’ assessment literacy in his study where he worked with
Iranian teachers of the English language in their studies and revealed low levels of
language assessment literacy.

The Relationship Between Assessment Literacy and Teaching Quality

The major conclusions drawn from this study suggest that English language

professionals perceived assessment literacy as a major contributor to teaching quality

to a great extent. Overall, they believed that a high level of assessment literacy could
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contribute to teaching quality through better interpretation of the assessments used in
language teaching, motivating student learning and achievement through in-class
assessments, constructive feedback based on assessments and so on so forth.
Relevant literature also confirms that teachers with language assessment literacy
facilitate their students’ assessment related practices more effectively in various
ways and empower teaching and learning better (Coombe et al., 2020; Green, 2018;
Rea-Dickins, 2006; Stiggins, 2002). The perceptions of teachers, assessment
specialists and academic leaders were similar to the extent that relates to teaching
practices as all groups of participants are teachers at the core in addition to some
other responsibilities. For instance, all English language professionals perceived
language pedagogy and personal beliefs and attitudes dimensions as main reference
points in relation to teaching quality. However, some dimensions such as evaluating
language assessments and local practices were rarely recognized by teachers,
assessment specialists and academic leaders. Only a few participants who had
relevant job descriptions were insightful about these dimensions, probably due to
their additional responsibilities at the case institution. Considering the framework of
the study (Taylor, 2013), this perception difference is intelligible as different
stakeholders may have different levels of demands and focuses based on the LAL
requirements based on their professional roles (Kremmel & Harding, 2020).

The current study also concluded that English language professionals
established a strong relationship between their assessment literacy perceptions of
washback and their teaching quality. Their personal beliefs and attitudes towards
assessment practices and specifically washback effect were found to affect their
teaching quality across all stakeholders. The most notable reasons behind this

perception were having a high-stake exam (TOEFL ITP) as the proficiency exam and
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ignoring productive skills because of exam-oriented instruction which leads to
concerns about the validity and reliability of assessment practices. The participants
commonly stated the proficiency exam leads the students to memorize commonly
asked items, and prompts “unproductive learning”. These results are parallel with the
line of relevant research in literature. Other researchers also suggested a negative
effect of high-stake exams on teachers’ assessment literacy. For instance, participants
of a study conducted by Tsagari (2011) stated that the use of a high-stake exam
launched by Cambridge ESOL (English for Speakers of Other Languages) affected
teachers’ assessment literacy and their teaching quality in a negative way. The
current study revealed that English language teachers tended to focus too much on
multiple-choice type of questions for their classroom assessments since the
proficiency exam consists of multiple-choice type of questions (Kiomrs et al., 2011;
Llosa, 2011; Yildirim & Orsdemir, 2013). The current situation did not reflect the
intended teaching and learning goals in their teaching philosophies. Both the teachers
and the students tended to ignore the importance of productive skills such as writing
and speaking because they are not included in the proficiency exam, TOEFL ITP.
Other studies also yielded similar results regarding the negative effect of traditional
assessment and test types on teachers’ teaching quality. To illustrate, Alqahtani
(2021) stated that language proficiency tests such as the TOEFL or the IELTS avoid
the stakeholders from focusing on different aspects of the language that are not
covered in the high-stake tests. Similarly, Tsagari and Vogt (2017) concluded in their
study that European teachers of English tend to focus on traditional test types such as
multiple-choice questions as they had a similar proficiency test. Therefore, it can be
concluded that having a standardized test, a high-stake exam or a traditional

proficiency exam with multiple choice type of questions may decrease the
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importance given to the assessment of productive skills which are not tested in those
tests such as speaking and hinders engagement in those skills in and out of class.
Although the teachers are aware of alternative assessment methods such as
portfolios, their low level of assessment literacy as well as the nature of the
assessments used at school can cause them not to make use of assessment for
teaching and learning methods. As a result, formative assessment and alternative
assessment such as portfolios should be better integrated into the curriculum of
language schools with an extended purpose to increase teachers’ assessment literacy
of assessment for learning (Fathi & Rahimi, 2022; Green, 2018; Jia et al., 2006;
Nasab, 2015; Stiggins, 2014).

English language professionals recognized the effect of their assessment
literacy regarding positive washback on their teaching to the extent that they can
modify instruction based on assessment results. Furthermore, they perceived in-class
assessment tools as essential to their teaching, and some even applied item-writing
skills to exercise in-class assessment and assessment for learning. The use of online
assessment was also commonly mentioned as a contributor to their assessment
literacy and teaching quality. These results of the current study are in line with the
previous studies. Many other researchers in the relevant literature also suggested that
the use of formative assessments helps teachers shape their teaching according to the
assessment results; and assessment literacy enables them to make use of assessment
practices with a learning-oriented approach (Buckley-Walker & Lipscombe, 2021;
Coombs et al. 2021; Giraldo, 2019; Hamp-Lyons, 2017).

