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OZET

ingilizce Ogretim Gérevlilerinin Algilanan Dil Ol¢me ve Degerlendirme

Okuryazarhk Diizeylerinin Arastirilmasi: Onerilen Egitim Miifredati

Seda ACIKPORTALI
Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesi
Lisansiistii Egitim Enstitiisii
Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Yuksek Lisans Tezi
Damgman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Zeynep Giilsah KANI
21/02/2022, 105

Arastirmanin amac, Tiirkiye'nin farkl yerlerinde Ingilizce hazirlik programlarinda galisan
Ingilizce okutmanlarmin dilde dlgme ve degerlendirme egitim diizeylerini ve egitim ihtiyaclarini
kesfetmektir. Mezun olunan lisans programimin dilde 6l¢me ve degerlendirme egitim diizeylerine
ve egitim ihtiyaclarina etkisinin arastirilmasi amacglanmistir. Karma arastirma yontemi
kullanilmistir. Nicel veri toplama ile baslayan nitel veri ile devam eden sirali agiklayict desen
benimsenmistir. Ocelikle, sinif odakli dil 6l¢me ve degerlendirme, dlgmenin amaglar ve icerik ve
kavramlar1 hakkinda egitmenlerin algiladiklar1 egitim diizeylerini ve ihtiyag¢larini ortaya ¢ikarmak
icin Vogt ve Tsagari (2014) tarafindan gelistirilen “Ogretmen Anketi” 80 Ingilizce 6gretim
gorevlisine uygulanmistir. Nitel asamada ise, egitim ihtiyaclarmi ve dilde 6lgme degerlendirme
uygulamalarini daha fazla arastirmak igin ankete katilanlardan 8 egitmenle yazili gériismeler
yapimistir. Anket verileri SPSS versiyon 25 ile hesaplanmistir. Ortaya ¢ikan en Onemli
bulgulardan biri, tim 6gretim elemanlarinin dilde 6lgme ve degerlendirme hakkinda sinirh bilgiye
sahip olduklar1 ve tiim alanlarda ¢ok az egitimli olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. En fazla egitimin dilde
6l¢me ve degerlendirmenin igerik ve kavramlarinda ihtiya¢ duyuldugu algilanmasina ragmen en
¢ok bu alanda egitim aldiklarmi belirtmislerdir. Ogretim gérevlileri, dilde 6lgme ve
degerlendirmeyle ilgili daha fazla egitime ihtiyaclari oldugundan da bahsetti. Ingilizce
ogretmenligi bolimii mezunu olan ve olmayan oOgretim gorevlilerinin algilanan egitim
seviyelerinde 6nemli bir fark olsa da egitim ihtiyaglarinda anlamli bir fark bulunmamuistir. Bulgular
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nitel verilerle de desteklenmistir. Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgular g6z 6niinde bulundurularak,
anket ve goriismelerde belirlenen tiim ihtiyaglar1 iceren amaca hizmet edecek sekilde dilde 6lgme
ve degerlendirme egitim miifredati hazirlanmistir. Onerilen egitim miifredat:, Ingilizce 6gretim

gorevlilerinin ihtiyaglarina gore sekillendiginden hizmet i¢i egitimler i¢in yol gosterici olacaktir.
Anahtar Sozcukler: Dilde Olgme ve Degerlendirme, Hizmet I¢i Egitim, Sinif Odakli Olgme,

Olgmenin Amaglari, Olgme Degerlendirmenin igerigi ve Kavramlari, Alternatif Degerlendirme,

Egitim Miifredati
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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING PERCEIVED LANGUAGE TESTING AND
ASSESSMENT LITERACY LEVELS OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE
INSTRUCTORS: A SUGGESTED TRAINING SYLLABUS

Seda ACIKPORTALI
Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University
School of Graduate Studies
Department of Foreign Language Education / English Language Teaching Program
Thesis of Master
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Zeynep Giilsah KANI
21/02/2022, 105

The aim of this research was to explore the perceived language testing and assessment
training levels and training needs of English language instructors working in English preparatory
programs in different parts of Turkey. It was aimed to investigate the effect of the program they
graduated from on their training levels in and training needs for Language Testing and Assessment
(LTA). A mixed-method research design was employed. A sequential explanatory design, starting
with the quantitative data collection and proceeding with the qualitative data, was adopted in this
research. Firstly, “Teachers’ Questionnaire” by Vogt and Tsagari (2014) was administered to 80
English language instructors to reveal the perceived training levels and needs of the instructors.
With respect to the qualitative phase, written interviews were conducted with 8 instructors from
those who participated in the questionnaire to further investigate their training needs and LTA
practices. The questionnaire data were calculated with (SPSS). All instructors had limited
knowledge about LTA and found out to be little trained in all the domains of LTA. From all the
domains, the most training was perceived to be needed in the contents and concepts of LTA
although they stated they received the most training in this domain. The instructors mentioned the
need for further training sessions about LTA. There was a significant difference in the perceived
training levels of ELT and non-ELT graduate instructors, while no significant difference was found

vii



in their training needs. These findings were also supported by the qualitative data. An LTA training
syllabus was prepared to serve the purpose. The training syllabus could be a guide for in-service

training courses about language testing.

Keywords: Language Testing and Assessment, In-service Training, Classroom-focused
Testing, Purposes of Testing, Content and Concepts of Testing, Alternative Assessment, Training

Syllabus

viii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

JUN ONAY oot i
ELIK BRYAN.. ..ttt ettt R e Rt bR bRt e e b e et n bRt et e enes I
D= Tod - U1 o] SRR I
Yo [0V [T [o T 1= ) PP R ii
OZET oottt ettt b et a ettt a bbb b ettt sttt n e %
F N =1 N I ¥ O PP UR SRR vii
TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ottt sttt e ae s teesaese e e et e naesresneenaaneas iX
THE LIST OF TABLES ...ttt sttt sttt Xii
THE LIST OF FIGURES. ......coooiii ettt sttt ettt ta et enetenneaneene e Xiv
CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION . ....utitiiiieieiienie sttt ettt sttt enee s 1
IO O 1 o T [T 1 oo USSR 1
1.1. Background Of the STUAY ........cccviiiiiiice e s 1
1.2. The Problem STAtEMENT........uiiiieieieie et 2
1.3. The AIMS OF the STUAY .....c.oiiiiiiee s 3
1.4, RESLAICN QUESTIONS ......eiiieieetiestie ettt ettt ettt et re e s be et e e st e saeebeeneesreebe e 3
1.5. The Significance 0f the STUAY .......cc.ceiiiiice e 4
1.6. The SCOPE OF the STUAY ......ccveiiiiiieee s 4
1.7. LImitations OF the STUAY.......couiiiiiieie e st 4
(08 0 1 e ! o O | RSP RTRSR U 5
REVIEW OF LITERATURE ..ottt st sttt 5
2.0, INEFOTUCTION ...ttt bttt bbb b s e et bbb e b e eneeneene e 5
2.1. Basic Terms: Testing, Assessment, EValuation ...........c.ccccovveeiiienieeie s 5
0 0t IS U o PRSPPSO 5
2.0.2. ASSESSIMBNT. ...ttt ettt ettt ettt b et ettt h e Rt b et R e nne e 8
ASSESSING GIAMMA ...ttt sttt ettt ettt et et e e 11
ASSESSING VOCADUIAIY ...ttt 12
ASSESSING REAUING ...ttt e e e et e e e e sre e reeteaneenres 14
ASSESSING LISTENING ...ttt ettt 15



ASSESSING SPEAKING.....eeueiitietiiie ittt st sbe e sre e beenbeaneenneas 16

ASSESSING WITEING ..ttt bbbt 17

N I T V7 1 1= U1 o] o SRS 18

2.2. European Language Portfolio and Self-asseSSment............ccooveeiieiiniienieneeie e 20
2.3. Language ASSESSMENT LITEIACY .......cieiirieiieiisiisiesiieie ettt nes 27
2.3.1. Language Assessment Literacy Research Conducted Abroad............cccccevveivneennenn. 29
2.3.2. Language Assessment Literacy Research Conducted in Turkey .........cccoceevveivennnnne, 32

2.4, SYHADUS DESIGN ...ttt bbb bbbttt b e r e e s e nes 37
2.4.1. SYHabus DESIGN STUIES. ......c.eiieieierieiieiie sttt 39

(08 1 o 1 S 1 ST PUPPRPRPRRR 42
METHODOLOGY ...ttt sttt sttt bbbt bbbt bbbt et e b et st e ettt beeneeneens 42
2O 11 £ [8 o £ o o USRS 42
3.1, RESEAICN DESIGN. .. et iuiiitieti ettt st s e e e st et et e s aeeste et e sbeesteenbeaneenreenneenes 42
3.2. RESEAICN QUESTIONS .......eetieiieiiieieesiesiee e e e seeeste et e s e saaas e sreesteeaeanaesaeeneenseesseeneeaneeneeeneennes 43
3.3. Setting and PartiCIPANTS. ........coueiirieiieiieie ettt re et nnes 43
3.4. Data Collection T0oIS and PrOCEAUIES. ........cccuiiiieieieierie et 48
3.5, DAtA ANAIYSIS ...ttt 49
CHAPTER TV .ottt ettt e st e bt e s e e s et e testesbeabeateaneeneaneas 51
FINDINGS ...t bbbt b bbbt b e bt e st et et et e s be sttt beeneene e 51
O I {11 oo [0 o{ 1 o] o TSR PRTUR PRI 51
4.1, QUANTITATIVE FINCINGS . ...tiiiiiitiiiitieiee e bbbttt 51
4.1.1. Results of Data Analysis for the First Research QUESHION ..........ccccovvviiiniiinieienen, 51
4.1.2. Results of Data Analysis for the Second Research QUESEION ..........cccovvievviiiieennenn 55
4.1.3. Results of Data Analysis for the Third Research QUESLION ...........ccccevvvevvciciienenn, 58

4.2. QUANITATIVE FINGINGS ....cueiiiiiitiitiitie bbbt 59
4.2.1. Interview Findings regarding Classroom-focused LTA practices of EFL instructors 59
4.2.2. Interview Findings regarding Purposes of TeStiNg .........ccccevvrveeiienesiie i, 61
4.2.3. Interview Findings regarding Contents and Concepts of LTA .......ccoociivvieiininienenn, 63
4.2.4. Interview Findings regarding Self-Efficacy Beliefs of EFL Instructors..................... 65
4.2.5. Interview Findings regarding Suggested Topics for LTA Training .........cccccceevenene. 66

(08 1 o 8 = S SRRSO 68
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND SUGGESTIONS .......oooiiiiiiiiiiieieie e 68

X



B0, INTTOAUCTION .. 68

5.1. Discussion OF the FINAINGS ........ccviieiieiieie ettt sre s 68
5.1.1. Discussion of the Findings of the First Research QUESLION .........cccccvvvvvivereiicsienenn, 68
5.1.2. Discussion of the Findings of the Second Research Question...........cccccceevveiveennnne, 71
5.1.3. Discussion of the Findings of Third Research QUESION ...........ccccecviveiveviecic s, 74

oI @0 o] 11 (o] o SR 76

5.3. Pedagogical IMPHCAIONS .......c.ciiiiiieiie e 78

5.4. Limitations and SUGQESTIONS ........ccuiiieieiie e e sttt ettt et sre e ens 79

REFERENGES ...ttt e e s e e e st e e s nte e e snte e s snteeensaeesnaeeanneeeas 81

APPENDICES ..ottt e e e e e e sab e e e br e e e be e e e ba e e e nr e e nree s 88

APPENDIX A .ottt et b bbbt bbb Rt R et b et bbbt be e e 88

THE QUESTIONNAIRE. ...ttt ettt e e e e nnre e e e e e nee e 88

APPENDIX B oottt e e are e e e e nrareeeans 92

WRITTEN INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ...ttt 92

N o oy AV 15 SRR 93

THE SUGGESTED TRAINING SYLLABUS ......ooiiiiiiiice st 93

APPENDIDX D .ottt b bt b e bbbttt b bbbt r e ens 97

THE ETHICS COMMITTEE APPROVAL......oo ettt 97

APPEND DX E oot b e nrae e e 98

THE QUESTIONNAIRE: WHAT IS MOST IMPORTANT IN TEACHING A LANGUAGE?

(CHENG AND FOX, 2017, P. 23) .ooveeeeeeeeessieesieseesseessesssessssssessesssessssssessssssssssssssssnssesenns 98

APPEND DX Foee ettt e e e e a e e nraee s 104

OZGECMIS oottt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et et e e e s eeeer e, 104

Xi



Table No

10

11

12

13

14

15

THE LIST OF TABLES

Title

Participants’ Demographic Information
Interviewee’s Demographic Information
The Normality Test Results

LTA Training Background of Instructors

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Levels on
Classroom-focused Language Testing and Assessment (LTA)
Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Levels on Purposes
of Testing

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Levels on Content
and Concepts of LTA

Perceived Training Levels in LTA Domains

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Needs on
Classroom-focused Language Testing and Assessment (LTA)
Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Needs on Purposes
of Testing

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Needs on Content
and Concepts of LTA

Perceived Training Needs in LTA Domains
Interview Findings-Classroom Focused LTA Practices
Interview Findings-Purposes of Testing

Interview Findings-Assessment of different language skills

xii

Page

57

59

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

78

80



16

Instructors’ Suggestions about LTA Training Topics

Xiii

83



Figure No Title

1. Data Collection Procedures and The Research Design

Relationship between assessments/measurement/tests, their use

for evaluation, and the consequences of assessment use

3. Continuum of syllabi

THE LIST OF FIGURES

Xiv

Page

17

24

49



CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

1.0. Inroduction

This chapter starts with a brief discussion on the language assessment literacy research in
the ELT world and discusses the underpinning topics. It is followed by the problem statement, the
aim of the study, and research questions. The significance and the scope of the study are then

presented. The chapter finishes with the limitation of the study.

1.1. Background of the Study

Teaching and assessing the knowledge of students are two interrelated areas in an
educational context (Sevimel and Subasi, 2019). Therefore, language testing and assessment have
gained great importance in the field of English language teaching (Vogt and Tsagari, 2014), since
there is a shift from traditional ways of assessing to more dynamic, student-centred, and alternative
types of assessment. The teachers who have been already dealing with assessment procedures on
a daily basis are expected to be up to date with the testing and assesment strategies and put their
knowledge into practice. Thus, language assessment literacy holds center stage in the last decade.
Being assessment literate- i.e., knowing different assessment procedures and using numerous and
suitable assessment tools in different contexts- is of vital importance. Thanks to this, teachers can
improve the quality of education, help improving the knowledge of students and achieving the

goals of a curriculum.

A considerable amount of literature has been published on assessment literacy knowledge
and training needs of English language instructors working at universities. The main aspects of the

reviewed literature are assessment literacy perceptions, training levels, training needs, and



assessment practices (Fulcher, 2012; Giraldo Aristizabal, 2018; Hakim, 2015; Hasselgreen et al,
2004; Jannati, 2015; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014; Xu and Brown, 2017).

The research conducted in Turkey regarding perceived assessment literacy levels of
teachers indicated that although the teachers received training or had little assessment knowledge,
they stated they did not put their knowledge into practice. The recent evidence suggests that
teachers need continuous, in-service trainings and workshops to be upto-date and improve their
assessment literacy (Ballidag, 2020; Biiyiikkarci, 2016; Mede and Atay, 2017; Oz and Atay, 2017,
Yastibas and Takkag, 2018).

Some of the research aimed to investigate the relationship between demographic
information of teachers and their assessment knowledge (Biiytiikkarci, 2016; Hasselgreen, 2004;
Jannati, 2015; Kaya, 2020; Oz and Atay; 2017; Xu and Brown, 2017). However, in the reviewed
literature, it is seen that very little attempt has been made to investigate the graduated program’s
impact on perceived training levels and training needs regarding language testing and assessment

literacy.

Since language assessment literacy is still in its infacy, there is a need for more research
(Ballidag, 2020; Biiyiikkarci, 2016; Mede and Atay, 2017). On that account, the current research
was conducted to contribute to the growing area of research by exploring the perceived training
levels and training needs of EFL instructors working in English preparatory programs at non-state

universities in Turkey and proposed a thorough language assesment training syllabus.

1.2. The Problem Statement

Since most English language instructors are provided with ready-to-use testing and
assessment tools, and as there are test developers dealing with testing procedures in some

institutions, the instructors are not generally interested in testing practices and may not develop



their knowledge regarding language testing and assessment. In this regard, exploring the instructors’
perceived LTA training levels and needs has the utmost importance for improving the quality of the
language education by suggesting a training syllabus. This thesis was written with these concerns
to contribute to the English language research field.

1.3. The Aims of the Study

The purpose of this thesis is to reveal perceived language assessment literacy levels of
English language instructors working in English preparatory programs in Turkey and suggest a
training syllabus according to their needs. This designed syllabus includes theoretical and practical
knowledge enabling them to improve their assessment skills and encourage them to adapt effective

strategies for each language skill and their classroom practices.

1.4. Research Questions

This research study aims to answer the following questions:

1. What are the perceived Language Testing and Assessment (LTA) training levels of

English language instructors working at English preparatory programs in Turkey?

2. What are the perceived LTA training needs of English language instructors working at

English preparatory programs in Turkey?

3. Is there any significant difference between ELT and non-ELT graduates in terms of their

perceived training levels and training needs on LTA domains?



1.5. The Significance of the Study

The current thesis is significant due to the fact that it proposes a language testing and
assessment training syllabus for English preparatory programs in Turkey by indicating the specific
training areas. This training program is a guide for institutions where English language is being
taught and where testing and assessment activities are continuously conducted by instructors. Since
data are collected from various universities in Turkey, the findings indicate the overall training

needs and can be applicable to similar units in the Turkish context.

1.6. The Scope of the Study

The scope of this research is the assessment and evaluation literacy levels and training
needs of English teachers working in English preparatory programs at non-state universities in
Turkey. The designed training syllabus based on the perceived training levels, training needs and
the assessment practices of English language instructors sets an example for the same programs of
other higher education institutions. Moreover, it could be implemented in cooperation with the
Ministry of National Education and Council of Higher Education for in-service teachers who need
training about language testing and assessment areas. The research study also shows whether there
is a significant difference between teachers who graduated from English language teaching

departments and those who graduated from a department other than English language teaching.

1.7. Limitations of the Study

The limitation of the research study was the sample size since it was less than expected.
Although the data were attempted to be collected from different regions of Turkey, i.e., Marmara,
Aegean, Central Anatolia, Black Sea, Mediterranean and Eastern Anatolia, only 80 English
language instructors participated in the questionnaire, and 8 of whom participated in the written

interview.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.0. Introduction

In the field of language education, measurement, test, assessment and evaluation are
frequently used to define more or less the same activities. However, there are some differences
among them. In the following chapter, the definitions of the terms will be explained in detail.
Various test types, i.e., proficiency, achievement, diagnostic, direct, indirect, discrete-point,
integrative, norm-referenced, criterion-referenced, performance-based, subjective, objective,
computer-based test will be explained. The changing practices from traditional assessment to more
student-centred and dynamic assessment, the functions of assessment, and the evaluation process
will then be discussed. In addition to a variety of assessment practices, the assessment of micro-
linguistic aspects and skills of language will be discussed. It will be followed by English Language
Portfolio (ELP), and its role in self-assessment. Moreover, the pilot studies of ELP, its
effectiveness on students’ self-assessment, and syllabus design studies relating to language

assessment will be presented.