One last major finding of the current study was that English language
professionals called for more training to improve their assessment literacy. Although

the needs raised varied across participants, they agreed that training on assessment
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should be offered to English language professionals to help them better perform their
jobs. The need for training in assessment literacy has been frequently covered by the
relevant literature in the past decade. To start with, as the pioneer of the concept of
assessment literacy, Stiggins (2014) continuously emphasized the importance of
training to improve teachers’ assessment literacy and stated that schools and
workplaces need to create an environment where teachers have access to training and
practice in assessment so as to empower learning and teaching. The participants of
the current study also commonly stated that they should be provided with more
training on assessment knowledge and skills by the institution. They believed that
training on assessment is crucial for their professional development as well as the
quality of their teaching. Taylor (2013) also asserted that developing assessment
literacy through various types of training resources is considered substantial for the
core knowledge and skills that base good quality assessment and teaching widely.
With the increased use of assessments for various purposes, and the increased
responsibility given to teachers, English language teachers would need more training
on assessment to increase their assessment literacy and make their teaching more
informed and effective (Bijsterbosch et al., 2019; Fulcher, 2012; Hidri, 2021;
Hughes, 2021; Tsagari &Vogt, 2017). Therefore, it can be said that these teachers
should be provided with more guidance and training to expand this positive
washback in certain areas of their job.

The assessment literacy needs shared by the assessment specialists and
academic leaders differed from those shared by the teachers due to different profiles.
While the teachers considered they should improve in their use of in-class
assessment practices to increase student achievement and motivation as major

aspects to their teaching quality, assessment specialists and academic leaders further
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required several technical skills such as statistical analyses of language assessments

as they take active roles in these domains. This seemed to be in parallel with the

framework used in the study (Kremmel & Harding, 2020; Taylor, 2013). As a result,

it can be concluded that stakeholders should be provided with training on assessment

literacy based on the diverse nature and job descriptions of the stakeholders (Stiggins

& Duke, 2008; Stiggins, 2014; Sisman & Biiyiikkarci, 2019; Tsagari, 2017).
Implications for Practice

Several recommendations are noteworthy in the light of the findings of this
study. To start with, all stakeholders at the institution perceived assessment literacy
as fundamental to quality teaching. Most of them were aware of how assessment
practices influenced teaching and learning to a certain extent. However, a great
number of participants also mentioned certain factors such as the TOEFL ITP or
exam-oriented culture as a hindrance to assessment as learning. Therefore, it can be
suggested that English language professionals are provided with training on
washback effect to minimize the potential negative effect of such exams on learning
and teaching.

Secondly, almost all stakeholders agreed that assessment literacy adds to
teaching and learning in different ways. On the other hand, many of them, especially
the ones without additional responsibilities stated that they are not very familiar with
the concepts of assessment literacy. Due to the high number of participants who also
said the survey was hard to complete as they had never thought about those
dimensions before, it can be said that assessment literacy is relatively a new concept
for the English language teachers at the institution. To this end, more theoretical and
practical aspects of assessment could be offered through undergraduate and graduate

level assessment courses. Assessment literacy among English language professionals
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could be improved by means of relevant courses provided during pre-service and in-
service teacher education degree programs. In addition, academic leaders and
professional development units could encourage English language professionals to
expand their assessment literacy by providing them with the opportunities such as
access to theoretical knowledge, creating favorable circumstances where teachers can
gain and practice and know-how skills, continuous professional development
activities, workshops and so on so forth. An effective way for the administrators and
professional development units to motivate English language professionals to
actively benefit from these opportunities could be micro-credentials and/or digital
badges offered to the participants upon training. Presented to English language
professionals at the end of assessment related professional development activities,
these certifications could affirm recognition and participation. Furthermore, schools
can collaborate with associations like DEDAK, which aims to enhance the quality of
language education in Turkey through accreditation and evaluation studies, in
accordance with this purpose.