2.1. Basic Terms: Testing, Assessment, Evaluation

2.1.1. Testing

Testing is explained as “a method of measuring a person’s ability, knowledge, or
performance in a given domain” (Brown, 2004, p.3). Oftentimes, tests are associated with paper
and pen, an examination room, and a nervous atmosphere, which in turn causes anxiety and
concerns. However, there is a shift from traditional to more modern and humanistic ways of
language testing (McNamara, 2000). These language tests may require students to create a written
or oral portfolio. Moreover, they might be observed during usual in-class language activities in

groups or in pairs in terms of their language abilities. Students may also be given an assignment



to complete outside the class. The tests can be conducted via the use of digital tools as well rather

than paper and pen (Alverez, 2016).

Although there might be several reasons for testing and while the reasons may change
according to the context, Fulcher (2010) states five main purposes for testing the learners, which
are achievement, proficiency, diagnosis, placement, and aptitude. The aforementioned purposes
have resulted in different types of tests such as proficiency, achievement, diagnostic, placement,
direct, indirect, discrete point, integrative, norm referenced, criterion referenced, performance-

based, objective, subjective, and computer-based tests (Brown, 2004; Hughes, 2003).

To start with, proficiency tests aim to measure the language ability of a student regarding
to what extent someone is proficient in the language and as to whether they are competent enough
to function successfully (Hughes, 2003). Indeed, a proficiency test is defined as a test which is not
confined to “any one course, curriculum, or a single skill in the language” but that tests overall
ability (Brown, 2004, p. 44). Some of the well-known proficiency tests are the Test of English as
a Foreign Language (TOEFL), the International English Language Testing System (IELTS), and
the Cambridge First Certificate in English (FCE).

Secondly, achievement tests are designed to measure what has been taught in courses. Its
main purpose is to reveal how much a student is successful meeting these course objectives.
Hughes (2003) explains that there are two different achievement tests: progress achievement and
final achievement. Progress achievement tests measure the student’s development throughout the

course, while final achievement test is conducted at the end of the course.

Diagnostic tests are designed to find out students’ needs, strengths, and weaknesses on
specific topics (Hughes, 2003). While achievement tests measure what has been already taught,
the diagnostic, as the name suggests, aims to diagnose certain aspects of language such as
intonation, sentence stress, or a specific grammar topic, and in this end it “should elicit information

on what students need to work on in the future” (Brown, 2004, p.47).



When it comes to placement tests, they aim to place students to a specific program or level
in accordance with their language abilities (Hughes, 2003). They are more likely to be used specific

teaching contexts since they may not work well in each school or institution.

Hughes (2003) makes a distinction between direct and indirect testing. While direct testing
attempts to measure directly what skill has to be measured, indirect testing is related to testing the

underlying skills of the learners.

Discrete-point tests measure language components separated from its context and in
discrete language parts such as the skills of reading, morphology, phonology, or syntax (Brown,
2004). On the other hand, integrative testing intends to measure more than one language skill at

once.

The other category for testing is criterion versus norm-referenced tests. Criterion
referenced tests are conducted to give feedback to students about specific lesson aims, whether
they are achieved or not, and to find out where weaknesses and strengths are. Student performance
can be compared with learning objectives (Gomez, 1999). However, norm referenced tests are
carried out to compare students’ scores with all the other test-takers. The score is presented in such
a way that students can see the rank order and the percentile rank (Brown, 2004; Goémez, 1999;
Hughes, 2003).

In addition to classic paper and pen tests, performance-based tests are also preferred in the
last years. It includes written or oral production, interactive, and group performance tasks (Brown,
2004). Thanks to performance-based tests, students perform the language skills, and the teacher

observe them on tasks immediately.

On the issue of subjective and objective testing, the method of scoring determines the test
type. While the teacher scores some productive skills’ tests such as paragraphs, essays,
monologues, dialogues, and oral presentations with a holistic or impressionistic rubric in the

subjective testing, there is a room for subjective evaluation. However, there is no need for the



teacher’s judgement in objective tests such as multiple choice where there is a determined answer.

Teachers just follow the answer key and do not make any decision on students’ tests.

Computer-based testing has started to be adapted as it is more convenient than classic paper
and pen tests in terms of its quick computer-based scoring and administration (Alverez, 2016).
One of the advantages of computer adaptive tests is that the score is given upon the end of the
tests. Therefore, it has captured the attention of teachers and students. In addition to immediate
results it gives, efficient administration, high quality item development, and authenticity are among
the benefits of computer-based testing (Alverez, 2016).

To conclude, tests are the instruments used to gather information about learner abilities. As
mentioned above, there are several types of language tests attempting to answer different purposes
in different contexts. Due to changing practices in language teaching with the development of

technology, the test types are varied as well.

2.1.2. Assessment

Assessment is defined as the process of gathering information about what we are interested
in (Bachman and Palmer, 2010). That is to say, in consequence of the information gathering
process, there is a verbal statement or a score. Compared to testing, it is a continuous process
(Brown, 2003), and is distinguished from other ways of collecting information due to its
systematicity and substantive grounding (Bachman and Palmer, 2010). It is systematically
designed through determined procedures, which allows other researchers or teachers to apply it in
different occasions and to different students. The second feature, being substantively grounded,
suggests that it must depend on some criteria such as course content, research, or theory. To
summarise, in language education, assessment is the process of systematic data collection about
students’ language abilities. The assessment procedure can involve different testing activities such

as observations, quizzes, portfolios, spoken and written products (Coombe, 2018).



Language assessment habits have been changing over years with the changing teaching
practices, methodologies and perspectives. Therefore, there is a shift from more traditional

assessment practices to more communicative and student-centred ones.

To start with, formal assessment is the type of assessment that follows certain formal
procedures. They are planned systematically and happens at specific times to give information
about the language achievement of students (Brown, 2004). It can be a part of a formal lesson. To
exemplify, it can take the form of standard-based performance assessments where students’
products are scored with a rubric (Coombe, 2018). On the other hand, informal assessment does
not have a regular schedule, and students are not assessed according to specific formal regulations
as in formal assessment. Students can be observed during class activities, and the assessment can
be conducted through verbal or written comments such as ‘Well done!, Good job!, etc.” (Brown,

2003).

Another distinction in the assessment is about its functions. If the assessment is conducted
to amend students’ language abilities in their future learning by the teacher’s feedback on students’
strengths and weaknesses, it becomes formative assessment (Bachman and Palmer, 2010). With
the formative assessment, teachers can take some formative decisions such as correcting the
response of students, changing question types in the tests, and finding out the topics needed to be
practiced more. In addition to teachers, students can also take some formative decisions such as
the fact that they can change their study strategies or spend more time on specific topics (Bachman
and Palmer, 2010). On the contrary, summative assessment does not necessarily mean that it will
shed light on students’ future learning activities since it aims to measure What has been learned at
the end of the unit, or a lesson. It presents the final evaluation of the learning activities of the
student. As a result of this, summative assessment is generally in the form of formal assessment
such as final tests, midterms exams, and proficiency tests (Brown, 2004; Coombe, 2018).
According to the summative assessment, teachers can make decisions about whether students can
pass the course, or about whether they are knowledgeable enough to be certified for their abilities
(Bachman and Palmer, 2010).



In recent years, there has been an interest in the alternative ways of language assessment
as a response to traditional paper and pen assessment practices (Douglas, 2009). Traditional
assessment can be defined as ‘one shot, standardised, timed, multiple-choice format,
decontextualised test items, norm referenced scores, summative, non-interactive, oriented to
product, fostering extrinsic motivation’ (Brown, 2004. p.13). However, alternative assessment
implies that assessment should be the extension of regular in-class activities, and it must require
learners to use the language in the real-like contexts. It must be based on the process rather than
products. In addition to these, the products must be assessed by teachers, but not by computers
(Douglas, 2009). Therefore, this type of assessment prioritises individual students’ development.
Different from traditional assessment practices, in the alternative assessment students are
evaluated holistically with regards to their performances. Indeed, the alternative assessment
demands a long-term and continuous assessment process. Unlike the traditional assessment, it is
contextualised with communicative activities and provides interactive performances. As a result
of this assessment, students are provided individual and formative feedback for their language
learning (Brown, 2004). Some of the assessment tools are portfolios, self and peer assessments,

essays, presentations, interviews, and projects (Coombe, 2018).

Dynamic assessment is a relatively new term which has been discussed for more than three
decades (Leung, 2007). It is based on Vygotsky’s ZPD concept and sociocultural theory (Coombe,
2018; Leung, 2007; Poehner, 2005; Poehner, 2008). It is used to evaluate what students can do
with their own potential and also when they are supported by their teachers and peers. The other
forms of assessment are criticised due to the fact that the performance of a student on any task may
not be representing the bigger picture; that is to say, what they can do in the future (Leung, 2007).

To this end, social interaction is seen as an important criterion.

To conclude, it is seen in the literature that language assessment has been shaped as a result
of changes in perspectives, methodologies, and teaching practices. Although in recent years, there
is an inclination to more communicative, alternative and dynamic assessment types, institutions
and teachers need to decide on what type of assessment to adopt according to their aims, needs

and contexts since each context has distinctive features.
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Assessing Grammar

Grammar, i.e., the structure of a language, is at the heart of use of language (Purpura, 2004).
It lays the foundation of reading, listening, speaking and writing skills. Grammar teaching has been
a major area of interest in the field of language teaching and there has been much debate about the
grammar teaching and assessing (ibid.). Before the 20™ century, it was argued that a language
could be best learned deductively, which requires memorizing and reciting the rules and
explanations of the target language. On the other hand, others put forward that language could be
best learned inductively. In this approach, students were expected to figure out the rules and
prescriptions of the language from the examples in the target language. Another traditional
approach claimed that language could be mastered with translation from one to another. It was
believed that languages were similar and translation could help learning the target language.
However, in these approaches, the grammar knowledge was based on the set of rules. The
assessment was conducted by depending on students’ reciting rules, translating texts, and

analysing texts to formulate the rules (ibid.).

In the late 20" century, there was an increasing interest in the communicative purpose of
grammar teaching. The criticism for the previous traditional approaches was that grammar was not
only learned but also used for communicative and linguistic purposes (ibid.). Students could use
grammar where they could ask and answer questions, compose sentences and write paragraphs.
With this perspective, the assessment of grammar shifted from reciting and formulating rules and
translating to the ability to apply them to different linguistic contexts. That is to say, it was regarded
as set of rules used for communication. In this way, the assessment was conducted depending on
the tasks where students proved their abilities in speaking and writing (ibid.). To assess the
grammatical knowledge, Purpura (2012) suggested that students were provided with tasks enabling
them to prove their receptive and productive grammar knowledge. It was important to keep in
mind that grammar must be assessed both in form and meaning in sentence and discourse levels.
Moreover, Purpura (2004) regarded grammatical ability as “the combination of grammatical
knowledge and strategic competence; the capacity to realise grammatical knowledge accurately
and meaningfully in testing or other language-use situations” (Purpura, 2004, p. 98). While the

grammar tests give information about students’ grammatical performance, the main aim must be
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to make judgements about the underlying ability and how students are able to use the knowledge

to transfer meaning (ibid.).

In addition, grammatical form, and grammatical and pragmatic meaning must be
considered while constructing the assessment activities. Therefore, while designing tests,
grammatical knowledge, ability, and performance must be considered. Bachman and Palmer
(1996) presented a framework including task characteristics and performance. This included
setting characteristics, test rubrics, input, expected response and the input and response
relationship (Bachman and Palmer, 1996). It was suggested while designing test tasks “ to adapt a
variety of them such as selected response tasks, i.e., multiple choice, true/false, matching, etc.,
limited-production tasks, i.e., gap-filling, cloze, short-answer, dictation, information-gap,
extended-production tasks, i.e., summaries, essays, dialogues, interviews, stories, reports,
problem-solving and decision-making activities” (Purpura, 2004, p. 127). These test tasks could
also be categorized as subjective and objective tests. Objective tests are the ones which are
evaluated according to correctness criteria without personal judgement, while subjective test tasks

depend on the personal judgements according to the criteria.

To conclude, itis of importance to construct test specifications, consider the time allotment,
the setting, outcomes, evaluating criteria, and adapt a variety of test tasks in assessment activities

where grammatical knowledge, ability, and performance are all assessed.

Assessing Vocabulary

Words are the foundation of sentences, paragraphs, and texts (Read, 2000). A great number
of learners consider that the first step of language learning is vocabulary learning. A great deal of
time is spent to learn vocabulary. Moreover, vocabulary teaching is seen as a fundamental area in
language teaching, which also requires language teachers to assess vocabulary knowledge of
students. As in the Figure 1, there are three different vocabulary assessment perspectives (ibid.).
Rather than providing a model for assessing vocabulary, Read (2000) provided a variety of

procedures in the use of discrete and also more integrative vocabulary assessment types.
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A measure of vocabulary
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independent construct
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Embedded
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assessment of some other,
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Comprehensive

A measure which takes
account of the whole
vocabulary content of the
input material
(reading/listening tasks) or
the test taker’s response

(writing/speaking tasks)

Context-dependent

A vocabulary measure which
assesses the test-taker’s
ability to take account of
contextual information in
order to produce the expected

response

Figure 1. Dimension of Vocabulary Assessment (Read, 2000, p. 9)

In the first dimension of vocabulary assessment, vocabulary knowledge is intended to be
measured. That is to say, the teachers could make decisions about the results such as to what degree
the students have learned the words in the units, or they could see whether they can infer meanings
of the words from the reading passages. These discrete vocabulary tests are the most common test
types which handle the words as independent constructs and which separate them from other

language components (ibid.). On the other hand, the embedded vocabulary assessment type is
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based on larger constructs. In this perspective, vocabulary assessing is embedded in other
components of language such as deducting the meaning of words from a reading passage or while
writing an essay. While in discrete tests the focus is on the construction of the knowledge of
vocabulary, in embedded testing, the assessment does not barely depend on vocabulary items but

measures the knowledge of other components of language (ibid.).

The second-dimension, selective vocabulary assessment, is based upon the selected set of
words to assess the knowledge and use of vocabulary. On the other hand, comprehensive
assessment depends on all the contents of written and spoken text. For instance, in a writing task
teachers could look at all the low-level or sophisticated words and evaluate the vocabulary

knowledge and use of students (ibid.).

As for the last dimension context is the foundation. Read (2000) stated that the whole text
and more broadly discourse is of importance to present the meaning of the vocabulary. Vocabulary
assessment in cloze tests and speaking or writing tests are examples of context-dependent
measurement (ibid.). In context-dependent vocabulary assessment the students make use of the
contextual information. If they do not take advantage of the contextual clues and are assessed as if

the vocabulary is in isolation, the vocabulary assessment is context independent.

Assessing Reading

Although reading is a receptive skill, it requires readers to actively participate in the process
by bottom-up processing, i.e., “where the reader begins with the printed word, recognises graphic
stimuli, decodes them to sounds, recognises words and decodes meanings” (Alderson, 2000, p. 16)
and top-down processing, i.e., using background knowledge and information depending on the
different contexts to comprehend the reading. Alderson (2000) mentioned some implications for
the assessment of reading. Students must be presented with the content-focused tests that are
related to their interest, academic backgrounds. They should be presented longer texts rather than
short pieces and these enable them to enjoy their reading experience. Moreover, the tasks should
be doable and not discouraging due to the level of difficulty. Also, students are given chance to

enable their background knowledge to interpret the texts. Test makers should be aware of the
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potential of multiple interpretations and understandings. In addition, extensive reading should not

be weakened by assessment activities. Portfolios could be a way of evaluating.

There is no best method for assessing reading, and there are plenty of techniques used for
this purpose. Cloze-tests, gap-filling, multiple choice, matching, ordering tests, true/false items,
short answer, summary, information-transfer tests are some of the techniques used for assessing

reading.

Assessing Listening

Listening comprehension is a “very complex process” (Buck, 2001, p.1). Similar to
reading, listening is also a receptive skill, and it is an active process where learners make meaning
from the sounds. However, testing listening is a lot more challenging, complicated, and time
consuming than reading (Buck, 2001). It was also discussed that listening comprehension required

many sub-skKills.

There are three approaches for assessing listening: discrete point approach, integrative
approach, and communicative approach (ibid.). To start with, discrete point approach is used to
test isolated and separated parts and bits of language. As for listening, it is testing the phonemes,
intonation, stress, vocabulary etc. True/false, multiple-choice, phonemic discrimination and
paraphrasing tests are some of the commonly used discrete-point approach techniques (ibid.). On
the other hand, the integrative testing attempts to measure the language as a whole rather than bits
of language as in discrete point approach. Cloze tests and gap-filling activities are the most
common techniques of the integrative approach. This approach is accepted as a more semantic and
literal meaning-focused approach. The third approach, the communicative approach, focuses on
the meaningful target language use (ibid.). Rather than focusing on how much the learner knows,
this approach is concerned with successful communication. Communicative test items are based
on authentic texts and authentic tasks. Buck (2001) compiled some suggestions for listening
assessment and stated listening tests must compromise of texts carrying the linguistic
characteristics of spoken language. Students can understand the basic linguistic information in a

variety of texts. Grammatical knowledge must not be an obstacle. In addition to the literal meaning,
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it is also important to include the tests which requires inferring meaning. Moreover, rather than

inferences depending on the common sense, inferences based on the texts should be included.

Assessing Speaking

Speaking is a significant area in language teaching and thus, assessing speaking is
important and challenging at the same time (Louma, 2004). There are many factors in the speaking
cycle such as interlocutors, students, raters, and scales all making the process challenging. That is,
while students are being assessed in face-to-face communication, there are such factors as time
constraints, the need of self-monitoring, planning of the speech, and lack of grammatical and
lexical knowledge (Goh, 2016). Speaking is a unique skill and occurs in an interactive nature and
it requires human scoring. Therefore, it is quite important to achieve the validity and reliability of
the evaluating process (Louma, 2004). As Luoma (2004, p.174) defined “reliability relates to the
consistency of the scores, and validity to their meaningfulness for the intended uses.”. To be able
to conduct valid and reliable scoring, the teachers must have a deeper understanding of the nature
of speaking, and accordingly design a task and arrange the scoring (Csépes and Fekete, 2018). To
provide a reliable and valid scoring, rating scales could be employed (Csépes and Fekete, 2018;
Luoma, 2004). With the help of rubrics, a variety of criteria including vocabulary, interactive
communication, grammar and pronunciation, and task achievement could be assessed. Moreover,
as speaking requires subjective evaluation, providing “intra-rater or internal consistency, which
means that raters agree with themselves, over a period of a few days, about the ratings that they
give” (Luoma, 2004, p. 179) is significant. In addition to reliable and valid scoring, it is significant
to assess students in real-life situations where they can perform the functions of the language
(Csépes and Fekete, 2018).

Speaking tasks could be topic-based, or could depend on visuals, and could be conducted
as monologues, paired mode, group mode or interlocutor mode (Csépes and Fekete, 2018). There
are a variety of speaking tasks: description, narrative, instruction, comparing and contrasting,
explaining and predicting, decision-making, role-play and simulation, reacting in situation, and
structured speaking (Luoma, 2004). However, while designing a speaking task, it is of importance

to choose what to test, and this of course depends on the teaching methodology and approach.
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Whether the principles of testing and teaching match must be considered while designing tasks
(Luoma, 2004). In addition to valid tasks, writing task specifications are significant since it will
help the test designers cover the skills which have been covered in the class. That is to say, the
task specification includes the instructions, the administration plan, the materials needed for the
task, skills to be assessed, timing, and structure (Luoma, 2004). The language in the task instruction

must be carefully written, as it could guide the test-takers wrongly or could be vague.

Assessing Writing

Similar to the speaking skill, writing is a productive skill. While even writing in one’s
mother language is difficult, writing in a second language is much more difficult (Csépes and
Fekete, 2018). As the written language is composed of complex structures, assessing the written
language is challenging. Designing writing tasks requires meticulous preparation keeping in mind
the task itself, the students who write it, and the scoring (Csépes and Fekete, 2018; Weigle, 2002).

Weigle (2002) highlighted the importance of purpose before designing the task. It is due to
either drawing conclusions about the language proficiency or making decisions depending on the
inferences. In writing assessment, grammatical, textual, functional, and sociolinguistic knowledge
is evaluated at the same time. Although the language knowledge is mostly assessed, the other

components should not be ignored while designing writing tasks (Weigle, 2002).

Writing assessment is a performance assessment in which the learner’s performance of the
language is being assessed (Weigle, 2002). Bachman and Palmer (1996) draw attention to the
qualities of tests: construct validity, reliability, interactiveness, practicality, authenticity, and
impact. In addition to the previous qualities, there is also the washback effect of the tasks. Weigle
(2002, p. 54) defines, positive washback as “any effect of a testing procedure that encourages
teachers to adopt practices that are in line with the current best thinking in the fields with respect
to pedagogy”. Moreover, Bachman and Palmer (1996) noted that the washback effect for students
could depend on some factors such as students’ preparation, test-taking process, and the received

feedback about the performance and the decisions regarding the results. Furthermore, it is
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significant to take into consideration the way the students take the test, the quality of the feedback,

and reliable and valid scoring to be able to make accurate decisions about the results.

Similar to speaking, writing requires subjective assessment, and it is critical since the
results are used to make decisions about the students. To conduct a reliable scoring, rating scales
which are either holistic (depending on overall impression, a score is given to the whole text
accordingly) or analytic (texts are evaluated according to multiple criteria) should be employed
(Heaton, 2011; Weigle, 2002). Also, to maintain high reliability in writing assessment, the texts
could be assessed by two raters. In addition, the interrater reliability could be cross tabulated so
that the extreme scores are checked again. When it comes to the validity of scoring, whether the
scale is suitable to the task to assess it properly and whether the raters are based too much on their
judgements rather than the scoring scales are to be questioned. Another important issue to question
is the practicality and the usefulness of the scores gathered. Teachers must also consider if the

scores allow them to make proper decisions about the students (Weigle, 2002).

For writing assessment, story writing, controlled writing, letters, emails, photograph
description, summary, drilling, objective tests for mechanics, essay are frequently used tasks
(Heaton, 2011; Weigle, 2004).

2.1.3. Evaluation

Evaluation can be made based on the information gathered from the student. Indeed, it is
the process of making decisions based on assessment, measurement, and tests (Bachman and
Palmer, 2010; Douglas, 2009). Evaluation is a general term than testing and assessment (Douglas,

2009). Figure 2 represents the relationship between assessment and evaluation.
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Figure 2. Relationship between assessments/measurement/tests, their use for evaluation, and the
consequences of assessment use (Language Assessment in Practice, Bachman and Palmer, 2010
p.22)

It is clearly seen that there is a strong relationship between assessment and evaluation.
Assessment is used to find out learners’ strengths and weaknesses, to put them in the correct
instructional program, or to make a decision about whether they should pass or fail. These
decisions are categorised under three headings which are decisions made about individuals,
programs and research (Bachman and Palmer, 2010). The decisions about individuals may be
about placing the learner to a program, providing a certificate for proficiency, amending
instruction, improving teaching activities, or determining passing or failing learners. When it
comes to the second category, it is stated that some decisions can be made for programs such as
strengthening existing programs or finding out whether there is a need for a completely new
program. As for the last category, some changes can be made for the methodology you have

adopted and your views about the language teaching.
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2.2. European Language Portfolio and Self-assessment

In addition to the more recent assessment types, i.e., alternative assessment and
performance-based assessment, self-assessment has taken place in the assessment practices lately.
Whether it is used or effectively used or how much attention is paid to it in the classroom are
questionable. European Language Portfolio (ELP) is one way for fostering self-assessment and is

a very detailed type of documentation of the learning process.

ELP is a document that language learners reflect on their own language learning
experiences and achievements (Council of Europe, 2006; Roman and Soriano, 2015). It is accepted
as a project of Council of Europe in the modern languages field. This project aims to foster:

+ the deepening of mutual understanding among citizens in Europe:

 respect for diversity of cultures and ways of life;

 the protection and promotion of linguistic and cultural diversity;

 the development of plurilingualism as a life-long process;

+ the development of the language learner;

 the development of the capacity for independent language learning;

 transparency and coherence in language learning programmes.

(Schneider and Lenz, 2001; p.2)

According to the ELP guidelines, the project has two goals: to encourage learners by
diversifying and extending their language skills and to keep a record of their acquired cultural and
linguistic skills (Schneider and Lenz, 2001). It is of importance to remember that ELP is not a
substitute for language textbooks, curriculum, and tests but can guide and help to design a useful

and effective curriculum.

ELP consists of three parts: language passport, language biography and dossier. To start
with, language passport allows for the review of a learner’s proficiency in different languages. The
skills are reviewed according to Common European Framework (CEFR) reference levels. In line
with the reference levels, the learner’s competencies, intercultural experiences and learning

process are evaluated. Language passport indeed provides teacher assessment, self-assessment,
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and all the other assessments conducted by institutions. This record of performance gives

information about what is assessed, when, and by whom (Schneider and Lenz, 2001).

As for the language biography, it does not completely have a pedagogic function. It allows
for learners to take part in their own learning adventure by planning, and assessing the process,
and reflecting upon their progress, and in turn this documentation provides the planning of further

learning activities and detailed personal information. It can consist of the following components:

a) a personal and more or less detailed biography covering language learning and socio-
and intercultural experiences;
b) checklists related to the common reference levels;
c) checklists or other forms of descriptions of skills and competencies that are not related
to the common reference levels;
d) planning instruments such as personal descriptions of objectives.

(Schneider and Lenz, 2001; p.20)

The dossier is the selection of materials indicating the experiences and achievements of the
learner registered in the language passport and biography. In the dossier, the learners can keep the
activities, worksheets, texts from their reflection, self-assessment, audios, checklists, certificates,

etc. This trend is the same with portfolio assessment (Schneider and Lenz, 2001).

In the literature, there are several studies about the effectiveness of the ELP, results of pilot
studies, and self-assessment and the ELP. Little and Perclova (2001) put forward that self-
assessment is indeed at the heart of the ELP. With the descriptors originated from CEFR, the
learners assess their proficiency levels in the language passport. They set their learning goals in
biography by assessing their own performance. For the dossier, they decide on what to include and
exclude, which in turn requires self-assessment. Considering the role of self-assessment in the

ELP, itis clear that it leads to autonomous learning.

The ELP was piloted as a project in various countries at all educational levels, i.e., adults’

education, university, vocational school, and secondary, and primary schools between the years of
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1997 and 2000 (Little and Perclova, 2001). In the report that Little and Perclova (2001) wrote, they
compiled the views of teachers. They stated that both the teachers and students benefited from the
self-assessment due to the fact that it gave the students self-control and let teachers know about
the learner problems. It was uttered by Czech teachers of German and English that students were
more self-confident, creative, voluntary to participate and had good relationships with the teachers
and classmates. In addition, they could reflect on what they did and noticed they could improve
their English outside the class as well. Apart from the students, teachers were also more creative
and had a chance to report the students’ performance to the parents (Little and Perclova, 2001).
Besides, the teachers reported that weaker students could take an advantage of the ELP since it

increased their confidence.

While it had advantages, it was also found problematic. Teachers were concerned about
the way students assessed themselves and highlighted the reliability problems and their less
knowledge of self-assessment. However, self-assessment has three focus areas. The first focus is
on the learning process. The learners should be able to assess their progress, i.e., how well they
perform in the learning tasks and how much they meet the learning objectives at specific levels.
This depends on the learners’ own judgement, e.g.., | think this activity is boring, | made an
improvement at this level. Little and Perclova (2001) warned that this kind of assessment is quite
subjective depending on the views of students. This corresponds with the reflective approach, and
the teachers must not have an aim to test the reliability of this type of assessment. The second aim
of the self-assessment in the ELP is measuring learner’s communicative proficiency. Learners are
able to decide on what they can or cannot do with the descriptors adopted from the CEFR. In
addition to communicative proficiency, linguistic proficiency is the other focus of self-assessment.
This could be more difficult than measuring communicative proficiency for learners. However,
Little and Perclova (2001) suggested some ways to ease the process such as the fact that students
can correct their own and one another’s linguistic output. By using the scales to correct or evaluate
their own and one another’s product, they will get familiar with the methods of self-assessment

and formal assessment.

Little (2005) mentioned the relationship between the ELP and self-assessment. Learner-

centered language education, aiming to enhance learner autonomy by entailing the learner making
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decisions about the content, aims and learning methods, gives a prominent role to learners for self-
assessment (Little, 2005). The CEFR and its adaptation to the ELP indeed aim to facilitate the
culture of self-assessment. The importance of self-assessment in language teaching depends on
three factors according to Little (2005). First of all, it is required for a learner centered curriculum.
It is dissatisfying when the learners are included in decisions regarding the content and
methodology but excluded from evaluating their own progress and achievement. Secondly, a
learner centered pedagogy brings learner autonomy. If the students are involved in the process of
setting objectives and selecting learning materials and activities, then they can develop a sense of
self-assessment. They can be more knowledgeable about the upcoming assessment. Thirdly, the
language learned in the classroom can go beyond the class, and the learners can take an advantage
from it by reflecting on their own learning thanks to self-assessment. Little (2005) concluded that
self-assessment gives learners insider roles, thus enabling the interaction between assessment and
curriculum. He implied that the assessment by teachers or other authorities cannot be replaced by
self-assessment. On the other hand, self-assessment culture may be developed for effective

language learning, and this can be provided by the adaptation of the ELP.

Stoicheva et. al (2009) compiled the results of these studies from the UK and some Baltic
countries and categorised the main results by focusing on some key areas, i.e., the ELP use in the
classroom, the effects of the ELP on the materials, assessment, language policy and on other
projects. Generally, the views about the ELP were positive, implying that it brought the sense of a
common European product and gave trainers, teachers, and heads of the departments examination
committee roles such as deciding on their aims and practices according to the CEFR, and there
was a shift to more student-oriented teaching. However, some concerns regarding the lack of
support from the institutions and national level authorities were raised. When it comes to the views
about the use of the ELP in the test and exams, there was an ambiguity about self-assessment in
reference to ELP checklists, exams and tests. The ELP was considered irrelevant when a school’s
examination was different than a national exam system’s since graduating from the school did not
depend on “can-do statements”. Moreover, some stated working with the ELP was not necessary
when the courses had clear specifications for examination, and it was found as an overload. The
overall point was the fact that the ELP checklists and national tests were not in accordance with

each other. On the other hand, the ELP plays a crucial role in designing curricula, and assessing
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the students. In setting objectives to non-accredited courses, the use of the ELP could be of

importance.

With the introduction and the implementation of pilot studies in the ELP and with the
increasing importance of self-assessment, there has been a growing body of research on the topic.
Ziegler (2014) explored whether the ELP provides validity for self-regulated learning. He worked
with 575 students and 19 teachers in 6 different schools. The research had a quasi-experimental
design, and the researcher designed two groups: a control group and an experimental group. In the
experimental group, students were using the ELP, while in the control group students were not
using it. Data were collected through student and teacher questionnaires and interviews. The aim
was to find out whether there was a significant difference between the control and experimental
groups in term of self-regulated learning. Students in the experimental group that were using the
ELP during the learning process were reported to have higher mean values in self-academic
efficacy, task value, self-regulatory efficacy, and goal orientation. In addition, Ziegler (2014)
reported the more the frequency of using the ELP in the classroom was, the more significant the
difference was within the experimental group. It was concluded that the ELP achieved its
pedagogical goal. The students who used the ELP were more self-motivated and self-regulated.
Besides, the students who liked using the ELP were more autonomous than the others. The teachers
in the experimental group participated in a 2-year training program about the ELP before the
implementation in the classroom, and the teacher interviews indicated that to implement the ELP
successfully in the classrooms training was a must. The research approved that the ELP supported
the self-regulated learning via self-assessment of their abilities and proficiency levels, and it helped

in setting the goals and building strategies for learning.

Hismanoglu and Hismanoglu (2010) attempted to find out to what degree the ELP
supported self-assessment and reflective learning in English for Specific Purposes (ESP) lessons
at tertiary level. The research was conducted in European University of Lefke. Fifty students
received a 2-hour-ESP class each week for 15 weeks and were introduced with the concept of the
ELP via classroom discussions about the use of the ELP, its functions, and the characteristics of a
dossier. During the course, the ELP developed by the Ministry of Education was used. The students

were given questionnaires both before and after the ESP course. Results revealed that the ELP
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provided self-assessment by enabling them to learn to reflect on their own learning. Nonetheless,
some of the learners showed pessimistic reactions when they were asked to assess themselves.
Hismanoglu and Hismanoglu (2010) suggested constant support in the use of the ELP not only for
teachers but also for educational authorities. Last but not least, the researchers concluded that
learners’ reflections were positive, and this kind of new assessment, self-assessment, could be

beneficial for their long-term language learning goals.

Different from the previous literature, Peréz Cavana (2012) investigated the electronic ELP
use in terms of learning styles through self-assessment. The Electronic ELP was developed for the
Development of Languages at the Open University. Seventeen students participated in the
research. Data were collected via semi-structured online interviews. The focus of the interviews
was to shed light on the pedagogical usefulness of the ELP, the structure of the electronic ELP,
learning styles and intercultural experiences of learners. Both the qualitative and the quantitative
results revealed that students were more aware of what their proficiency level in the target language
was and of what strategies they would love to adopt in learning a language. Moreover, thanks to
the electronic ELP, they could reflect on their language learning experience. It was suggested that

the ELP could be an alternative to diagnostic tests and a significant tool to assess learning styles.

Since the concept of the ELP in language teaching was recent in around 2012, Roman and
Soriano (2015) attempted to analyse the impact of the ELP once it was first applied in Spain. The
researchers analysed the students’ use of ELP and self-assessment, compared the ELP usefulness
and investigated the encouragement of plurilingualism from students’ and teachers’ perspectives.
25 fifth-grade primary school Spanish-speaking students participated in this case study. Data were
collected via various tools such as classroom observations, video recording while students were
filling in the language biography, field notes about the use of the ELP, questionnaires for students
and the teacher to explore the pedagogical functions of the ELP in relation to self-assessment and
autonomous learning, and interviews focusing on the teacher beliefs about the students’
autonomous learning, considerations about self -assessment and the usefulness of the ELP. Results
of the research revealed that much more time was needed to use and adapt the ELP to make
students autonomous learners. Students were not able to assess themselves properly, and Roman

and Soriano (2015) stated that strategies used to enhance self-assessment were ineffective.
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Students did not fully understand the concept of self-assessment and needed much more time to
be able to use them effectively. In this sense, the reliability of self-assessment in the ELP was not
achieved. The teacher, on the other hand, was more optimistic, and she stated that the ELP was a
useful tool if the required effort and time were given to it. She also uttered the importance of
collaboration with the colleagues. As a result, while autonomous learning improved, self-

assessment was found ineffective due to the fact that that it required high cognitive skills.

Like Peréz Cavana (2012), Bertolotti and Beseghi (2016) adopted the electronic version of
the ELP depending on the principles of learner autonomy, reflective learning, and self-assessment.
The Language Centre of the University of Parma in Italy developed a self-study program in 2011.
In this program, students followed a personalised program according to their specific needs. The
program started with an advising session in which they expressed the difficulties they had
encountered in language learning, their previous experiences, and abilities. In the second session,
they created their own learning plan under the guidance of teachers. Being not traditional, the plan
allowed for specific focus areas according to the students and could be changed regarding the skills
where practice was needed more. From the beginning of the self-study program, students were
supposed to keep record of what they did and learned, and of how they felt about their
competencies and progress. All these entries were supposed to be written in a learning diary with
the aim of reflecting on the learning process and at the same time providing concrete evidence for
students’ real achievements. After a few years, the Centre decided to improve the self-study
program by integrating the learning plan and the diary into the online form of the ELP (e-ELP).
This was done on an online English laboratory where the students could share their own
experiences with one another. e-ELP consisted of a language passport, a language biography, and
a dossier. Students and teachers were first introduced with this new tool and used it during their
learning. This time online diaries, exercises and files were uploaded to the online portfolio. The
aim of the online pilot program was to let students self-assess themselves according to the CEFR
items in line with their preset aims in the language biography. 20 students participated in the pilot
study, and they all passed the exam at the end of the year. The results of the pilot study indicated
that students improved their autonomy by experiencing the language learning with an online tool.
They became more aware of their competencies and weaknesses thanks to the language biography,

the language passport, self-assessment and reflection. The questionnaires showed that students had
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positive attitudes towards adopting an online tool and that e-ELP enhanced their motivation to
learn the language. Students also implied the significance of self-assessment and collaborative

learning.

Sentiirk (2017) explored the effect of self-assessment in the ELP, a learner style inventory
and end of unit checklists to English language learning. Data were collected via a student attitude
questionnaire and semi structured interviews. Thirty students and five instructors participated in
the research from the School of Foreign Languages. Both the quantitative and qualitative data
showed that the ELP, the learner style inventory and unit checklists improved self-assessment
when they were used effectively. Students were willing to use the ELP for self-assessment. On the
other hand, although the instructors stated that it promoted self-assessment and created learner-
centered classrooms, they were reported to have little knowledge about the ELP since it was a

relatively new concept in Turkey.

To sum up, it is evident ELP is of importance because it fosters self- assessment by
enabling learners to become active agents in their language learning adventures. The review of the
literature indicates that they become more aware of their strengths and weaknesses and were more
into language learning activities. Moreover, it promotes collaborative learning via peer-
assessment. It helps learners set goals for their own language learning by showing their progress
and revealing their purposes to learn the language. However, questions have been raised about the
effective use of ELP during language teaching. The literature indicates that EFL teachers had little
knowledge of ELP and self-or-peer assessment and highlighted the necessity of trainings in the
use and adaptation of ELP. By taking the relationship between ELP and language assessment into
account, it is significant to pay attention to the definition of assessment literacy and the research
literature with regards to language testing and assessment literacy of EFL instructors. In the next

part, these issues will be discussed in detail.

2.3. Language Assessment Literacy

It is clear that language testing, assessment and evaluation are in a strong relationship. As
mentioned in the parts above, they provide beneficial information on teaching practices, course
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contents, students’ success, and institutional programs. Assessment and testing are used for
different purposes, namely, mainly for achievement, diagnosis, placement, and proficiency
(Fulcher, 2010). Moreover, they can be used to check whether learning outcomes and the

expectations of teachers and institutions are met.