Both guantitative and qualitative results also concluded that English language
teachers without experience as an assessment specialist lacked technical skills such
as constructing language assessments. In the same respect, quite many participants
asserted the impact of hands-on practices on improving assessment literacy and
assessment as learning as well. Several suggestions from the interviews were
reconducting Peer-Learning training, creating a pool for assessment methods for the
teachers to contribute to, and lastly involving teachers more in the assessment
processes in general. To this end, English language professionals could be offered

hands-on practices such as training provided by internal and external experts in field,



151

creating practical solutions based on the circumstantial requirements of the
institutions.

One last conclusion drawn was that almost all teachers believed productive
skills were not assessed at their best, partly because of their perceived role in the
curriculum. Many teachers mentioned their concerns about the validity and reliability
of productive skills assessment. Many participants from different stakeholder groups
also repeated that the current portfolio design did not serve its purpose, and thus
needed revision. As a result, academic leaders, assessment specialists and English
language teachers at tertiary level institutions should collaborate should call for
modification of assessment design in a way that it addresses all skills and aspects of
language more forcefully.

Implications for Further Research

As the current study was conceptualized as a case study, the number of
participants was limited to the current institution. As an implication for further
research, it can be suggested that assessment literacy perceptions of English language
professionals at other institutions could be explored for generalizable results. With
higher numbers of participants, inferential statistics could also be conducted to see
the correlation of age, department or year of experience with the perceptions of
assessment literacy. Such a study could also indicate whether the amount and nature
of the participants’ theoretical and practical input during their pre-service and/or in-
service teacher education degree programs have an impact on their assessment
literacy.

Although the current study encompassed several dimensions in Taylor’s
framework (2013), the washback effect was obviously the most recognized concept

discussed in the interviews. Thus, further research could specifically explore
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perceptions on assessment literacy and positive washback through a more targeted
design.

Considering the framework, this study involved teachers, assessment
specialists and academic leaders as participants. Further research could involve
students as they are core stakeholders in the learning process. Therefore, a study on
students’ perceptions of assessment literacy could provide valuable insight to the
relevant literature.

Finally, as most participants acknowledged the relationship between
assessment literacy and teaching, further research on how English language
professionals can improve their assessment literacy to allow assessment for/as
learning can yield fruitful results for all stakeholders. To illustrate, a theoretical
review of assessment for/as learning with an aim to explore effective practices to
increase assessment literacy would be beneficial.

Limitations of the Study

One limitation of this study was that a limited number of English language
professionals working in the case institution were involved in this study. Although
all of the academic leaders and assessment specialists participated in the study, only
less than half of the teachers were involved. Therefore, the results might not be
reflecting the perceptions of all teachers in the case institution. Moreover, due to the
low number of the surveys filled in, inferential statistics could not be conducted.
Therefore, the results cannot be generalized to other institutions (Bakeman &
Robinson, 2005). Finally, within the limitations of the framework, the study did not
include the perceptions of students, which could have explored the phenomena more

profoundly if added.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A
Assessment Literacy Survey (Teachers)
Dear Teacher,

This survey* was prepared for my thesis, within the scope of Thsan Dogramaci
Bilkent University, Curriculum and Instruction Master's Program, which aims to
explore the perceived relationship between assessment literacy of English language
professionals and their teaching quality under the supervision of Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen
Aksit. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. In terms of this
survey;

* Participation in this study is voluntary

* Your identification will be kept confidential.

* Your data will only be accessed by the researcher, will be kept on a password
protected computer and will only be used for this thesis and possible related
conference presentations, and journal publication purposes.

* Your answers will not be shared with your institution and will not affect your
working rights.

* You can leave the survey any time you want.

* The results of the study will be shared with you if you request them. In this case,
you can reach me via the e-mail address stated below.

Please tick the box below if you meet the criteria and agree to participate.
Criteria:

* [ am over 18 years old.

* | have read and understood the information about this study above.

* [ understand that I can withdraw from the study without any consequences at any
time.

* [ understand who would have access to identifying information provided and what
will happen to the data at the end of the study.

* [ understand that this study has been reviewed by and received ethical clearance
through Bilkent University Ethics Committee.
*The survey was adapted from Kremmel B. & Harding, L. (2020)

I meet the criteria and agree to participate.

Pinar KILIC

Bilkent University/ MA in CI

e-mail:

Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen AKSIT


mailto:pkilic@etu.edu.tr
mailto:pinar.kilic@bilkent.edu.tr
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PART A: BACKGROUND

Gender
Female [ Male [ Prefer not to sa[—]

Age

21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
40+

ooood

Years of experience in teaching English at this institution

0-5 years ]
6-10 years ]
11-15 years ]
16-20 years ]

Years of experience in teaching English in total

0-5 years ]
6-10 years ]
11-15 years ]
16-20 years ]
21+years ]

Level of education

Bachelor Degree 1
MA/MSc Student 1
MA/MSc Degree (I
PhD student (.