There is no doubt that assessment and testing are developing and becoming more and more
important every day (Taylor, 2009). Growing numbers of students take different kinds of tests in
classes. Teachers find themselves preparing, designing and delivering tests, assessing and
evaluating students. Some reasons for the increased number of language tests are shown as the
increase in international migration (McNamara, 2008) and the idea that assessment is essential for
learning (Black and William, 1998). Besides, as highlighted in the plethora of research, there is a
shift from summative assessment to formative and dynamic assessment that is framed within Zone
of Proximal Development, and these lay emphasis on the necessity of continuous assessment
(Inbar-Lourie, 2012; Leung, 2007; Poehner, 2005). All these responsibilities are placed upon
teachers since the beginning of the 21% century with the growing interest (Fulcher, 2012). It is seen
that teachers have two roles at the same time: being an assessor and instructor (Inbar-Lourie, 2012).

Thus, language assessment literacy gains importance and is critical for education.

There are various definitions of assessment literacy in the literature. In the early literature,
it is seen that American Federation of Teachers National Council on Measurement in Education
National Education Association (1990) declared standards for teachers about assessment
competence, which can be relatable with assessment literacy in a way. According to the document,
teachers must be skilled at choosing and developing correct and appropriate assessment methods.
They should be competent in applying the methods, scoring the tests, and interpreting these
methods to make decisions about syllabus, and learning outcomes. They are also expected to
develop a valid and reliable scoring procedure, and deliver these results to students, their parents
and other teachers. Finally, they are warned to avoid from inappropriate and unethical ways of

assessment.

Assessment literacy term was first used by Stiggins (1991). It is basically knowledge about

assessment procedures (Sevimel-Sahin and Subasi, 2019), including the knowledge of how to
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prepare and design assessment activities, of what assessment type to adopt, and of how to interpret
the gathered information for varied aims (Inbar-Lourie, 2012; Taylor, 2009). Indeed, there are
significant principles such as test specifications, test design, validity, reliability, and marking
(Coombe, 2018; Douglas, 2009; Fulcher, 2010). Pill and Harding (2013) defined it as the
competency of understanding, evaluating, and preparing language tests when required, and
analysing the results of them. On the other hand, O’Loughlin (2013) handles the topic in a critical
manner and states that assessment literacy is having a variety of skills regarding test preparation,
interpretation of scores, and evaluation of the procedure along with the critical understanding of
the role of assessment in the society and education. Similarly, this critical perspective on
assessment literacy is found in the definition of VVogt and Tsagari (2014). They claim that it is the
ability to evaluate assessment practices critically and score tests in the virtue of theoretical
knowledge. It is quite important for teachers to have these qualifications to implement suitable
assessment practices. Furthermore, they will be able to review whether the aims are met and to

what extend the teaching and learning activities are effective.

2.3.1. Language Assessment Literacy Research Conducted Abroad

A considerable amount of literature has been published on assessment literacy knowledge
and training needs of English language instructors working at universities. The main aspects of the
reviewed literature are assessment literacy perceptions, training levels, training needs, and

assessment practices.

To start with, Hasselgreen et al. (2004) explored the training needs of teachers throughout
Europe. The aim of the survey was to find out the areas of needs and accordingly provide training
in the language testing and assessment. An online survey was conducted and sent to teachers from
different European countries. Teachers were categorised according to their professional roles;
language teachers, trainers, and experts who were defined as item writers and test designers. There
were 914 participants from 37 European and 50 non-European countries. The collected data were
analysed in three main themes: classroom focused assessment, purposes of assessment and content
and concepts of assessment. According to the survey results, it was concluded that teachers needed

training on preparing tests, making conclusions depending on test results, using peer/self-
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assessment, assessing culture related aspects, providing reliability and validity of tests, using
statistics, and writing test items. Depending on the results, Hasselgreen et al. (2004) consider
common training for teachers and teacher trainers necessary. However, it was suggested by the
researchers that specialist training would be better. However, according to the reports revealed by
the survey findings, there were three implications. First of all, general training sessions must be
designed for both the teacher trainers and the teachers. Secondly, these training sessions could
focus on the needs emerging from the findings of this survey; however, it could be better to analyse
different contexts and design a training program accordingly. Thirdly, a different separate
professional training program could be provided for the experts’ needs. Hasselgreen et al.
underlined the significance of formal training programs about LTA and implied that during those

years it was not catered in the European education system.

Similarly, Fulcher (2012) designed an online survey to find out training needs of language
teachers. Via the online survey, 278 responses were gathered around the world including New
Zealand, North and South America, Middle and Far East, Australia, and Europe. Teachers were
worried about reliability and validity of tests and reported that they needed training for fair scoring.

In addition to these, they highlighted the importance of context in classroom assessment practices.

Similar to previous research, VVogt and Tsagari (2014) explored the training levels and also
needs of the teachers from seven European countries such as Cyprus, Germany, Poland, Turkey,
Greece and Italy. In this mixed method research, 853 teachers responded to the questionnaire and
63 of them were interviewed. The questionnaire comprised three main parts; classroom-focused
language testing and assessment, purposes of testing, concepts and contents of language testing
and assessment. It was found that teachers’ assessment literacy was underdeveloped. In all three
parts, teachers found themselves least trained with 42.4 % in the category of purposes of testing.
For instance, giving scores, giving final certificates, and placing students into programs were the
ones among purposes at which they see themselves not skilled enough. The second least developed
literacy was preparing tests. It was made clear by the researchers that teachers were not able to
critically evaluate the validity and reliability of the tests. As noted in previous research, the

teachers were reported to need to attend both a general training program and a more advanced one.
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A small-scale study in Iran revealing similar results by Jannati (2015) investigated the
perceptions about assessment literacy levels and instructors’ practices regarding knowledge about
assessment and testing in Iran. 18 instructors from different language institutions participated in
the research, and they were asked semi-structured interview questions. The participants were
grouped according to their years of experience. However, no difference was found among groups.
Content analysis of the interviews represented that although instructors were found quite
knowledgeable in basic testing and assessment concepts and principals, not much was reflected in

their practice, proving that they need training in language testing and assessment.

Similar to the previous small-scale research, Hakim (2015) investigated 30 language
instructors’ assessment awareness working at an English Language Institute of a university. Like
in Jannati’s (2015) study, the instructors were put into three different groups according to the years
of teaching experience. The questionnaire developed by the researcher was analysed qualitatively,
and the findings showed that participants were knowledgeable about the principles and valued
them. One interesting finding from the research was that experienced instructors valued validity
and reliability of tests, integrated assessment, the compliance of assessment with course objectives,
self and peer-assessment more than other groups. Nevertheless, the results also revealed their

assessment and testing practices were limited.

Unlike the aforementioned small-scales studies, Xu and Brown (2017) explored the
assessment levels of 891 English language teachers working at Chinese universities. The focus of
the research was to find out the effects of demographic characteristics on their assessment levels.
Since the aim was to investigate the teachers’ assessment levels, a questionnaire including testing
and assessment scenarios was adapted along with questions about demographic information such
as the highest level of degree, years of experience, gender, age, and so on. The results showed that
the teachers had a basic level of assessment knowledge. Moreover, there was a limited effect of
demographic variables on assessment levels of the teachers. The researchers highlighted the need
for context dependent training programs since the assessment levels of them were found

insufficient.
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Giraldo-Avristizabal (2018) explored language assessment literacy beliefs and practices of
60 English language instructors working at a language institute in Colombia. Data were collected
through likert type questionnaires, documents, and interviews. Since the researcher’s aim was to
develop assessment literacy levels of the instructors, the research was designed as an action
research study. The data were analysed qualitatively, and findings indicated that the majority of
the instructors believed the tests must provide basic principles: reliability, validity, authenticity
and positive washback effect on teaching and learning. However, these fundamental principles
were not observed in the teachers’ practices. Finally, Giraldo-Aristizabal (2018) suggested that a
training program explaining grammar and listening test designs, along with positive washback

alternatives would be beneficial for the instructors.

In the same vein, Latif (2021) explored the language assessment knowledge at the tertiary
level in the Saudi Arabian context. The researcher adopted a Classroom Assessment Literacy
Questionnaire to investigate the instructors’ assessment knowledge and skills. The data collected
from 80 EFL instructors who were working in English Language Preparatory Program indicated
that they had limited knowledge of assessment skills and understanding of recent concepts in the
assessment. Pointing out the inadequacies in the assessment literacy of EFL instructors at the
tertiary level, Latif (2021) put forward that both pre-service and in-service teacher development
regarding the theoretical knowledge must be developed.
Moreover, the importance of continuous and extensive professional training based on the recent

practices and theoretical knowledge was underlined.

2.3.2. Language Assessment Literacy Research Conducted in Turkey

There are several research studies conducted in Turkey regarding assessment literacy
perceptions of teachers. A review of literature in Turkey indicates that although teachers have
received training or have little assessment knowledge, they do not put their knowledge into
practice. The recent evidence suggests that teachers need continuous, in-service training programs
and workshops to be up-to-date and improve their assessment literacy (Ballidag, 2020;
Biiyiikkarci, 2016; Mede and Atay, 2017; Olmezer-Oztiirk, 2021; Oz and Atay, 2017, Yastibas
and Takkac, 2018).
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To start with, one of the early studies was conducted by Koksal (2014), who explored the
assessment and testing knowledge of English language teachers working in different schools by
collecting the test samples they prepared. 56 English tests were analysed by the researcher and
concluded that there were problems such as the fact that there were more than one correct answer,
unclear instructions, and uncontextualized questions hindering the meaning. Indeed, the validity
and the reliability of the tests were questionable. The results indicated that teachers had insufficient

training regarding assessment and testing.

Biiytikkarct (2016) explored the assessment literacy levels of in-service teachers working
in the ministry of education and at universities. The researcher also investigated the effects of years
of experience and level of degree on the assessment literacy level. Data were collected via an
assessment literacy inventory from 30 teachers. Findings showed that both the university
instructors and the teachers working in the ministry of education presented a low level of
assessment literacy. The years of experience and the highest level of degree did not make any
difference regarding the assessment level. Surprisingly, novice teachers presented to have more
assessment knowledge than experienced teachers. Biiyiikkarci (2016) concluded that there was a
need for comprehensive training not only in theory and knowledge but also in principles, skills

and practices.

Similarly, Oz and Atay (2017) investigated Turkish EFL instructors’ in-class language
assessment practices, beliefs and reflections. The relationship between instructors’ perception and
years of experience was explored. 12 instructors in the preparatory program were interviewed, and
data were analysed qualitatively. Interview results were presented according to two categories:
instructors’ perceptions about classroom assessment and their classroom practices. To start with
the perceptions, they were aware of the fact that classroom assessment was significant and
necessary, and they knew some of the basic terminologies and the characteristics of classroom
assessment. When it comes to their practices, the interview analysis indicated that although they

counted validity, reliability, and authenticity as important characteristics of classroom tests, when
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they were asked how they achieved these quality issues, they explained their own ways of
reliability and validity. It was also revealed in the interviews that in spite of the abundance of
classroom assessment tools, they used a limited number of tools. Another important finding was
that nearly most of the instructors adopted formative assessment and barely used summative
assessment in the classroom. Moreover, while evaluating students’ performances during classroom
activities, they did not use any scales or rubrics but depended on their incentive judgments. The
researchers suggested that there was a need for a scale that must come from administration,
indicating that they could not adopt one on their own. To sum up, nearly all the instructors
presented basic classroom assessment knowledge; still, they did not put this knowledge into
practice, proving that there was an inconsistency in their perceptions and practices. Besides, no
significant correlation was found between years of experience and perception. The researchers
pointed out the necessity to focus more on the assessment topic in pre-service education and the
need for continuous professional development training for in-service teachers with regard to
assessment literacy. The researchers put forward that the discrepancy between the perceptions and
practices could be because most instructors were novice and newly graduated. They were familiar

with the terminology, theoretical concepts, but in time they could put their knowledge into practice.

Mede and Atay (2017) explored the assessment literacy of English language instructors
working at non-state universities’ English preparatory programs in Turkey. The aim of the research
was to find out training levels and training needs of EFL instructors. Data were collected via an
online assessment literacy questionnaire and focus group interviews. 350 ELT graduates who had
at least 5 years of experience participated in the research. The findings of the questionnaire showed
that the knowledge of assessment was found insufficient and that the participants needed training
in classroom-focused and content and concepts of LTA. Similarly, the instructors stated they were
not competent enough to test productive, receptive and integrated skills. In addition, they were not
familiar with the principles of testing such as validity, reliability, as well as statistics to evaluate
the overall results. However, the domain in which they found themselves more comfortable was
testing micro-linguistic aspects of language; grammar and vocabulary. Depending on the findings,
the researchers laid stress on the context-dependent training about all LTA domains, i.e.,

classroom-focused LTA, purposes of testing and content and concepts of LTA.
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Unlike the previous studies, Yastibag and Takka¢ (2018) examined how Turkish EFL
instructors developed their assessment knowledge. 8 instructors were interviewed via think-aloud
protocols, and data were analysed qualitatively. The results proved that the instructors were very
textbook- and student-dependent while preparing tests. The instructors also gave importance to the
positive washback effects of the tests. However, most of them decided the question numbers
depending on their beliefs.

Sahin (2019) explored language testing and evaluation course in English language teaching
programs in Turkey. The data was collected via semi-structured interviews, language assessment
literacy questionnaire and 36 language testing and evaluation course syllabi. Sahin (2019)
concluded that only one language testing and assessment course in English language teaching
program was not enough to appropriately learn the theoretical knowledge and practical skills. The
findings also indicated the priority was given to summative assessment in the language testing and
evaluation course in Turkey. Regarding the examined syllabi, it was presented that the focus was
given to the theoretical knowledge more than the practical aspects of language testing. Moreover,
evaluating the language testing and evaluation course, pre-service teachers were less satisfied
about formative and alternative assessment methods.

When it comes to more recent research, there are several theses related to assessment
literacy in the Turkish context. Ballidag (2020) explored the language assessment literacy levels
of teachers working at middle, secondary, and high schools in Turkey. In this mixed method
research, data were collected via a assessment literacy questionnaire and interviews. In total, 101
Turkish language teachers participated, and their responses were analysed under three domains,
i.e., classroom focused assessment literacy, purposes of testing and content and concepts of LTA.
Majority of the quantitative findings showed that teachers received little training about all the

domains, and they were found they need further training.

Similarly, Kaya (2020) investigated language assessment literacy of instructors working in
English preparatory programs in Turkey. The researcher questioned the relationship between
demographic information such as educational background, years of experience, attendance to
assessment and testing training and their assessment knowledge. 195 EFL instructors participated
in the research and given an assessment knowledge scale, and they were also interviewed. The

findings of the research indicated that the EFL instructors had a high level of assessment
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knowledge, which is quite different from the reviewed literature. However, no impact on

assessment literacy was observed regarding the demographic information.

Olmezer-Oztiirk (2021) examined the effect of a classroom assessment course on pre-
service English language teachers’ LTA literacy. The pre-service teachers took language
assessment course through 14 weeks. During the lessons, the importance of assessment, the role
of giving feedback, ready-made language tests, and the importance of planning process in language
assessment were discussed. The researcher collected the data from 48 pre-service teachers with
reflection reports and focus group interviews. At the very beginning of the course, the pre-service
teachers attached negative meanings to assessment. However, through the end of the course, the
findings were more positive. They stated that they were more confident in language assessment
and became more knowledgeable about the purposes of testing, the role of the teacher in this
process, and the techniques of classroom language assessment. Olmezer-Oztiirk (2021) suggested
that language teacher educator programs could be enhanced with more language assessment
related courses, both optional and compulsory, to be able to improve pre-service language

teachers’ assessment literacy.

To conclude, there is a plethora of research conducted on the assessment literacy of in-
service teachers. The previous research contributed to the literature by discussing teachers’
perceptions, training levels, training needs, practices and the improvement of assessment
knowledge. Some of the research aimed to investigate the relationship between demographic
information of teachers and assessment knowledge (Biiylikkarci, 2016; Hasselgreen, 2004;
Jannati, 2015; Kaya, 2020; Oz and Atay; 2017; Xu and Brown, 2017). However, in the reviewed
literature, it is seen that little attempt has been made to investigate ELT and non-ELT graduates’
perceived training levels and training needs regarding language testing and assessment literacy.
Furthermore, although some research conducted on assessment literacy perceptions of the teachers
in Turkish context, conducting more research on the topic are suggested by the previous
researchers due to the contextual differences (Ballidag, 2020; Biiyiikkarci, 2016; Mede and Atay,
2017). Therefore, this paper attempts to explore the perceived training levels and training needs of
EFL instructors working in an English Preparatory Program of a non-state university in Istanbul

and aims to compare ELT and non-ELT graduates’ perceptions.
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2.4. Syllabus Design

Syllabus is one of the ignored, and confusing topics in language teaching (Krahnke, 1987).
The difference between a syllabus and a curriculum is that while the former is more specific, the
latter is more comprehensive that it might even include many syllabi. Krahnke (1987) stated that
the curriculum might include whole year practices while the syllabus only consists of one specific
teaching area, e.g., speaking lesson syllabus. The syllabus identifies the goals and content of that
specific lesson. On the other hand, the curriculum indicates what the learners will be able to do at
the end of the year. Yassi et. al (2018) made a distinction between curriculum and syllabus by
stating the curriculum is a broader concept and includes the ways students learn specific topics,
materials, syllabus design in language testing and assessment methods. However, the syllabus is
just the content of a subject with the suggestions about methodology. Similar to Krahnke (1987),

Yassi et. al (2018) explained that syllabus might be a part of a curriculum.

There are six different types of syllabus, i.e., structural, notional-functional, skill-based,
task-based, content-based (Krahnke, 1987) (Figure 3). It was indicated that it was almost
impossible to distinguish them from one another. In other words, in a language syllabus, it is most
likely to see the syllabus types mixed. As shown in Figure 3, the syllabus types are in a continuous

relationship.

4 N

structural notional- situational skill-based task-based content-based
functional
Qmphasis on form emphasis on meaning J

Figure 3. Continuum of syllabi (Krahnke 1987, p.18)
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To start with, a structural syllabus, in its other name a formal syllabus is based on forms of
language such as grammatical rules, adverbs, adjectives, clauses and also the morphology and

pronunciation of the language.

Secondly, a notional-functional syllabus as the name suggests, focuses on the functions of
the language. Making a polite request, agreeing, and disagreeing are the examples of this type of
syllabus. It is aimed to teach the communicative functions of the language (Thayniath, 2017). It

adopts realistic tasks, and these lead the learners to communicate with one another.

Thirdly, a situational syllabus is based on the real and imaginary situations. The learners
are supposed to use the language in these specific situations. This type of syllabus indeed highlights
the importance of discourse in which the language is spoken in specific situations. For instance,
buying a book from the bookstore, asking for the directions in a new city, and going to the airport
are the situations where the learners practice the specific language.

A skill-based syllabus mainly depends on improving the skills of the language. To be able
to give oral presentations, to write well-developed essays, to listen to the details of a speech, to

read texts for the main ideas can be the examples of this type of syllabus.

A task-based syllabus aims to teach the language via the performance of tasks. The main
purpose is to perform the tasks rather than to learn the language. Therefore, the tasks have specific
aims, e.g., applying for a job, renting a house, completing bureaucratic forms, reading leaflets to
find out a proper language course. The language is learned if the task requires it. In other words,

the language is the medium of performing the targeted tasks.
Lastly, a content-based syllabus is not actually used for language teaching but for content

teaching. The subject is taught by means of the language that the learners want to learn; however,

the aim is to master the content and get information on that content e.g., a science lesson in English.
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2.4.1. Syllabus Design Studies

There are a few language testing syllabus design studies conducted in the literature. The
studies reveal insights into what pre-service teachers expected from language testing courses and

what topics in-service teachers needed to focus more to improve their language testing literacy.