1

PhD Degree



6. Department
Bachelor Degree
English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
Linguistics
Other Please specify

0ooogo

Master’s Degree

English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
Linguistics

Curriculum and Instruction
Measurement and Evaluation
Other Please specify

1oo0ooodn

PhD Degree

English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
Linguistics

Curriculum and Instruction
Measurement and Evaluation
Other Please specify

ooooobd

7. Did you have any additional responsibilities at school before? (i.e. units and
administration)
Yes (I No

Please tick the one that applies:

172

| was a member of Curriculum Development Unit.

I was a member of Measurement and Evaluation Unit.

I was a member of Administrative Unit.

| was a member of Educational Technologies Unit.

I was a member of Extracurricular Activities Unit.

8. Did you attend the sessions of Peer-Learning: Assessment course?

Yes ]

No []
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How knowledgeable do you think you are about each aspect of language
assessment below? Please respond according to the following scale:

Not Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
knowledgeable  knowledgeable knowledgeable knowledgeable knowledgeable
at all
1 2 3 4 5
1.
how to use assessments to inform learning or teaching goals 3 4
2.
how to use assessments to evaluate achievement in language 3 4
learning
3.
how to use assessments to diagnose learners’ strengths and 3 4
weaknesses
4.
how to use assessments to motivate student learning 3 4
5.
how to use self-assessment 3 4
6.
how to use peer-assessment 3 4
7.
how to interpret what a particular score says about an 3 4
individual’s language ability
8.
how to determine if a language assessment aligns with local 3 4
systems of accreditation ( YOKAK and DEDAK)
9. )
how to determine if a language assessment aligns with YOK 3 4
(Council of Higher Education) system.
10.
how to determine if the content of a language assessment is 3 4
culturally appropriate
11.
how to determine if the results from a language assessment are 3 4

relevant to the context of Turkish preparatory schools
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12.

how to train others about language assessment

13.

how to recognize when an assessment is being used

inappropriately

14.

how to prepare learners to take language assessments

15.

how to give useful feedback on the basis of an assessment

16.

how assessments can be used to enforce social policies (e.g.,

immigration)

17.

how assessments can influence teaching and learning in the

classroom

18.

how assessments can influence teaching and learning materials

19.

how assessments can influence the design of a language course

or curriculum

20.

how language skills develop (e.g., reading, listening, writing,

speaking)

21.

how foreign/second languages are learned

22,

how language is used in society

23.

how social values can influence language assessment design

and use

24,

the concept of reliability (how accurate or consistent an

assessment is)

25.

the concept of validity (how well an assessment measures what

it claims to measure)

26.

the structure of language
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217.
the relevant legal regulations for assessment in Turkish 3 4
preparatory schools
28.
the assessment traditions in Turkish preparatory schools 3 4
29.
different types of purposes for language assessment purposes 3 4
(e.g., proficiency, achievement, diagnostic)
30.
one’s own beliefs/attitudes towards language assessment 3 4
31.
how one’s own beliefs/attitudes might influence one’s 3 4
assessment practices
32.
how one’s own beliefs/attitudes may conflict with those of 3 4
other groups involved in assessment
33.
how one’s own knowledge of language assessment might be 3 4
further developed
Il.  How skilled do you think you are in each aspect of language assessment below?
Please respond according to the following scale:
Not skilled Slightly Moderately Very skilled Extremely
at all skilled skilled skilled
1 2 3 5
33. using statistics to analyse the difficulty of individual items 3 4
(questions) or tasks
34. using statistics to analyse overall scores on a particular 3 4
assessment
35. using statistics to analyse the quality of individual items/tasks 3 4
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36.

using techniques other than statistics (e.g., questionnaires,
interviews, analysis of language) to get information about the

quality of a language assessment

37.

using rating scales (rubrics) to score speaking or writing

performances

38.

scoring closed-response questions (e.g. Multiple Choice

Questions)

39.

scoring open-ended questions (e.g. short answer questions)

40.

developing specifications (overall plans) for language

assessments

41.

selecting appropriate rating scales (rubrics)

42.

selecting appropriate items or tasks for a particular assessment

purpose

43.

training others to use rating scales (rubrics) appropriately

44,

training others to write good quality items (questions) or tasks

for language assessments

45.

writing good quality items (questions) or tasks for language

assessments

46.

aligning tests to proficiency frameworks (e.g., the Common

European Framework of Reference)

47.

determining pass-fail marks/cut-scores

48.