To start with, Huang et al. (2019) aimed to improve the English language teachers’
assessment literacy via designing a syllabus for Massive Open Online Course (MOOC). To
achieve this, Huang et. al (2019) conducted three-phase research. In the first phase, they
investigated 468 English language teachers’ perceptions of assessment literacy and their opinions
about what to include in an assessment course by means of an online open-ended questionnaire.
In this questionnaire, the teachers were asked what skills and knowledge they must have to assess
students, to what extend they had these and what they anticipated to see in this training course.
Upon the results of the first data collection phase, the researchers designed an online questionnaire
which consisted of three parts. The first part revealed their demographic information. As for the
second part, the aim was to reveal their views about different assessment literacy competencies,
e.g., theories and concepts, test construction, rubric design, adoption of information technology in
assessment, the administration of assessment activities, analysing the results of the assessment.
And in the last part of the questionnaire, the teachers were requested to write other assessment
literacy components different from the ones in the second part of the questionnaire. In the third
phase of the study, five experts were asked about the syllabus appropriateness to be able to validate
the main findings in the previous phases. According to the first phase of the data findings, the
teachers had some basic knowledge about assessment: functions of assessment, the ways to design
assessment, the concept of validity and reliability. However, they reported they had little
knowledge about the purposes of assessment, the analysis of the results, assessment types.
Designing various assessment activities was the area where the training was most needed.
According to the second phase of the data findings, an inventory was developed including six
assessment literacy items. Considering the data driven from these results, an assessment MOOC
syllabus was designed consisting of five modules. The name of the course was “How to Assess

English Learning”. Basic concepts, test specifications, scales, procedures of testing, item analysis,
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the assessment of skills, grammar and vocabulary were included in the syllabus. The researchers
followed a top-down approach while designing the syllabus. In other words, the syllabus started
with broader topics of assessment and continued with specific areas. The syllabus was context-
specific and focused the practices in Chinese context. This designed syllabus started to be used in
2018, and it was reported to be systematic and scientific. On the other hand, Huang et. al (2019)
put forward that the syllabus could be enriched with the teachers’ reflection on their assessment

practices.

Different from the previous research, Rohadi (2017) aimed to design a syllabus for the
language teaching course and discuss its effectiveness by providing insights into the challenges.
To design a syllabus for the course, Rohadi (2017) collected information via a needs analysis
survey which was given to both students and the teachers. The purpose was to find out the current
problems and detect the expectation from language testing course. After the analysis, a task-based
and notional syllabus was designed. It consisted of the theories and the concepts of language testing
and included tasks and assignments. In addition, Rohadi (2017) stated the syllabus featured critical
thinking where students could solve problems and make a decision when needed in real-world
tasks, which also fostered collaborative learning. Moreover, including writing a reflective journal
in the syllabus was found effective in terms of reflective thinking, self-discovery, active learning,
and critical thinking. The researcher concluded that thanks to the task-based and notional syllabus
of language testing course which was based upon problem-solving, multi-tasking, experiencing,
collaborative and critical thinking students were able to put the theory into practice, improved their

assessment knowledge, and increased their motivation.

Similar to Rohadi (2017), Hatipoglu (2015) investigated the pre-service teachers’ current
knowledge about language testing and their expectations from an English Language Testing and
Evaluation course. The data were collected from 124 pre-service English language teachers at
Middle East Technical University during the years of 2009-2012. To collect the data, need analysis
questionnaire and interviews were employed. The needs analysis survey and interviews aimed to
reveal students’ background information, e.g., age, gender, and education background. Besides, to
gather information on students’ previous language testing and assessment training level and to

understand their views about the current language testing and evaluation course, some open-ended
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questions were asked to the pre-service teachers. As for the last phase of data collection, Hatipoglu
(2015) requested them to write down five things that have to be taught in the course. In addition
to the questionnaire, focus group interviews with selected pre-service teachers were conducted to
let them express their thoughts and suggestions about the course. The findings of the research
indicated that pre-service teachers expected to be able to compose language tests and prepare their
students for the national exams. The topics emerging from the students’ expectations of the
language testing and assessment course for the suggested syllabus were the ways to evaluate the
learners, the characteristics of the test-takers, assessment-specific topics such as idioms, and test
relativization, testing the skills of language, different test types and techniques, the administration
of a test, the theoretical knowledge of testing, the interpretation of test results, and alternative test
types. Hatipoglu (2015) put forward the findings of the research could guide the teachers in the
same departments and professionals in designing a course syllabus.

To conclude, it is evident in the literature that to design a syllabus, it is significant to get
the teachers’ and students’ opinions. It could be inferred from the syllabus studies that the needs
analysis for designing a comprehensive language testing and assessment syllabus could provide
insightful knowledge into the areas necessary for training teachers and could shape the contents of

the syllabus.
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CHAPTER Il1

METHODOLOGY

3.0. Introduction

This chapter introduces the methodology of the current research. It first starts with the
explanation of the research design by presenting the rationale for the adopted mixed-method
design. It is followed by the research questions which framed the current research. The setting and
participants are then accompanied. Data collection tools and procedures are clarified in detail, and
the rationale for employing the language assessment literacy questionnaire and written interviews
are explained. Finally, the way the data is analysed and the steps followed during the analysis are

indicated.

3.1. Research Design

The current research draws on both quantitative and qualitative approaches to research
since mixed- methods research designs provide more in-depth and thorough evaluation on the
topic, and it helps the researcher gain a multidimensional and more accurate view (lvankova et al.,
2006). The strength of employing a mixed-methods research design is the fact that qualitative and
quantitative data complement each other, enriching the overall understanding of the existing case.
In this mixed-methods research, an explanatory design has been adapted to better understand the
participants’ perceptions. There are different mixed-method research designs; however, this
research adopts a sequential explanatory design, which was firstly initiated with the analysis of
guantitative data and followed by the analysis of qualitative data (Creswell, 2013; Ivankova et al.,
2006). The reason why to start with the quantitative data is that it provides a general understanding
about the research problem. Qualitative data, on the other hand, further elaborate on the numerical
findings and help the researcher explore the participants’ views (Creswell, 2013; Ivankova et al.,
2006). It is of great importance to make a decision about the priority of the data, either qualitative

or quantitative, or sometimes both (Creswell, 2013; lvankova et al., 2006). Although both
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approaches were addressed, the priority was given to the quantitative data in this research. Since
the data collection procedure started with the quantitative data and as the major data was collected
in this phase, the priority was given to quantitative approach. Besides, the third research question,
which explored whether there were any significant differences between the ELT and NON-ELT
graduates, required some statistical calculations because it would be more reliable to answer this
question with statistical analyses rather than qualitative. Moreover, the collected qualitative data
was smaller than the quantitative, which does not fulfil the scope of the research. The aim of the
second phase of the research, the qualitative phase, was to gain a deeper understanding and
strengthen the depth of the statistical findings.

3.2. Research Questions

The current research seeks to address the following questions:
1. What are the perceived Language Testing and Assessment (LTA) training levels of

English language instructors working at English preparatory programs in Turkey?

2. What are the perceived LTA training needs of English language instructors working at

English preparatory programs in Turkey?

3. Is there any significant difference between ELT and non-ELT graduates in terms of their

perceived training levels and training needs on LTA domains?

3.3. Setting and Participants

The research takes place in the School of Foreign Languages of non-state universities in
Turkey. The School of Foreign Languages generally have an intensive English program for
academic studies. In the school, there might be different units helping the management and
organisation. For instance, the Assessment and Evaluation Unit (AEU) is responsible for testing
activities of the English Preparatory Program. To briefly explain, the AEU prepares the test
specifications in accordance with the curriculum outcomes, prepare quizzes, progress

achievement, proficiency and general evaluation tests. In addition to exams, the AEU analyse the
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results of the tests and tracks the learner achievement so as to give feedback to the instructors and
vice principals. In addition to formal testing, informal and dynamic testing activities might be
adapted in the schools, such as speaking and writing portfolios, role plays, and group projects. The
unit might also organise standardisation workshops for speaking and writing grading before

progress achievement tests since both require a subjective assessment.

These programs also have Planning and Materials Development Units that are responsible
for the planning of lessons and the materials that will be followed throughout the year. Instructors

are mostly provided with these materials and only allowed to use them in their teaching.

The participants of the research were chosen according to two criteria. Since the data
collection tools were a questionnaire and a semi structured interview, two strategies were adopted.
That is, the participants for the questionnaire were selected with convenience sampling involving
respondents who are available and accessible to the researcher (Cohen, Manion and Morrison,
2007; Creswell et al., 2012). To reach the English language instructors, non-stare universities
which were affiliated with the Council of Higher Education were explored. The researcher asked
for the approval of the school of foreign languages directors to gather research data. To
communicate with the directors and instructors, the researcher searched for the schools’ websites
and sent email to those who volunteered to participate in the questionnaire. The foreign languages
schools were chosen from different regions of Turkey, i.e., Marmara, Aegean, Mediterranean and
Eastern regions to portray the views of the instructors from a variety of cities around the country.
However, some universities did not have an updated school website that the email addresses of the
instructors or sometimes even the directors were not found. The table below presents the
participants’ demographic information in detail.

Table 1.

Participants’ Demographic Information

N
Gender Male 24
Female 56
22-24 10

Age
25-30 27
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31-35 2

36-40 11

41-45 3

46-50 3

51-55 1

56-60 2

60+ 1

less than a year 6

1-3 years 12

4-7 years 29

Years of Experience 8-11 years 13
12-15 years 7

16-19 years 7

20+ years 6

60+ 1

ELT 40

ELL o5

Major AL .
TI 7

Other 5

BA 43

The Highest Level of Degree M.A 35
PhD 2

Total -

The research was carried out with 80 EFL instructors working at non-state universities’
English Preparatory Programs in Istanbul. Majority of the participants were female instructors
(N=56). The participants’ ages varied between 22 and 60. The participants aged between 25 and
30 constituted the majority (N=27), which were followed by 31- and 35-year-olds (N=22). Most
of them had 4 to 7 years of teaching experience (N=29). It could be inferred from the table that
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many of them were experienced teachers and had 4 to 60+ years of experience (N=63). A small
quantity of them were experienced less than 3 years (N=18). As for the majority, half of the
instructors graduated from an English Language Teaching program. 35 of the rest of the instructors
were reported to study English related majors, e.g., English Language and Literature, American
Literature, and Translation and Interpretation Studies. On the other hand, the minority of them
graduated from other departments not relating to English language or teaching majors (N=5). With
respect to the graduated program, it is clearly seen from Table 1 that ELT graduates and non-ELT
graduates were equal in terms of number (NeLt =40, Nnon-eLt=40). Regarding the highest level of
degree, only 2 of the participants held a PhD, but nearly half of them had an M.A degree (N=35),
and over half of them had a B.A degree (N=43).

For the follow-up interviews, 8 instructors were chosen with the convenience sampling
(Cohen, Manion and Morrison, 2007; Creswell et al., 2012). The instructors were participated
according to their availability and convenience. The follow-up interviews were conducted through
Microsoft-Word as in the written format. Conducted as in written format, interviews provided an
ease for the analysis and the interviewed instructors as well. When the interviews are conducted
face-to-face some may abstain from them and do not want to participate. Via written interviews,
they might have felt comfortable while expressing their views. Table 2 indicates the further

information about the interviewed instructors’ demographic information.

Table 2.
Interviewee’s Demographic Information
Interviewees Gender Graduated Years of Duty
Program Experience
Instructor 1 Female ELT 4-7 years Assessment and

Evaluation Unit

Coordinator,

Instructor
Instructor 2 Female ELT 4-7 years Instructor, Material

Development and
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Curriculum Design
Unit Member
Instructor 3 Male Non-ELT 8-11 years Head of the Program,
Instructor, Material
Development and

Curriculum Design

Unit Member
Instructor 4 Male Non-ELT 4-7 years Instructor
Instructor 5 Male ELT 1-3 years Instructor
Instructor 6 Female ELT 4-7 years Instructor
Instructor 7 Male Non-ELT 16-19 years Instructor
Instructor 8 Female ELT 16-19 years Instructor, An Old

Assessment and
Evaluation Unit

Member

In total, eight instructors were interviewed, five of whom were ELT graduates, and the rest
of whom were non-ELT graduates. Instructor 1, who was an ELT-graduate, was working as an
Assessment and Evaluation Unit (AEU) coordinator, prepared exams, and she was familiar with
all testing practices besides the instruction of lessons. She has 4-7 years of teaching experience.
Instructor 2, the other ELT- graduate, was responsible for material development and curriculum
design, and checked the test specifications whether they are in line with the curriculum, i.e.,
whether the tests provide validity or not and she had 4-7 years of teaching experience. Instructor
3 who was a non-ELT graduate, was the head of the department, responsible for the day-to day
coordination and implementation of preparatory programs, and 8-11 years of experience. Instructor
4 was a non-ELT graduate, and he had no other responsibility than instructing. He had 4-7 years
of teaching experience. Instructor 5 was an ELT graduate instructor and less experienced than the
other interviewed instructors. Instructor 6 was a female instructor and was only responsible for
teaching the lessons. On the other hand, Instructor 7, was more experienced than the others with

16-19 years of teaching experience and his responsibility was teaching the lessons. As for the last
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interviewee, Interviewee 8, she worked as an Assessment and Evaluation Unit member and had

hands-on experience. She was quite experienced with 16-19 years of teaching experience.

3.4. Data Collection Tools and Procedures

In order to explore the perceptions on LTA training levels and needs of EFL instructors working
at non-state universities’ English preparatory programs, both quantitative and qualitative data were
collected. Prior to the data collection, research ethics committee approval was received from
Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, and informed consents were collected from the participants.
They were informed that they had the right to withdraw from the research at any time. They were
ensured that their demographic information was not used to reveal their identities. To better
investigate the participants’ perceptions, the researcher gathered demographic information such as
gender, age, years of experience, graduated program, and the highest level of degree.

In the first phase of the data collection procedure, to collect the quantitative data, a 3-point
likert-type “Teachers’ Questionnaire” developed by Vogt and Tsagari (2014) was adapted (See
Appendix A). The questionnaire had three main parts: classroom focused LTA, purposes of testing,
content and concepts of LTA. Each part included two subsections as perceived training levels and
training needs. VVogt and Tsagari (2014) ran internal reliability tests for the questionnaire and found
a high reliability for the individual scales indicating an internal consistency (ranging from a=.80
to a=.93). To investigate the first and second research questions, descriptive statistics regarding
perceived training levels and needs were calculated with the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) version 25. The minimum, maximum and mean scores, and standard deviations
were computed for the total of six parts.

For the second phase of data collection, written interview questions were prepared related
to each part of the questionnaire (See Appendix B) and sent to 8 instructors via email addresses.
The collected written interview responses were transferred into an electronic spreadsheet by
dividing them on sentence levels. After an initial coding was done, the overall interview was
reviewed for a better wording. The themes were already set; that is to say, each question referred
to one part of the questionnaire (e.g., classroom focused LTA, purposes of testing and content and
concepts of LTA). Therefore, the interviewees’ responses were checked according to whether they
matched with the target theme, and according to whether they drifted away from the topic or not.
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Therefore, the written interviews were analysed through thematic analysis since it is an
advantageous method for investigating the perspectives of the participants by pointing out the

similarities and differences, as well as helping produce a well-organized report (Nowell, et al.,

2017).
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Figure 4. Data Collection Procedures and The Research Design

3.5. Data Analysis

Before running some tests on the SPSS, the distribution of the data was checked to apply
the suitable tests for the last research question. Checking the distribution of the data helps the
researcher to conduct the appropriate tests: either parametric or non-parametric. By the help of this
test, the researcher finds out whether there is normally distributed data or not. Normality is “a
symmetrical, bell-shaped curve, which has the greatest frequency of scores in the middle with
smaller frequencies towards the extremes” (Pallant, 2016, p. 147). If the result is insignificant (p
> .05), it means the data is normally distributed (Pallant, 2016).
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Table 3.
The Normality Test Results

Questionnaire Parts Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk
df P p

Classroom Focused LTA 80 .01 .01
(Training Levels)

Classroom Focused LTA 80 .16 .03
(Training Needs)

Purposes of Testing 80 .00 .01
(Training Levels)

Purposes of Testing 80 .00 .00
(Training Needs)

Content and Concepts of LTA 80 .00 .02
(Training Levels)

Content and Concepts of LTA 80 .00 .00

(Training Needs)

In the current research, the normal distribution was not observed, and it was found out that
Shapiro-Wilk statistics of Classroom Focused LTA perceived training levels (p = .01), purposes
of testing perceived training levels (p = .01), and content and concepts of LTA perceived training
levels (p =.02) were significant. Moreover, Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics of purposes of testing
training needs (p = .00), and content and concepts of training needs (p = .00) were found
significant. Since the results of the tests were significant, it was inferred the data were not normally
distributed. Due to non-normally distributed findings, the researcher conducted non-parametric
tests. With regards to the last research question, Mann Whitney u-test was computed to compare
two groups that are ELT and non-ELT graduates. That is, for perceived training levels and training

needs under three domains, 6 Mann Whitney U-test in total were computed.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS
4.0. Introduction

The findings of the three research questions mentioned previously are presented in this
chapter under two categories as quantitative and qualitative findings. Quantitative findings of the
three domains of the questionnaire which are classroom-focused LTA, purposes of testing, and
content and concepts of LTA are demonstrated with the tables showing statistical values and
explained accordingly. In addition, the results of the analysis of qualitative findings are

demonstrated via tables and quotations.
4.1. Quantitative Findings

4.1.1. Results of Data Analysis for the First Research Question

The first research question aimed to explore the perceived training levels of EFL instructors
working at English Preparatory Programs in Turkey regarding LTA. Descriptive statistics along
with mean score and standard deviation were used to present the findings for the first and second
research questions.

Table 4.
LTA Training Background of Instructors

N

Pre-service LTA training No 26
Yes 54

Inservice LTA Training No 16
Yes 64

(Notal = 80)

As the table 4 above displays, more than half of the instructors reported that they took
Language Assessment and Testing course in their pre-service training (N=54). Similarly, a great
number of the instructors took part in Language Testing and Assessment training sessions during
their in-service years (N=64).
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Table 5.

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Levels on Classroom-focused Language Testing and

Assessment (LTA)

Classroom-focused LTA Min.  Max. M SD
Giving feedback to students based on information from 0 2 1.43 0.71
tests/assessment

Using self or peer-assessment 0 2 1.40 0.63
Using ready-made tests from textbook packages 0 2 1.20 0.70
Using informal, continuous, non-test type of assessment 0 2 1.15 0.64
Preparing classroom test 0 2 1.15 0.64
Using the European Language Portfolio, an adaptation of 0 2 1.06 0.74

it or some other portfolio
(0=Not at all, 1= A little, 2= More advanced N=80)

EFL instructors were asked to choose the best option that described their training levels on
LTA. Table 5 represents the findings of the first part of the questionnaire, which is about
classroom-focused LTA. According to the findings, in none of the areas, the instructors believed
they had more advanced training. “Giving feedback to students based on information from the tests
and assessment” (M=1.43, SD=0.71) had the highest mean value. The instructors believed they
had little training. It was followed by “Using self or peer assessment” (M=1.40, SD=0.63). “Using
ready-made tests from textbook packages” (M=1.20, SD=0.70) was the third item about which the
instructors believed they had little training. Similarly, they had little training about “Using
informal, continuous, non-test type of assessment” (M=1.15, SD=0.64) and “preparing classroom
test” (M=1.15, SD=0.64). As shown in the table above, “Using the European Language Portfolio
(ELP), an adaptation of it or some other portfolio” had the least mean value (M=1.06, SD=0.74).

Table 6.

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Levels on Purposes of Testing
Purposes of Testing Min. Max. M SD
Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned 0 2 1.56 0.61
Giving grades 0 2 1.37 0.66
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Placing students onto courses, programs, etc. 0 2 1.01 0.72
Awarding final certificates (from school/program; 0 2 0.61 0.70
local, regional or national level)

(0=Not at all, 1= A little, 2= More advanced N=80)

Table 6 illustrates the EFL instructors’ perceived training levels on purposes of testing.
The highest mean value belongs to “Finding out what needs to be taught and learned” (M=1.56,
SD=0.61). It is apparent that the second most trained area is “Giving grades” (M=1.37, SD=0.66).
They have received almost more advanced training about the aforementioned areas. In addition,
they stated they had little training about “Placing students onto courses, programs, etc.” (M=1.01,
SD=0.72). On the other hand, “Awarding final certificates from school or program; local, regional
or national level” was found the least trained area (M=0.51, SD=0.66). They received almost no

training about the last item.

Table 7.

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Levels on Content and Concepts of LTA
Content and Concepts of LTA Min.  Max. M SD
Testing and assessing micro-linguistic aspects (grammar 0 2 1.46  0.62

and vocabulary)

Testing and assessing productive skills (speaking and O 2 143  0.63
writing)

Testing and assessing receptive skills (Reading and O 2 1.39 0.67
Listening)

Establishing reliability of tests/assessment 0 2 128 0.64
Testing and assessing integrated language skills 0 2 1.28 0.66
Establishing validity of tests/assessment 0 2 1.25 0.63
Using statistics to study the quality of tests/assessment 0 2 1.02  0.69
Testing and assessing aspects of culture 0 2 091 0.78

(0=Not at all, 1= A little, 2= More advanced N=80)
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Table 7 is quite revealing in terms of the perceived training levels on content and concepts
of LTA of EFL instructors. Overall, the instructors stated they had a little training about the content
and concepts of LTA. The highest mean score shows that the most trained area is “Testing and
assessing micro-linguistic aspects of the language (grammar and vocabulary)” (M=1.46, SD=0.62).
This is followed by “Testing and assessing productive skills (speaking and writing)” (M=1.43,
SD=0.63) and “Testing and assessing receptive skills (reading and listening)” (M=1.39, SD=0.67).
Similar to “Establishing reliability of tests/assessment” (M=1.28, SD=0.64), “Testing and
assessing integrated language skills” (M=1.28, SD=0.66) was stated as one of the little trained
areas. These were followed by “Establishing validity of tests/assessment” (M=1.25, SD=0.63). On
the other hand, ““Using statistics to study the quality of tests/assessment” had a bit lower mean
value than the previous items (M=1.02, SD=0.69), indicating almost no training. From the table
above, it is quite revealing that the least trained area was “Testing and assessing aspects of culture”

(M=0,91, SD=0.78), revealing that instructors received less than basic training in this area.

Table 8.
Perceived Training Levels in LTA Domains
M SD
Content and Concepts of LTA 1.25 0.67
Classroom-focused LTA 1.23 0.68
Purpose of Testing 1.14 0.67

(0O=Not at all, 1= A little, 2= More advanced)

As Table 8 presents, for all parts of the questionnaire, instructors stated that they received
a little training. “Contents and concepts of LTA” was found the mostly trained domain (M=1.25
SD=0.67). The second most trained domain was “Classroom-focused LTA” with a very close mean
value to the first domain (M=1.23 SD=0.68). However, “Purposes of testing” had the least mean
value of all (M=1.14 SD=0.67).
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4.1.2. Results of Data Analysis for the Second Research Question

The second research question aimed to explore the perceived training needs of EFL
instructors working at English Preparatory Programs in Turkey regarding LTA. The tables below

provide an in-depth analysis.

Table 9.
Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Needs on Classroom-focused Language Testing and
Assessment (LTA)

Classroom-focused Language Testing and Min. Max. M SD
Assessment

Using the European Language Portfolio, an adaptation 0 2 1.30 0.70
of it or some other portfolio

Using informal, continuous, non-test type of O 2 1.19 0.75
assessment

Using self or peer-assessment 0 2 1.05 0.76
Preparing classroom tests 0 2 1.00 0.75
Giving feedback to students based on information 0 2 0.90 0.81

from tests/assessment
Using ready-made tests from textbook packages or 0 2 0.79 0.74

from other sources

(0=None, 1=Yes, basic training, 2=More advanced training N= 80)

Table 9 illustrates the perceived training needs of EFL instructors on classroom-focused
LTA. The instructors stated for most items they needed basic training, and for a few items they
needed no training. As Table 9 shows, training is needed the most in “Using the European
Language Portfolio, adapting it or some other portfolios” (M=1.30, SD=0.70) and “Using informal,
continuous, non-test type of assessment” (M=1.31, SD=0.63). These two areas are followed by

“Using self or peer-assessment” (M=1.05, SD=0.76) and “Preparing classroom tests” (M=1.00,
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SD=0.75). Indeed, they claimed they needed basic training for the aforementioned areas. In
contrast, no training was needed about “Giving feedback to students based on information from
tests and assessment” (M=0.90, SD=0.81), and “Using ready-made tests from textbook packages
or from other sources” (M=0.79, SD= 0.74).

Table 10.

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Needs on Purposes of Testing
Purposes of Testing Min. Max. M SD
Placing students onto courses, programs, etc. 0 2 1.06 0.79
Awarding final certificates (from 0 2 1.04 0.80
school/program; local, regional, or national
level)
Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned 0 2 0.96 0.82
Giving grades 0 2 0.79 0.84

(0=None, 1=Yes, basic training, 2=More advanced training N= 80)

In Table 10, perceived training needs on purposes of testing are illustrated. It is seen that
EFL instructors needed training the most about “Placing students onto courses and programs”
(M=1,06, SD=0.79), and about “Awarding final certificates from school and program; local,
regional or national level” (M=1.04, SD=0.80). Regarding these two areas, they stated they needed
basic training. No training was needed about “Finding out what needs to be taught and learned”
(M=0.96, SD= 0.82), and about “Giving grades” (M=0.79, SD=0.84) though.

Table 11.

Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Training Needs on Content and Concepts of LTA
Content and Concepts of LTA Min. Max. M SD
Establishing reliability of tests/assessment 0 2 1.24 0.73
Establishing validity of tests/assessment 0 2 1.24 0.73
Testing and assessing aspects of culture 0 2 1.21 0.72
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Using statistics to study the quality of O 2 1.18 0.76

tests/assessment

Testing and assessing integrated language O 2 1.14 0.81
skills

Testing and assessing receptive skills 0 2 1.01 0.79

(Reading and Listening)

Testing and assessing micro-linguistic 0 2 0.95 0.84
aspects (grammar and vocabulary)

Testing and assessing productive skills 0 2 0.95 0.86

(speaking and writing)

(0=None, 1=Yes, basic training, 2=More advanced training N= 80)

As seen in Table 11, instructors needed training the most about ‘establishing reliability of
tests and assessment’ (M=1.24, SD=0.73) and “Establishing validity of tests and assessment”
(M=1.24 SD=0.73). The second highest mean value belongs to “Testing and assessing aspects of
culture” (M=1.21, SD=0.72). In addition, instructors stated they needed little training about “Using
statistics to study the quality of tests and assessment” (M=1.18, SD=0.76), “Testing and assessing
integrated language skills” (M=1.14, SD=0.81), and “Testing and assessing receptive skills
(Reading and Listening)” (M=1.01, SD=0.79). However, no training was perceived as needed
about “Testing and assessing micro-linguistic aspects (grammar and vocabulary)” (M=0.95,
SD=0.84) and “Testing and assessing productive skills (speaking and writing)” (M=0.95,
SD=0.86).

Table 12.

Perceived Training Needs in LTA Domains
Questionnaire Parts M SD
Content and Concepts of LTA 1.11 0.78
Classroom-focused LTA 1.03 0.75
Purposes of Testing 0.96 0.81

(0=None, 1=Yes, basic training, 2=More advanced training)
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As illustrated in Table 12, instructors stated that they needed basic training in “Contents
and concepts of LTA” (M=1.11, SD=0.78) and “Classroom focused LTA” (M=1.03, SD=0.75).
However, it appears that they did not need any training about the “Purposes of testing” (M=0.96,
SD=0.81).

4.1.3. Results of Data Analysis for the Third Research Question

The last research question was to compare perceived training levels and training needs of
ELT and non-ELT graduates. Since the data were not normally distributed, non-parametric tests
were computed. Mann-Whitney U-test, which is an alternative of the t-test, was applied to compare
two independent groups for continuous values (Pallant, 2016). Therefore, six Mann Whitney U-
tests were conducted to analyse ELT and non-ELT graduates in terms of their perceived training

levels and training needs.

To start with, perceived training levels for classroom-focused LTA of ELT graduates
(Mdn=1.50, N=40) and non-ELT graduates (Mdn=1.08, N=40) significantly differed (U=463.50,
p = .00) with a medium effect size r = -0,37. Similarly, perceived training levels for purposes of
testing of ELT graduates (Mdn=1.25, N=40) and non-ELT graduates (Mdn=1.00, N=40) were
significant (U=511, p = .01) with a medium effect size r = -0.32. Lastly, perceived training levels
for content and concepts of LTA of ELT (Mdn=1.50, N=40) and non-ELT graduates (Mdn=1.06,
N=40) significantly differed (U=438.50, p <.001) with a medium effect size r = -0,4.

However, as for the perceived training needs of instructors, no significant difference was
found for all domains. Perceived training needs for classroom focused LTA of ELT graduates
(Mdn=1.08, N=40) and non-ELT (Mdn=1.00, N=40) graduates (U=743.00, p>.05) was
insignificant. Similarly, there was no significant difference between perceived training needs of
ELT graduates (Mdn=1.00, N=40) and non-ELT (Mdn=0.88, N=40) graduates regarding purposes
of testing (U=739.00, p>.05). When it comes to the last subcategory, there was no significant
difference between ELT (Mdn=1.12, N=40) and non-ELT graduates (Mdn=1.00, N=40) regarding
perceived training needs for content and concepts of LTA (U=721, p>.05).
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4.2. Qualitative Findings

4.2.1. Interview Findings regarding Classroom-focused LTA practices of EFL

instructors

The interview results regarding classroom-focused LTA practices of instructors indicated

that they adopted a variety of techniques to assess students.

Table 13.

Interview Findings-Classroom Focused LTA Practices

Instructors’ Classroom LTA Practices

Ready-made tests for grammar and vocabulary: containing cloze items, open ended items,
short-answer items, long-answer items

The (adapted) use of provided instructional materials for assessing
Teacher-student conversations

Oral interviews/dialogues

Whole class discussions

Student presentation

Checking student products

Standardized tests

Online interactive tests

Portfolio assessment

Performance evaluation by scales

According to Table 13, instructors’ classroom language testing and assessment practices
varied. One of the most common techniques was ready-made tests for grammar and vocabulary.
A variety of assessment types were used such as cloze, open-ended, short-answer, long-answer
items. In addition, they stated they made use of the provided instructional materials, as Instructor
3 said “For the most part, I make use of the instructional materials provided, utilizing them for
checking their understanding of the topics studied in class.” However, Ins.8 preferred to modify

the assessment activities if she had to use the provided instructional material by claiming:
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“I rarely used the assessment materials from the books or if I did, I modified them heavily
because they weren’t very good), except for the recordings from the listening unit tests
because there wasn’t time to prepare my own.”
Most of the interviewed instructors also mentioned the use of formal and informal dialogues,
teacher-student conversation to assess their knowledge in the classroom:
| also ask my students to summarize what we have talked and create conversation. (Ins.2)
By talking to the students. If they reply in an advanced way, it means they know it well. If
their answer is just yes/no, then I’m not sure about their answer. (Ins.4)
In addition to the formal/informal dialogues, instructors also stated they checked the classroom
products, and some said they used scales to evaluate the products:
| check their writing. If they write complex sentences, | guess they have a good command
of English. If not, then they may need to improve a bit. (Ins.4)
For speaking section, the students are given a topic that is related to the unit. They record
their speech online and send it to the system. I can listen to it and give grades/feedback.
The same applies for writing. They send it and then I check it. (Ins.5)
I use a writing rubric to evaluate students’ writing tasks. (Ins.6)
Ins. 5 also mentioned he used an online platform to check students’ progress and give feedback
accordingly:
For receptive skills we are using an online website that is called MyELT which is backed
up by National Geographic. The students do online homework that includes reading and
listening, I can keep a track of the records such as how much time they have spent, how

many questions they got it right etc.

Interviewees were also asked to report whether they were familiar with more recent LTA
methods and used them. Responses indicated that all the instructors somehow used self and peer-
assessment while instructing the productive skills: speaking and writing. However, it was noted
that there were concerns about their effectiveness such as the question of whether they had any
meaningful effects on students’ language learning. For instance, Ins. 1 mentioned “I have tried
portfolio, self/peer assessment. All were terrible due to the students’ readiness and proficiency

levels.”
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In addition to Ins.1, Ins.8 stated that the real portfolio trend was not adapted properly in
many preparatory schools in Turkey and there was no such time to train the students for how to
arrange portfolios and all these caused a failure:

In practice in Turkey, I’ve found university prep departments refer to certain assignments

as “portfolio” work, but there’s never an actual portfolio (as in a folder with paper in it or

online equivalent) involved. Unfortunately, there’s just never time (or time set aside) to
focus on and train students how to do effective self-reflection/assessment or feedback.
Likewise, Ins.3 mentioned that peer-assessment was unsuccessful due to the failure anxiety:

Peer-assessment was not effective as learners tended to provide overly-positive attitude

towards their classmates when assessing their work, which, | believe was based on their

end-focused attitude towards language learning as they were anxious about failing —~which

would mean that they would have to repeat the whole year; and pay extra money.

On the other hand, Ins. 6 explained although self/peer/portfolio assessment were frequently
used in writing classes, she preferred using scales for feedback and scores since she believed it
prepared the learners better for standardized tests:

Portfolio assessment and self-or peer-assessment are used in common in writing class due

to providing an interim/benchmark process. However, coding for feedback can be more

useful to get the students ready for a proficiency exam at the end of the term.
Ins. 7, on the other hand, reported that although he had some information about self/peer/portfolio

assessment, he hadn’t used it before.

4.2.2. Interview Findings regarding Purposes of Testing

The instructors were asked about the purposes of language testing and assessment, and the
findings were categorized under three headings: instructional, student-centred, and administrative

purposes.

Table 14.

Interview Findings-Purposes of Testing

Categories Purposes
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Instructional purposes

To adjust my classroom language or my pace
To plan my own teaching

To plan the curriculum according to students’ needs

Student-centred purposes

To obtain information on students’ progress
To provide feedback to my students as they progress
through the course

To make them plan their study plans
To motivate my students to learn the language

To diagnose the strengths and weaknesses in my students

To improve their language

To motivate them to make them work harder

Administrative purposes

To provide information to the university

The categorization was adopted from the categories of Cheng and Fox (2017). To start

with, many instructors stated they conducted assessment to adjust their classroom language or

pace, to plan their teaching activities, and curriculum according to the students’ needs.

For instance, the following instructors stated assessing English knowledge of the students was

crucial:

Without assessment, it is not possible to plan the instruction and curriculum according to

our students’ level and needs and know if there is improvement in our students’ knowledge

or not. (Ins.2)

To check understanding, and to have a general understanding of their level of English so

as to structure my next lessons based upon that information. (Ins.3)

To understand how | should adjust my classroom language or my pace and to decide on

the difficulty level of the things I teach/use in the classroom (Ins.1)

When it comes to student-centred purposes, they stated they assessed the students to obtain

information on student’s progress, to provide feedback to see their progress, to make them design
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their study plans, to motivate them, to diagnose their strengths and weaknesses, to improve their
language proficiency and to motivate them to work harder as the extracts from their accounts show:
While giving feedback, we aim to improve their language in teaching a foreign a language
process. (Ins.6)
To see how they’re progressing and which areas they need to improve. (Ins.7)
I think the first main reason for doing assessment is to get a snapshot of where students are
at and to catch any weaknesses that might not be obvious, so | know what to spend a little
more time on. The other main reason is so that students can get feedback on their own
strengths and weaknesses. And though I dislike this last reason, students kind of need to be
assessed regularly to keep them focused, on-track, and studying regularly. It feels a bit like
punishment assessment, but they really do start to lose motivation without regular

assessments, and attendance drops, or they don’t pay attention or do homework. (Ins.8)

It was also striking in the interviews that instructors conducted assessments because of
administrative purposes. Since most of the preparatory programs administer end-of-year exams,
proficiency tests, and strictly follow an assessment schedule throughout the year with standardized
tests, quizzes, and assignments, the instructors are obliged to assess the learners for administrative
purposes, to decide on pass or fail situation as they stated:

Where I work, I don’t have any control over the summative assessment administered.

(Ins.3)

At my current job, it’s because we have to, and everything is prepared and administered on

the same day. Personally, I think they’re assessed too much. (Ins.8)

4.2.3. Interview Findings regarding Contents and Concepts of LTA

Table 15.

Interview Findings-Assessment of different language skills
Micro-Linguistic Aspects of Language Multiple choice questions
(Grammar-Vocabulary) Completing sentences

Matching
Ordering
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Informal dialogues

Ready-made tests

Receptive Skills (Listening-Reading) Cloze items
Comprehension questions
Textbook activities
Productive Skills (Speaking-Writing) Oral interviews
Teacher student conversations
Peer activities
Role play
Decision making
Dictation
Formal/ informal email
Story writing
Blog posts writing

Making comment

As for the contents and concepts of LTA, the instructors mentioned they used a variety of
assessment techniques for different language skills. The table above indicates different assessment
types that the instructors used according to different skills. To exemplify, in the receptive skills
Inst. 2 stated “To assess the receptive skills, we generally use multiple choice questions, matching
or ordering, summarizing, and inserting sentences and words activities.”

As for the reading skill, Ins. 4 mentioned he assigned extensive reading and talked about it in the
classroom:

For reading, | give them books to read. | mean, not the curriculum books but the short

stories, etc. | give them books and assign them time to finish. After they’ve finished reading

it, we discuss the book. | ask them different questions about the book. We do brainstorm,
or discussion.
Ins. 8 highlighted the importance of using scales to evaluate productive skills and told that she

tried to focus on all students’ can-dos to encourage them in the learning process:
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Unless the rubric tells me otherwise, when grading speaking and writing, 1 try to focus on
what students can do rather than what they can’t do, and I try to use materials/questions
that make everyone feel successful, regardless of their level within the group.
Similar to Ins. 8, Ins. 2 mentioned the use of evaluation scales as follows:

While assessing writing skills, since we teach general English at the institution

I work, we generally give a situation to our students and ask them to write a formal/informal
email about it. We sometimes ask them to write stories, blog posts or comments. We give
feedback on the students’ products weekly, but they are not graded. We use rubrics while

grading the students’ spoken or written products.