identifying assessment bias

49.

accommodating candidates with disabilities or other learning

impairments
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50. designing scoring keys and rating scales (rubrics) for assessment | 1 2 3 4
tasks

51. making decisions about what aspects of language to assess 1 2 3 4

52. piloting/trying-out assessments before their administration 1 2 3 4

IMPORTANT NOTE: If you would like to volunteer for a short interview to
provide me with further information, please share your e-mail address and/or phone
number below.

e-mail: mobile: +90 (5__ )

Thank you for your contribution.
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Appendix B
Assessment Literacy Survey (Assessment Specialists)
Dear Assessment Specialist,

This survey* was prepared for my thesis, within the scope of Thsan Dogramaci
Bilkent University, Curriculum and Instruction Master's Program, which aims to
explore the perceived relationship between assessment literacy of English language
professionals and their teaching quality under the supervision of Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen
Aksit. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. In terms of this
survey;

* Participation in this study is voluntary

* Your identification will be kept confidential.

* Your data will only be accessed by the researcher, will be kept on a password
protected computer and will only be used for this thesis and possible related
conference presentations, and journal publication purposes.

* Your answers will not be shared with your institution and will not affect your
working rights.

* You can leave the survey any time you want.

* The results of the study will be shared with you if you request them. In this case,
you can reach me via the e-mail address stated below.

Please tick the box below if you meet the criteria and agree to participate.
Criteria:

* [ am over 18 years old.

* [ have read and understood the information about this study above.

* [ understand that I can withdraw from the study without any consequences at any
time.

* [ understand who would have access to identifying information provided and what
will happen to the data at the end of the study.

* [ understand that this study has been reviewed by and received ethical clearance
through Bilkent University Ethics Committee.
*The survey was adapted from Kremmel B. & Harding, L. (2020)

I meet the criteria and agree to participate.

Pinar KILIC

Bilkent University/ MA in CI

e-mail:

Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen AKSIT


mailto:pkilic@etu.edu.tr
mailto:pinar.kilic@bilkent.edu.tr
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PART A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1. Gender

Female [ Male [ Prefer not to sa[—]

2. How old are you?

21-25 ]
26-30 ]
31-35 ]
36-40 ]
40+ ]

3. Years of experience in teaching English at this institution

0-5 years ]
6-10 years ]
11-15 years ]
16-20 years [

4. Years of experience in teaching English in total

0-5 years ]
6-10 years ]
11-15years  []
16-20 years 1]
21+years ]

5. Years of experience as an assessment specialist in the Measurement and
Evaluation Unit at this institution

0-2 years ]
3-5 years ]
6-8 years ]
9-11 years ]

[

12+ years
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6. Years of experience as an assessment specialist in total

0-2 years ]
3-5 years 1]
6-8 years 1]
9-11 years 1]
12 years [

7. Level of education

Bachelor Degree 1
MA/MSc Student 1
MA/MSc Degree (I
PhD student 1]
PhD Degree 1]

8. Department
Bachelor Degree
English Language Teaching 1
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature L]
English Translation and Interpret|;|
Linguistics 1]
Other [ Please specify

Master’s Degree

English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
Linguistics

Curriculum and Instruction
Measurement and Evaluation
Other [] Please specify

ooooodn

PhD Degree

English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
Linguistics

Curriculum and Instruction
Measurement and Evaluation
Other [] Please specify

ooooodn
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How knowledgeable do you think “the instructors in your school” are about
each aspect of language assessment below? Please respond according to the

following scale:

Not Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
knowledgeable  knowledgeable knowledgeable knowledgeable knowledgeable
at all
1 2 3 4 5
1.
how to use assessments to inform learning or teaching goals 3 4
2.
how to use assessments to evaluate achievement in language 3 4
learning
3.
how to use assessments to diagnose learners’ strengths and 3 4
weaknesses
4.
how to use assessments to motivate student learning 3 4
5.
how to use self-assessment 3 4
6.
how to use peer-assessment 3 4
7.
how to interpret what a particular score says about an 3 4
individual’s language ability
8.
how to determine if a language assessment aligns with local 3 4
systems of accreditation ( YOKAK and DEDAK)
9. )
how to determine if a language assessment aligns with YOK 3 4
(Council of Higher Education) system.
10.
how to determine if the content of a language assessment is 3 4
culturally appropriate
11.
how to determine if the results from a language assessment are 3 4

relevant to the context of Turkish preparatory schools
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12.

how to train others about language assessment

13.

how to recognize when an assessment is being used

inappropriately

14.