4.2.4. Interview Findings regarding Self-Efficacy Beliefs of EFL Instructors

The interviewees were lastly asked to report their self-efficacy beliefs related to testing and
assessing students’ English language knowledge. Most of the respondents reported that they were
moderately skilled to assess the students and that they needed some training:

To some extent, not fully competent or knowledgeable. (Ins. 1).

| have a basic understanding of language assessment, but I don’t think I am completely

capable of assessing language competency in all four skills. There are multiple reasons for

that, one of them being my educational background, since I only have a TEFL certification,
and my BA is in Literature. (Ins.3)

| have received some kind of education at the university and also, | have a certificate for

teaching IELTS too. So, | can say that | have enough skills and knowledge, but there are

still many things that | need to learn and develop. (Ins. 5)

However, ELT graduate interviewees were more optimistic about themselves, and they highlighted
they were educated for testing and assessing, but they still believed they needed training on testing
and evaluation. For instance, Ins. 2 explained her reasons for training needs as follows:
I'studied ELT at university and learned how to assess my students’ knowledge, so I believe
that I am skilled to assess my students’ English language knowledge, but I never thought
of myself to be ‘a testing master’. Creating test items is the most difficult thing for me since

you must be sure that the level of a question suitable for the students’ level and it matches
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to the curriculum. You need to review the questions repeatedly and it takes a lot of time.
That is why | have always thought that | need more, intensive training on testing and

evaluation.

4.2.5. Interview Findings regarding Suggested Topics for LTA Training

Table 16.
Instructors’ Suggestions about LTA Training Topics

Basic Concepts of Assessment
Assessing Skills

Online Assessment

Self-Peer Assessment
Portfolio Assessment

Scale Development

Reliability and Validity in Assessment

To uncover instructors’ expectations about a possible LTA training program, they were
asked on which topics they would like to receive basic or further training. The common themes,
as in Table 16, which emerged in the interviews were basic concepts of assessment, assessing
different skills of language effectively in the adult language teaching, online assessment with the
recent changes in the mode of language instruction, getting familiar with alternative assessment
such as self-peer-portfolio assessment, developing scales to assess productive skills, and providing

the reliability and validity in assessment.

For instance, Ins. 3 said “Besides foundational concepts, | would look for practical,
workshop-style sessions as a part of such training —including rubric development, item writing,
assessing validity and reliability, curriculum alignment of tests, and item analysis.” In addition to
these topics, Ins, 5 mentioned he would like to learn “What to assess, when to assess, how to cross-
check, how to ensure reliability and validity of the tools, and how to assess receptive and
productive skills.”

Ins. 8 highlighted:
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“I"d like to learn more ways of assessing listening, as this seems to be the skill the least is
known about, and the assessment methods (listening to recordings and answering
questions) seem not have changed in 40 years; I’d also like to know more about using

writing/speaking to assess grammar, especially for higher level students.

In addition to assessing skills, the semi-structured interview revealed that the instructors
needed to learn more about alternative assessment tools and procedures. For instance, Ins. 6
pointed out “Alternative assessment tools and procedures can be shared in a kind of training
program on Language Testing and Assessment.” Similarly, Ins. 8. mentioned “I’d also like to learn
ways to do more effective self- and peer feedback/assessment; 1’d like to be able to do a proper
portfolio with students”.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND SUGGESTIONS

5.0. Introduction

This chapter starts with the discussion of research findings with references to the literature
in Chapter I1. It is followed by the conclusion of the research. Finally, pedagogical implications,

limitations and suggestions for future research are presented.
5.1. Discussion of the Findings

5.1.1. Discussion of the Findings of the First Research Question

This research study set out to explore the perceived training levels and training needs of
EFL instructors who were working at English language preparatory programs of non-state
universities in Turkey under three LTA domains: classroom-focused LTA, purposes of testing,
content and concepts of LTA. The last question in this research study sought to determine whether
there were any significant differences between ELT-graduate and non-ELT graduate-instructors

in terms of perceived training levels and needs.

The first research question sought to explore the perceived training levels of EFL
instructors. The results obtained from the preliminary analysis indicated that in all the domains of
LTA, EFL instructors had basic training, proving that there was a need for extensive training.
These results were consistent with the previous research (Ballidag, 2020; Biiyiikkarci, 2016;
Hasselgreen et al., 2004; Mede and Atay, 2017; Oz and Atay, 2017; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014). The
mean score for overall training levels for all three domains, i.e., classroom-focused LTA, purposes
of testing and content and concepts of testing were computed as 1,21. This mean score refers to
‘little training’ since the highest score is 2, which means ‘more advanced training’. Although the
present findings are consistent with previous research findings, there are also little differences in
the domains of LTA.
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The most trained domain was stated as content and concepts of LTA (M=1.25, SD=0.67).
This also accords with the previous findings in the research of Tamerer (2019) and Ballidag (2020).
In the current research, the most trained area in the content and concepts of LTA was found testing
and assessing micro-linguistic aspects of language, i.e., grammar and vocabulary (M=1.46,
SD=0.62). The result is consistent with the findings of Vogt and Tsagari (2014). The researchers
stated that only some aspects of LTA were found to be trained and it was the micro-linguistic
aspects of language, while the other aspects of language were found to be underdeveloped, which
is also consistent with the current research. Similar to Vogt and Tsagari (2014), Mede and Atay
(2017) found that the most trained area where in-service teachers felt comfortable much was testing
the micro-linguistic aspects of language. However, the most trained area in the content and
concepts of LTA in the research of Tamerer (2019) and Ballidag (2020) were found to be the
receptive and productive skills of language.

In the current study, the least trained area in the content and concepts of LTA was testing
and assessing the aspects of culture (M=0.91, SD=0.78) and using statistics to study the quality of
tests (M=1.02 SD=0.69). Assessing the aspects of culture had the lowest mean value which means
‘no training’. This result aligns with the findings of Tamerer (2019) and Ballidag (2020). In their
research study, assessing the aspects of culture was found to be the least trained area, however, the
mean scores were not as low as in the current study. Although in the current study the instructors
stated they received almost no or very little training, Tamerer (2019) and Ballidag (2020) found
the instructors were little trained in the area. Moreover, Mede and Atay (2017) reported that while
the instructors perceived themselves as moderately trained in assessing the aspects of culture, they
highlighted they needed basic training.

The second most trained domain was classroom focused LTA (M=1.23, SD=0.68). The
result is in agreement with Tamerer’s (2019) and Ballidag’s (2020) findings which showed that
the second most trained area was classroom focused LTA in their research. The area in which the
instructor felt most comfortable was found to be ‘giving feedback to students based on information
from tests/assessment’ (M=1.43, SD=0.71). This is also in accordance with the research study
conducted by Ballidag (2020). ‘using the European Language Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some
other portfolio” was found the least trained area of classroom focused LTA (M=1.06, SD=0.74),

69



indicating a very little training level. This finding observed in this study mirrored those of the
previous studies by Tamerer (2019), Ballidag (2020), Vogt and Tsagari (2014), who examined
classroom focused training levels of instructors. Especially Vogt and Tsagari (2014) pointed out
that alternative and innovative assessment types such as self-peer-portfolio assessment and the
European Language Portfolio (ELP) were critical and urgent areas to be mastered. Vogt and
Tsagari (2014) added that while the teachers reported they were aware of the terms ‘self-peer-
portfolio assessment’, they did not include them during their assessing practices. It is evident in
the literature that the ELP promotes self-assessment and provides a multidimensional assessment
(Hismanoglu and Hismanoglu, 2010; Little, 2005; Little and Perclova, 2001; Schneider and Lenz,
2001; Soriano, 2015; Stoicheva et. al 2009; Ziegler, 2014).Also, students were found to be more
confident in their learning process and could take an advantage from their peers. However, there
were concerns about the use of the ELP since they did not feel competent enough to adapt it to
their assessment procedures. (Stoicheva et. al 2009). Stoicheva et. al (2009) noted that teachers
were left without support from the institutions and national authorities, and some found the ELP
useless when the school adopted the strategy of pass/fail according to the summative assessment.
In addition, in the current research study, the data collected from the interviews indicated the
participants needed support to learn more about the peer and portfolio assessment. Moreover,
some instructors were hopeless to use the ELP since they believed first students must interiorise
the ELP and understand the functions and benefits of it well. Some instructors also mentioned that
because students got scores from end-of-year exams, analytic scoring was more useful and that

self-peer or portfolio assessment did not reflect the real language competency of students.

Depending on the interview findings, the reason why some instructors did not adopt the
ELP or self-peer assessment could be the fact that most preparatory programs followed more or
less similar assessment procedures, that they adopted mostly summative assessment where
students were evaluated with mid-year, end-of year tests, and that these designated their
achievement. Some instructors felt uncomfortable spending time for self-peer or portfolio
assessment, putting forward that they lost time with unrealistic purposes and that sometimes even
students were unaware of what they were doing and why they were doing it as one of the instructors
mentioned in the interviews. He stated that students were overly positive not to upset their friends

while giving feedback. One also pointed out that can-do statements did not represent their mistakes
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and did not help them at all for the summative assessment where their fate was determined, pass
or fail. It is striking from the interviews that most instructors were not knowledgeable and free

enough to adopt the ELP or self/peer assessment.

According to the instructors’ perceptions, the least trained domain was purposes of testing
(M=1.14, SD=0.67), which corroborates the findings of the studies by Tamerer (2019) and
Ballidag (2020). Although it was the least trained area, it was obvious that the instructors stated
they received little training. The most trained area in the purposes of testing was ‘finding out what
needs to be taught or learned” (M=1.56, SD=0.61), indicating that they received almost more
advanced training as the mean value was close to 2 (more advanced training). The least trained
area was found ‘awarding students final certificates from school/program: local, regional or
national level’ (M=0.61, SD=0.70), which was again consistent with the findings of the studies by
Tamerer (2019) and Ballidag (2020). Although the least trained domain of LTA was found the
purposes of testing in this research study, Mede and Atay (2017) revealed that purposes of testing
was the area where instructors felt most comfortable as they believed they were trained most in

this area.

5.1.2. Discussion of the Findings of the Second Research Question

As the second research question, perceived training needs of instructors who worked at
English preparatory programs in Turkey were explored under three domains: classroom focused
LTA, purposes of testing and content and concepts of testing. When the mean value of all domains
were computed regarding their perceived needs, it was found that they needed basic training
(M=1.03, SD=0.78), which seems to be consistent with the interview findings as well. Moreover,
the recent literature supports that although the teachers seemed they received some kind of training
in LTA during the pre-service and in-service practice, they were still in need of a basic training
program to broaden their current knowledge (Ballidag, 2020; Biiyiikkarci, 2016; Giraldo-
Avristizabal, 2018; Hakim, 2015; Hasselgreen et al., 2004; Jannati, 2015; Latif, 2021; Mede and
Atay, 2017; Olmezer-Oztiirk, 2021; Oz and Atay, 2017, Vogt and Tsagari, 2014; Xu and Brown,
2017; Yastibas and Takkag, 2018).
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The findings of the research indicated that in two of the domains of LTA which were
content and concepts of LTA (M=1.11, SD=0.78), and classroom-focused LTA (M=1.03,
SD=0.75), instructors stated that they needed a little training. The most training was needed in
‘establishing the reliability and validity of tests/assessment’ (M=1.24, SD=0.73) area in the content
and concepts of LTA domain. The results are consistent with the previous research of Mede and
Atay (2017), Tamerer (2019) and Ballidag (2020). When the results were compared with perceived
training levels, it was striking that the least trained area was testing and assessing culture with the
lowest mean value. However, as for the perceived training needs, instructors reported they would
like to receive the most training in establishing the reliability and validity of testing and then
assessing the aspects of culture (M=1.21, SD=0.72). The reason why they stated so was the fact
that reliability and validity are the basic principles that must be achieved in tests (Bachman and
Palmer, 1996). This was also found significant in some research studies in the literature. Fulcher
(2012) found that teachers were worried about the validity and reliability issues of the tests.
Similarly, Jannati (2015) concluded that instructors gave importance to reliability and validity.
According to the findings of the research by Giraldo-Aristizabal (2018), instructors considered
that tests had to achieve validity and reliability and that they had a positive washback effect on
students’ learning. Vogt and Tsagari (2014), on the other hand, highlighted that instructors’
assessment literacy was underdeveloped and that they could not evaluate the validity and reliability

of the tests critically.

The least training was needed in ‘testing and assessing micro-linguistic aspects (grammar
and vocabulary)’ (M=0.95, SD=0.84) and ‘testing and assessing productive skills (speaking and
writing)’ (M=0.95, SD=0.86), which accords with the previous research (Ballidag, 2020; Mede
and Atay, 2017; Tamerer, 2019). Comparing with the perceived training levels, instructors already
perceived themselves very competent in testing the micro-linguistic aspects and productive skills
of language, which also shows that the collected data about their training levels and needs are
consistent in the present study. In the interviews, the instructors also indicated they used a variety
of assessment procedures to assess grammar and vocabulary, i.e., multiple choice questions,
completing sentences, matching, ordering, informal dialogues, and ready-made tests. Although
they used a variety of techniques, they were provided with more alternative ways of assessment.

Moreover, while the instructors perceived themselves as the most trained in content and concepts
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and classroom-focused LTA, it is striking they still reported they needed the most training in these
areas. The reason why they would like to receive training in these domains might be the fact that
contents and concepts include very basic and significant foundations for assessment such as
assessing different skills of language, providing reliability and validity, and using statistics to
evaluate the test scores. Moreover, classroom assessment is so significant that they evaluate the
students in a multidimensional way through self-peer assessment, ready-made tests, informal and
continuous assessment, and the ELP and that they are also able to give feedback depending on all

these techniques.

The second domain where instructors needed training was classroom focused LTA
(M=1.03, SD=0.75). The most training was needed in ‘using the European Language Portfolio,
an adaptation of it or some other portfolio’ (M=1.30, SD=0.70), which supports the previous
research (Ballidag, 2020; Tamerer, 2019; Vogt and Tsagari, 2017) and ‘using informal,
continuous, non-test type of assessment’ (M=1.19, SD=0.75). It is also noticeable in the results
that instructors needed almost no training, or very little training, in ‘giving feedback to students
based on information from tests/assessment’ (M=0.90, SD=0.81) and ‘using ready-made tests from
textbook packages or from other sources’ (M=0.79, SD=0.74). Since most English preparatory
programs had a separate department for assessment and evaluation, the instructors did not deal
with the preparation of assessment related activities. Most of the formal and informal assessment
procedures and guidelines were provided by separate units and there were no or little rooms for
preparing their own assessment activities. Even if subjective evaluation was required in speaking
and writing skills, how to score, what steps are followed while scoring, or what scales are used
were explained thoroughly by the assessment and evaluation units, and these would not be left to
instructors’ own practices or judgements. Similarly, the materials that would be used during
teaching were arranged by material development units. The certificates depending on the results
of the students were given by the principal of the school, and again it reveals instructors were not
alone in all these testing and assessment procedures. Therefore, it is not surprising to find out the
instructors were confident in ‘using ready-made tests from textbook packages or from other

sources’ as theywere mostly doing these.
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As for the last domain which is the purposes of testing (M=0.96, SD=0.81) the instructors
stated they needed no training, but the mean value is very close to 1, which could be interpreted
as very little training. It seems they needed less training than basic training. There are similarities
between the findings of Ballidag (2020) and of this research. The participants in Ballidag’s (2020)
research also stated they needed less training than basic training in the purposes of testing domain.
In the current research, the highest mean value belonged to ‘placing students onto courses,
programs, etc.” (M=1.06, SD=0.79), indicating the need of basic training. However, they stated
they needed less training than basic training in ‘giving grades’ (M=0.79, SD=0.84) and ‘finding
out what needs to be taught/ learned’ (M=0.96, SD=0.82). The reason why they felt quite
comfortable in giving grades might be the situation that in most of the preparatory schools, answer
keys for receptive skills and micro-linguistic aspects of language, and scoring scales for productive
skills were provided beforehand, and the fact that this could made them feel confident and let them
think this was a reliable process. Similarly, finding out what needs to be taught and learned was
the second area where they needed less than basic training. This could be confirmed with the
interview findings. Most interviewed instructors explained why they assessed English knowledge
of their students and stated they would like to plan their way of teaching and curriculum according
to students’ needs, get information about their progress, and accordingly provide feedback. Thus,
they constantly checked the students and knew their needs. It also seems possible that they felt
confident in this area as they were always provided with the materials that would be used, as they
followed the syllabus given by the authorities, and because they were mainly dependent on the

strict schedule so that they could find out the needs easily.

5.1.3. Discussion of the Findings of Third Research Question

In order to analyse the difference between ELT and non-ELT graduates’ perceived training
levels and training needs under three domains of LTA which are classroom-focused LTA, purposes
of testing and content and concepts of LTA, six Mann-Whitney U-tests were computed. The results
for perceived training levels of ELT (Mdn=1.50, N=40) and non-ELT instructors (Mdn=1.08,
N=40) were found significant for classroom-focused LTA (U=463.50, p =00) with a medium effect
size r =-0,37. In addition, there was a significant difference between ELT (Mdn=1.25, N=40) and
non-ELT graduates’ (Mdn=1.00, N=40) perceived training levels in the purposes of testing
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(U=511, p = .01) with a medium effect size r = -0.32. Similar to previous domains, perceived
training levels of ELT (Mdn=1.50, N=40) and non-ELT graduates (Mdn=1.06, N=40) significantly
differed (U=438.50, p <.001) with a medium effect size r = -0,4 for the content and concepts of
LTA. It seems that ELT graduate instructors received more training compared to non-ELT
graduate instructors, and it was evident in their perceptions as well. Since the ELT graduate
instructors received a testing and assessment related course during their pre-service years, this
finding is not surprising. However, some of the non-ELT graduates received formal training to
become English language teachers after graduating from English related departments such as
English Language and Literature, American Literature, Translation and Interpretation Studies.
Overall, 26 of the participants stated they did not receive any testing and assessment related course
in their pre-service trainings, while 54 of them mentioned they received training. Besides, 64 of
the participants highlighted they had learnt something about language testing and assessment in
theory or practice during their in-service years. Considering these, the training programs they
attended during the pre-service and in-service years were not effective or sufficient enough for
non-ELT graduates. It was also obvious in the interviews that ELT graduates were comfortable
with their language assessment knowledge and practices although they were eager to learn more
about LTA.

As for the perceived training needs of ELT and non-ELT graduates, no significant
difference was detected for all of the domains. Both the ELT and non-ELT graduates’ perceived
training needs were similar. This is quite expected since both groups worked as English language
instructors, and they shared similar responsibilities. Therefore, their needs might have been found

similar.

In the literature, there were some studies exploring the demographic background’s effect
on assessment literacy. For example, Hakim (2015) and Jannati (2015) explored the effect of the
years of experience. While Jannati (2015) found no significant difference, Hakim (2015) found
out that experienced instructors gave importance to the reliability and validity more than less-
experienced instructors did. Similarly, Xu and Brown (2017) investigated the effect of gender, age,
experience and found out these variables had limited effect on assessment literacy, and the

researchers put forward the need of context-dependent training sessions. Although there were
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studies about some demographic features, no recent research explored the impact of the graduated

program. Therefore, no comparisons could be made about this issue.