how to prepare learners to take language assessments

15.

how to give useful feedback on the basis of an assessment

16.

how assessments can be used to enforce social policies (e.g.,

immigration)

17.

how assessments can influence teaching and learning in the

classroom

18.

how assessments can influence teaching and learning materials

19.

how assessments can influence the design of a language course

or curriculum

20.

how language skills develop (e.g., reading, listening, writing,

speaking)

21.

how foreign/second languages are learned

22,

how language is used in society

23.

how social values can influence language assessment design

and use

24,

the concept of reliability (how accurate or consistent an

assessment is)

25.

the concept of validity (how well an assessment measures what

it claims to measure)

26.

the structure of language
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217.
the relevant legal regulations for assessment in Turkish 3 4
preparatory schools
28.
the assessment traditions in Turkish preparatory schools 3 4
29.
different types of purposes for language assessment purposes 3 4
(e.g., proficiency, achievement, diagnostic)
30.
one’s own beliefs/attitudes towards language assessment 3 4
31.
how one’s own beliefs/attitudes might influence one’s 3 4
assessment practices
32.
how one’s own beliefs/attitudes may conflict with those of 3 4
other groups involved in assessment
33.
how one’s own knowledge of language assessment might be 3 4
further developed
I1.  How skilled do you think “the instructors in your school” are about each aspect
of language assessment below? Please respond according to the following scale:
Not skilled Slightly Moderately Very skilled Extremely
at all skilled skilled skilled
1 2 3 5
33.
using statistics to analyse the difficulty of individual items 3 4
(questions) or tasks
34.
using statistics to analyse overall scores on a particular 3 4
assessment
35.
using statistics to analyse the quality of individual items/tasks 3 4
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36.

using techniques other than statistics (e.g., questionnaires,
interviews, analysis of language) to get information about the

quality of a language assessment

37.

using rating scales (rubrics) to score speaking or writing

performances

38.

scoring closed-response questions (e.g. Multiple Choice

Questions)

39.

scoring open-ended questions (e.g. short answer questions)

40.

developing specifications (overall plans) for language

assessments

41.

selecting appropriate rating scales (rubrics)

42.

selecting appropriate items or tasks for a particular assessment

purpose

43.

training others to use rating scales (rubrics) appropriately

44,

training others to write good quality items (questions) or tasks

for language assessments

45.

writing good quality items (questions) or tasks for language

assessments

46.

aligning tests to proficiency frameworks (e.g., the Common

European Framework of Reference)

47.

determining pass-fail marks/cut-scores

48.

identifying assessment bias

49.

accommodating candidates with disabilities or other learning

impairments
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50.
designing scoring keys and rating scales (rubrics) for assessment | 1 2 3 4
tasks
51.
making decisions about what aspects of language to assess 1 2 3 4
52.
piloting/trying-out assessments before their administration 1 2 3 4

IMPORTANT NOTE: If you would like to volunteer for a short interview to
provide me with further information, please share your e-mail address and/or phone
number below.

e-mail: mobile: +90 (5__ )

Thank you for your contribution.
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Appendix C
Assessment Literacy Survey (Academic Leaders)
Dear Academic Leader,

This survey* was prepared for my thesis, within the scope of Thsan Dogramaci
Bilkent University, Curriculum and Instruction Master's Program, which aims to
explore the perceived relationship between assessment literacy of English language
professionals and their teaching quality under the supervision of Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen
Aksit. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. In terms of this
survey;

* Participation in this study is voluntary

* Your identification will be kept confidential.

* Your data will only be accessed by the researcher, will be kept on a password
protected computer and will only be used for this thesis and possible related
conference presentations, and journal publication purposes.

* Your answers will not be shared with your institution and will not affect your
working rights.

* You can leave the survey any time you want.

* The results of the study will be shared with you if you request them. In this case,
you can reach me via the e-mail address stated below.

Please tick the box below if you meet the criteria and agree to participate.
Criteria:

* [ am over 18 years old.

* [ have read and understood the information about this study above.

* [ understand that I can withdraw from the study without any consequences at any
time.

* [ understand who would have access to identifying information provided and what
will happen to the data at the end of the study.

* [ understand that this study has been reviewed by and received ethical clearance
through Bilkent University Ethics Committee.
*The survey was adapted from Kremmel B. & Harding, L. (2020)

I meet the criteria and agree to participate.

Pinar KILIC

Bilkent University/ MA in CI

e-mail

Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen AKSIT


mailto:pkilic@etu.edu.tr
mailto:pinar.kilic@bilkent.edu.tr
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PART A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Gender

Female [] Male [] Prefer not to sa ]
Age

21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
40+

Years of experience in teaching English at this institution

ooodd

0-5 years ]
6-10 years 1]
11-15 years ]
16-20 years ]

Years of experience in teaching English in total
0-5 years ]
6-10 years ]

11-15 years ]
16-20 years ]

21+years ]
Years of experience as an academic leader at this institution
0-2 years ]
3-5 years ]
6-8 years (]
9-11 years ]

12-14 years ]

Years of experience as an academic leader in total
0-2 years ]
3-5 years 1

6-8 years []



15.

16.

9-11 years ]
12-14 years ]
14+ years ]

Level of education

Bachelor Degree

MA/MSc Student
MA/MSc Degree
PhD student

PhD Degree

0oooa

Department

Bachelor Degree

English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature

English Translation and Interpretingl—]

Linguistics
Other [ Please specify

1

Master’s Degree

English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
Linguistics

Curriculum and Instruction
Measurement and Evaluation
Other [] Please specify

0oooodn

PhD Degree

English Language Teaching
American Culture and Literature
English Language and Literature
English Translation and Interpreting
Linguistics

Curriculum and Instruction
Measurement and Evaluation
Other [] Please specify

0oooogo
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How knowledgeable do you think the “instructors in your school (excluding
assessment specialists)” are about each aspect of language assessment

below? Please respond according to the following scale:

Not Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
knowledgeable  knowledgeable knowledgeable knowledgeable knowledgeable
atall
1 2 3 4 5
1.
how to use assessments to inform learning or teaching goals 3 4 5
2.
how to use assessments to evaluate achievement in language 3 4 5
learning
3.
how to use assessments to diagnose learners’ strengths and 3 4 5
weaknesses
4,
how to use assessments to motivate student learning 3 4 5
5.
how to use self-assessment 3 4 5
6.
how to use peer-assessment 3 4 5
7.
how to interpret what a particular score says about an 3 4 5
individual’s language ability
8.
how to determine if a language assessment aligns with local 3 4 5
systems of accreditation ( YOKAK and DEDAK)
0. )
how to determine if a language assessment aligns with YOK 3 4 5
(Council of Higher Education) system.
10.
how to determine if the content of a language assessment is 3 4 5
culturally appropriate
11.
how to determine if the results from a language assessment are 3 4 5
relevant to the context of Turkish preparatory schools
12.
how to train others about language assessment 3 4 5
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13.

how to recognize when an assessment is being used

inappropriately

14.

how to prepare learners to take language assessments

15.

how to give useful feedback on the basis of an assessment

16.

how assessments can be used to enforce social policies (e.g.,

immigration)

17.

how assessments can influence teaching and learning in the

classroom

18.

how assessments can influence teaching and learning materials

19.

how assessments can influence the design of a language course

or curriculum

20.

how language skills develop (e.g., reading, listening, writing,

speaking)

21.

how foreign/second languages are learned

22,

how language is used in society

23.

how social values can influence language assessment design and

use

24,

the concept of reliability (how accurate or consistent an

assessment is)

25.

the concept of validity (how well an assessment measures what it

claims to measure)

26.

the structure of language

27.

the relevant legal regulations for assessment in Turkish

preparatory schools

28.

the assessment traditions in Turkish preparatory schools
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29.

different types of purposes for language assessment purposes 1 2 3 4

(e.g., proficiency, achievement, diagnostic)

30.

one’s own beliefs/attitudes towards language assessment 1 2 3 4

31.

how one’s own beliefs/attitudes might influence one’s 1 2 3 4

assessment practices

32.

how one’s own beliefs/attitudes may conflict with those of other 1 2 3 4

groups involved in assessment

33.

how one’s own knowledge of language assessment might be 1 2 3 4

further developed

IL.

How skilled do you think the “instructors in your school (excluding

assessment specialists)” are in each aspect of language assessment below?
Please respond according to the following scale:

Not skilled Slightly Moderately Very skilled Extremely
atall skilled skilled skilled

1 2 3 4 5

33.

(questions) or tasks

using statistics to analyse the difficulty of individual items 1 2 3 4

34.

using statistics to analyse overall scores on a particular assessment | 1 2 3 4

35.

using statistics to analyse the quality of individual items/tasks 1 2 3 4

36.

using techniques other than statistics (e.g., questionnaires,
interviews, analysis of language) to get information about the

quality of a language assessment

37.

performances

using rating scales (rubrics) to score speaking or writing 1 2 3 4

38.

scoring closed-response questions (e.g. Multiple Choice Questions) 1 2 3 4
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39.

scoring open-ended questions (e.g. short answer questions)

40.

developing specifications (overall plans) for language assessments

41.

selecting appropriate rating scales (rubrics)

42.

selecting appropriate items or tasks for a particular assessment

purpose

43.

training others to use rating scales (rubrics) appropriately

44,

training others to write good quality items (questions) or tasks for

language assessments

45.

writing good quality items (questions) or tasks for language

assessments

46.

aligning tests to proficiency frameworks (e.g., the Common

European Framework of Reference)

47.

determining pass-fail marks/cut-scores

48.

identifying assessment bias

49.

accommodating candidates with disabilities or other learning

impairments

50.

designing scoring keys and rating scales (rubrics) for assessment

tasks

51.

making decisions about what aspects of language to assess

52.

piloting/trying-out assessments before their administration

IMPORTANT NOTE: If you would like to volunteer for a short interview to provide me

with further information, please share your e-mail address and/or phone number

below.
e-mail: mobile: +90 (5__)
Thank you for your contribution.
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Appendix D

Interview Questions for English Language Professionals
Dear Instructor,
This interview was designed for my thesis within the scope of Ihsan Dogramaci
Bilkent University, Curriculum and Instruction Master's Program. It aims to explore
the perceived relationship between assessment literacy of English language
professionals and their teaching quality under the supervision of Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen
Aksit. The interview will take approximately 20 minutes. In terms of this interview;

* Participation in this study is voluntary.

* Your voice will be recorded.

* Your identification will be kept confidential.

* Your data will only be accessed by the researcher, will be kept on a password
protected computer and will only be used for this thesis and possible related
conference presentations, and journal publication purposes.

* Your answers will not be shared with your institution and will not affect your
working rights.

* You can leave the interview any time you want.

* Your questions related to the study and the interview will be answered.

* The results of the study will be shared with you if you request them. In this case, you
can reach me via the e-mail address stated below.

Pinar KILIC

Bilkent University/ MA in ClI

e-mail: -

Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen AKSIT

| have read the information above and agree to participate in the interview.
(Please sign and submit the form to the researcher).

Name and Surname Date Signature


mailto:pkilic@etu.edu.tr
mailto:pinar.kilic@bilkent.edu.tr
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How would you describe the student assessment system (components in the
assessment schedule) at your institution?

Follow-up: What do you think about these assessment practices?

Follow-up: What kind of assessment tools do you prefer in your classroom?

How do you see the role of student assessment for an English language instructor/
assessment specialist/ an academic leader?

in class
at your institution
at preparatory schools in Turkey

. How important do you think teachers’ competency in language assessment is for
teaching quality?

Follow-up: Can you think of some specific situations where your competency in

language assessment has contributed to your teaching quality?

. What do you think about your assessment literacy level? Please explain and/or
exemplify why you think in that way.

Follow-up: If you feel the need, how could you improve it?

Is there anything else you would like to share about this topic?
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Main Categories Sub-Categories Concepts Codes
Knowledge of Theory Structure of English K-KT-SE
Learning English K-KT-LE
Language Pedagogy Student Motivation K-LP-SM
Washback K-LP-W
Feedback K-LP-F
Student Achievement K-LP-SA
In-class Assessments K-LP-IA
Principles and Concepts Validity K-PC-V
Reliability K-PC-R
Types of Assessment K-PC-TA
KNOWLEDGE Impact of Social Values Social Values K-ISV-8V
Local Practices Accreditation K-LoP-A
Turkish Assessment Culture ~ K-LoP-TAC
Training Others K-LoP-TO
Personal Beliefs & Attitudes Personal Beliefs K-PBA-PB
How to Improve K-PBA-HI
Scores and Decision Making Score Interpretation K-SDM-DM
Decision Making K-SDM-DM
*Qverall Assessment Literacy Level *QOverall Knowledge Level *K- OAL-OKL
Constructing Language Assessments Item Writing S-CLA-IW
Designing Rubrics S-CLA-DR
Test Specifications S-CLA-TS
Administering and Scoring Language  Scoring ltems S-ASLA-SI
Assessments Using Rubrics S-ASLA-UR
SKILLS Evaluating Language Assessments Statistics S-ELA-S
Proficiency Frameworks S-ELA-PF
*QOverall Assessment Literacy Level *Qverall Skills Level *K- OAL-OSL
*Case Descriptions *Assessment Practices *CD-AP
*Proficiency Exam *CD-TOEFL

*Recommendations

*CD-R