To conclude, the EFL instructors working in an English preparatory school of a non-state
university had an unsatisfactory level of training on LTA literacy, and they needed extensive
training about language assessment and testing both in theory and practice. This result corroborates
with the literature as well (Ballidag, 2020; Biiyiikkarci, 2016; Giraldo-Aristizabal, 2018; Hakim,
2015; Hasselgreen et al., 2004; Jannati, 2015; Latif, 2021; Mede and Atay, 2017; Olmezer-Oztiirk,
2021; Oz and Atay, 2017, Vogt and Tsagari, 2014; Xu and Brown, 2017; Yastibas and Takkag,
2018).

5.2. Conclusion

The research attempted to explore perceived training levels and training needs of EFL
instructors working in English preparatory programs in Turkey. One of the most significant
findings to emerge from the research was that instructors had limited knowledge about LTA. The
most trained domain was found to be ‘Content and Concepts of LTA’ (M=1.25, SD=0.67). The
most trained area in the content and concepts of LTA was ‘testing and assessing micro-linguistics
aspects’ with the highest mean value (M=1.46, SD=0.62), and it was followed by testing and
assessing productive skills (M=1.43, SD=0.63). It was also evident in the interviews that
instructors were quite confident in assessing grammar and vocabulary. However, the least trained
area in the content and concepts of LTA was the testing and assessing aspects of culture with a
lower mean value (M=0.91, SD=0.78). Classroom focused LTA (M=1.23, SD=0.68) was the
second most trained domain. In this domain, the most trained area was ‘Giving feedback to
students based on information from tests/assessment” (M=1.43, SD=0.71), while the least trained
area was ‘Using the European Language Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some other portfolio’
(M=1.06, SD=0.74). Similarly, in the interviews, the instructors mentioned portfolio assessment
was not successful in their classrooms, and some did not favour it since they believed it did not
provide the real assessment. Some also highlighted they were not knowledge enough; and they
were concerned with its effectiveness. Finally, the least trained domain was the ‘Purposes of
Testing’ (M=1.14, SD=0.67).
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The most trained area in this domain was ‘Finding out what needs to be taught and learned
(M=1.56, SD=0.61), while the least trained area was ‘Awarding final certificates (from
school/program; local, regional or national level)’ (M=0.61, SD=0.70). The interviewed instructors
mentioned they tested the students for instructional purposes such as planning their teaching and
curriculum and adjusting their pace accordingly. However, none of the instructors told they
conducted assessment for awarding final certificates, while they were describing the purposes of
assessment. All in all, the instructors were found to be little trained, and there was insufficiency in

their training.

The second aim of the research was to find out the training needs of EFL instructors. In the
‘Content and concepts of LTA’ (M=1.11, SD=0.78) and ‘Classroom-focused LTA’(M=1.03,
SD=0.75), they stated they needed basic training. Although the least trained domain was perceived
as the ‘purposes of testing’ in the questionnaire, they stated they needed the most training in the
‘Content and Concepts of LTA’. The reason for this might be because basic concepts such as
reliability, validity, assessment of receptive, productive skills and micro-linguistic aspects of
language underpin the language testing and assessment, and they give much more importance to
this domain. However, the least training was needed in the purposes of testing (M=0.96, SD=0.81),
although they perceived this domain as the least trained domain of LTA. The mean value indicated
they needed no training, but as the mean value is very close to 1, it could be interpreted that they
almost needed basic training. Not surprisingly, the most training was needed in ‘Establishing
reliability and validity of tests/assessment’ (M=1.24, SD=0.73), aspects of culture (M=1.21,
SD=0.72) in the domain of content and concepts. Considering the instructors’ assessment practices,
it was evident they did not construct classroom tests and formal tests, and thus they did not
experience and practice these. As also mentioned in the instructors’ perceived training levels,
‘Using the European Language Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some other portfolio’ was less
trained, and it was found they needed the most training in this area in the domain of classroom-
focused LTA (M=1.30, SD=0.70). Besides, they highlighted they needed basic training in ‘Using
informal, continuous, non-test type of assessment’(M=1.19 SD=0.75) and ‘Using self or peer-
assessment’(M=1.19, SD=0.75). The instructors also mentioned in the interviews that there was

inefficacy in self and peer-assessment, which corroborated with the quantitative findings. In
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consistent with the perceived training levels, the most training needed in ‘Placing students onto
courses, programs, etc.” (M=1.06, SD=0.79). and ‘Awarding final certificates (from
school/program; local, regional, or national level)’ (M=1.04, SD=0.80).

On the question of difference between ELT and non-ELT graduates in terms of perceived
training levels and training needs, this research found that ELT and non-ELT graduates’ perceived
training levels were significantly different in all domains of LTA. However, no significant result
was observed in ELT and non-ELT graduates’ training needs, indicating both groups needed the

same level of training.

5.3. Pedagogical Implications

The research has a number of implications. One of the issues emerging from the research
was that EFL instructors did not consider themselves as sufficiently trained in LTA, and they
highlighted they needed further training. Pre-service training might not have been satisfactory.
More research in exploring the efficiency of pre-service language testing and assessment courses
should be conducted; thus, the weaknesses should be detected so that the course could be enriched
with activities where they could practice the theoretical knowledge they have learned during the
sessions. Many ELT departments have just one language testing course throughout the program.
More courses relating to language testing should be presented to the pre-service teachers so that
they would feel competent enough. In addition, hands-on experience could contribute to their
teaching and language assessment literacy. It is always more effective to learn by experiencing

than just reading the theories, which makes the practice important.

Beside the pre-service training, in-service training courses play a significant role.
Instructors should be supported with continuous work-shop style practical in-service training
sessions, especially including topics as alternative assessment, validity and reliability, assessment
of different language skills and aspects of culture, placing students onto courses and programs,
and awarding certificates to learners. Although there were no significant differences in the training
levels of ELT and non-ELT graduates, more support could be given to non-ELT graduate
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instructors with in-service training courses since significance differences were observed in the
perceived training levels. Similar to the investigation of effectiveness of pre-service trainings, the
effectiveness of these in-service training programs should be questioned at the end of every
education year, and weak areas must be found out and strengthened accordingly.

Moreover, it was evident in the interviews that the EFL instructors did not effectively use
self-peer-portfolio assessment and gave more importance to summative assessment. Instructors
must be informed that formative assessment is significant for improving students’ language
achievement. They should equip themselves with these recent and more alternative assessment

methods.

This research outlined the training topics for the EFL instructors currently working in
English preparatory programs of Foreign Languages Schools and suggested a syllabus for LTA
training. The prepared extensive training syllabus of LTA could be used in all preparatory
programs in Turkey, and it aims to improve EFL instructors’ language assessment literacy.
However, further research could be conducted to investigate the strengths and weaknesses of the

training syllabus.

5.4. Limitations and Suggestions

A number of important limitations need to be considered. First of all, the sample size was
small. Since the survey participation was requested via email, the participation was lower than
expected. The sample size could be larger if the data collection could be conducted face-to-face.
The setting of the research study was non-state universities in Turkey. Although all the non-state
universities were aimed to be included in the research, some of them could not be reached due to
the fact that some university websites were not up to date and did not include instructors’ email
addresses. It could have been better to include state universities from various cities to gain much
more understanding of the views of EFL instructors working at English Preparatory Programs in
Turkey. Thirdly, since the focus of the research was to shed light on the perceived training levels
and the needs of EFL instructors and accordingly suggest a training syllabus, the language testing
and assessment practices were of importance to better understand their needs and design a training
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syllabus. In other words, classroom practices could provide information whether the perceived
language testing and assessment trainings were implemented or to what degree it was implemented
during teaching. Thus, in addition to survey and written interviews, conducting classroom
observations and making field notes about instructors’ language testing and assessment practices
could have provided great amount of data to interpret. Moreover, some of the answers given to the
written interviews were not sufficient to analyse and interpret. The reason for this could be there
was no guiding interviewer as in face-to-face interviews. Last but not least, investigating students’
perceptions and views about the instructors’ LTA practices could have offered variety to the
current situation. However, it should be noted that each context is distinctive, and the training

needs of instructors may vary regarding schools, teaching practices, aims, and students.

It is also important to mention that most instructors were not responsible for the design and
preparation of tests in this context. They were provided with testing tools, the syllabus, and
materials by the separate units in the school. This might have caused them to feel as if they did not

need extensive training or advanced knowledge about testing and assessing.

To conclude, although the scope of the research was relatively limited, it contributed to the
literature by revealing the perceived training levels and needs of EFL instructors on LTA domains
and examined the educational background’s effect on perceived training needs and levels.
According to the findings of the research, extensive training is of great importance to support
reliable and valid testing and assessing practices, and to equip instructors with tools for preparing

alternative and more dynamic assessing activities rather than traditional methods.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

THE QUESTIONNAIRE
Part I: Demographic Information
Gender
Male
Female
Age
22-24
25-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
60+
How long have you been teaching?
less than a year
1-3 years
4-7 years
8-11 years
12-15 years
16-19 years
20+

What is your nationality?

What subjects/ skills of English language are you teaching?
Listening

Reading

Speaking
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Writing

Grammar

Vocabulary

Your responsibilities at school:

Instructor

Unit coordinator

Head of department at school

Principal

Course coordinator

Did you study language testing and assessment course when you were at university?
Yes

No

During your in-service teacher training, have you learned something about testing and
assessment (in theory and practice)?

Yes

No

What is your major?

English Language Teaching

English Language and Literature

American Language and Literature

Translation and Interpretation

Other: ---

What is the highest level of degree you have received?
MA

BA

PhD

Which M.A / PhD program did you graduate from?

Part I1. Questionnaire
Training in Language Testing and Assessment (LTA)
Part 1. Classroom Focused LTA
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Part 1.1. Please specify to what degree you WERE TRAINED in the following statements.
Not at all (0)/ A little (1) / More advanced (2)

a) Preparing classroom tests

b) Using ready-made tests from textbook packages or from other sources
¢) Giving feedback to students based on information from tests/assessment
d) Using self- or peer-assessment

e) Using informal, continuous, non-test type of assessment

f) Using the European Language Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some other portfolio

Part 1.2. Please specify to what degree you NEED TRAINING in the following statements.

None (0) / Yes, basic training (1) / Yes, more advance training (2)

a) Preparing classroom tests

b) Using ready-made tests from textbook packages or from other sources
¢) Giving feedback to students based on information from tests/assessment
d) Using self- or peer-assessment

e) Using informal, continuous, non-test type of assessment

) Using the European Language Portfolio, an adaptation of it or some other portfolio

Part 2. Purposes of Testing

Part 2.1 Please specify to what degree you WERE TRAINED in the following statements.
Not at all (0)/ A little (1) / More advanced (2)

a) Giving grades
b) Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned
¢) Placing students onto courses, programs, etc.

d) Awarding final certificates (from school/program; local, regional or national level)

2.2. Please specify to what degree you NEED TRAINING in the following statements.

None (0) / Yes, basic training (1) / Yes, more advance training (2)
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a) Giving grades

b) Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned

¢) Placing students onto courses, programs, etc.

d) Awarding final certificates (from school/program; local, regional or national level

Part 3. Content and Concepts of LTA
3.1. Please specify to what degree you WERE TRAINED in the following statements.

Not at all (0)/ A little (1) / More advanced (2)

1. Testing/Assessing:

a) Receptive skills (reading/listening)

b) Productive skills (speaking/writing)

¢) Micro-linguistic aspects (grammar/vocabulary)
d) Integrated language skills

e) Aspects of culture

2.Establishing reliability of tests/assessment
3.Establishing validity of tests/assessment

4. Using statistics to study the quality of tests/assessment

3.2. Please specify to what degree you NEED TRAINING in the following statements.
None (0) / Yes, basic training (1) / Yes, more advance training (2)
1.Testing/Assessing:

a) Receptive skills (reading/listening)

b) Productive skills (speaking/writing)

c) Micro-linguistic aspects (grammar/vocabulary)

d) Integrated language skills

e) Aspects of culture

2.Establishing reliability of tests/assessment

3.Establishing validity of tests/assessment

4. Using statistics to study the quality of tests/assessment
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APPENDIX B
WRITTEN INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Written Interview Questions

Please write your answers below.

1. How do you assess English language knowledge of your students in the classroom? What

kind of instruments do you use? Can you attach any of those instruments please?

2. Why do you assess English knowledge of your students?

3. How can you assess different English language skills? Please give details about your

practices.

3.1. Do you know about more recent LTA methods (e.g., portfolio assessment, self-or peer-

assessment, dynamic assessment)2 Have you ever tried them? How was ite

4. Do you feel you are knowledgeable and skilled enough to assess English language

knowledge of your students?2 Why / Why not?

5. If there was a training about Language Testing and Assessment, what topics would you like

to be included?
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APPENDIX C

THE SUGGESTED TRAINING SYLLABUS

Module Main Headings Sub-headings Notes
1. What is assessment? Suggested Task 1: Instructors
2. Teaching and Assessment should keep a learning
3. Assessment Types journal reflecting their
(Formative-Summative) experiences, newly learned
4. Assessment and Evaluation | topics and their self-
5. Purposes of Assessment assessment.
(Instructional, Student Suggested Task 2: Teaching-
) Centred and Administrative) Assessment Reflection

Introduction to N ) _

6. Qualities of good Questionnaire!. Instructors
Module 1 Assessment

Basic Concepts

assessment

(Alignment, Validity,
Reliability, Fairness,
Washback, Practicality)

7. What is the best assessment
method? (Via project and
discussion)

8. Online Assessment Tools
(LMS, Google Classroom,
Edmodo, Kahoot, etc.)

will be able to reflect upon
their teaching practices and
thus considering assessment

practices.

Assessment

Procedures

1. Test Specification

(Discussion and Pair work)

Suggested Task 3 (Group
Work): Instructors choose
one skill and level. Write test

specifications accordingly.

1 Questionnaire: What is most important in teaching a language? (Appendix E) (Cheng and Fox, 2017, p. 23)
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Module 2 Classroom Focused | 1. Classroom Assessment Suggested Task 4 (Pair
Language Procedures and Tools Work): Instructors prepare
Assessment (Essay questions, Multiple- classroom tests in pairs.
choice questions, True or false | Instructors should give
questions, Oral presentation, feedback for one another’s
Writing Portfolio, Self- classroom tests and discuss
assessment, Peer Assessment, | how to improve them.
Portfolio Assessment)
2. Alternative Assessment:
Portfolio Assessment
Module 3 Assessing Micro- Why to assess vocabulary? Suggested Task 5: Evaluation
linguistic and Vocabulary Assessment of assessment materials in
Cultural Aspects of | Methods and Tools terms of cultural aspects.
Language Why to assess grammar?
Grammar Assessment Suggested Task 6: Needs
Methods and Tools Analysis for Intercultural
Cultural Aspects in Topics. Instructors can
Assessment Tasks conduct a needs analysis to
Conducting Needs Analysis find out what cultural topics
for Intercultural Topics students are into so that they
Integration of Multi-Cultural | can be aware of those cultural
Aspects into Tests aspects and include them in
their assessment practices.
Module 4 Receptive Skills Why to Assess Reading?

Assessment
(Reading and
Listening)

Reading Assessment Methods
and Tools

Why to Assess Listening?
Listening Assessment
Methods and Tools
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Reading Test

Improving a ready-made

reading test

Suggested Task 7: Instructors
improve a ready-made
reading test which already
exists and discuss the weak
points and strengths of these

tests.

Listening Test

Improving a ready-made

listening test

Suggested Task 8: Instructors
improve a ready-made
listening test which already
exists and discuss the weak
points and strengths of these

tests.

Module 5

Productive Skills
Assessment
(Speaking and
Writing)

Why to assess speaking?
Speaking Assessment methods
and tools

Speaking Scales

Validity and Reliability in
Speaking Assessment

Giving Feedback in Speaking

Assessment

Why to assess writing?
Writing Assessment methods
and tools

Scoring Procedures for
Writing Assessment

Writing Scales

Validity and Reliability in
Writing Assessment

Portfolio Assessment

Suggested Task 9: Instructors
can evaluate different level
writing tasks via different
scales. They can compare
their final scores and discuss

the reasons for discrepancy.
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Giving Feedback in Writing

Assessment

Speaking/Writing
Tasks

Improving ready-made
Speaking/Writing Tasks

Suggested Task 10:
Instructors improve ready-
made speaking and writing
tasks which already exist and
discuss the weak points and

strengths of these tasks.

Module 6 Describing Test Scores Suggested Task 11:
Analysing Test Tasks Instructors can analyse test
Statistics for Making Statistical Inferences | scores of a selected skill in
assessment one of their classroom and
make statistical inferences
accordingly.
Module 7 Feedback Presenting Reflections

Feedback about the Training
(Suggestions and

Improvements)
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APPENDIX E

THE QUESTIONNAIRE: WHAT IS MOST IMPORTANT IN TEACHING A

LANGUAGE? (CHENG AND FOX, 2017, P. 23)

Disagree

. When | teach a language, my
primary focus is on the rules of

grammar.

0

Memorizing vocabulary is essential

in learning a new language.

First and foremost, the needs of my

students determine what | teach.

Day-to-day interaction with my
students guides what we will learn

next, and how we will learn it.

Understanding of the literature,
culture, and history of a language is
the most important reason for

teaching a language.

| plan all of my lessons in advance
in relation to predetermined goals

for learning.

It is important to teach what the
syllabus or textbook tells me to
teach, to ensure the aims of the

course are systematically met.
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Before teaching a new course, | start
by defining what my students
should know and be able to do by

the end of the course.

| prefer to negotiate the content we
will cover during a course directly

with my students.

10.

The quality of learning increases

when it is meaningful to a learner.

11.

Students learn the most when they

are actively engaged.

12.

It is impossible to predict what an
individual student will learn, but |
will help each student to learn as

much as possible.

13.

My overall plan is to let language
learning just happen freely and

naturally in my classroom.

14.

How and what | teach depends
directly on what seems to work with

the greatest number of students.

15.

| always begin a course by
identifying my students’ needs and

interests.
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16.

The ongoing process of learning is
most important — not the content we
cover, the products, or the

outcomes.

17.

I’11 try any approach that I think will
work to support my students’

learning.

18.

It is important to correct any and all

student mistakes.

19.

Unplanned and spontaneous student
interaction promotes the most

meaningful language learning.

20.

My main focus is on the long-term

goals of my course.

21.

Who | am working with determines

what and how I teach a language.

22.

| need to constantly reflect on my
teaching with a view to modifying
my goals in relation to my students’

day-to-day development.

23.

| do not expect all of my students to
achieve the same outcomes, because

every student is different.
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24,

The best and brightest students in

my class deserve the most attention.

25.

Who is in my class is not as

important as what | am teaching.

26.

| continuously evaluate my
students’ learning in relation to the
learning outcomes defined for my

course.

27.

Students only value what is graded

and marked.

28.

Students’ achievement increases
when classrooms are highly

competitive.

29.

All language in the class must be
monitored and corrected by the
teacher, because if students are
exposed to errors, they will learn

and reproduce them.

30.

Teachers must plan and then follow
their plans in teaching a language
class, because digressions waste

everyone’s time.

31.

Incidental or unexpected learning is
not as important as predetermined

course outcomes.
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32.

Spontaneous and free-flowing
interaction is essential in learning to

use a new language.

33.

Idon’tknowexactlywhatl’mgoingto

teach until I’'m actually teaching it.

34.

Every language task, activity, or
experience should be undertaken
with a clear purpose or goal in

mind.

35.

| define the learning outcomes of
my course first, and then | design
the tasks and activities that will help

my students achieve them.

36.

Students learn the most when some-
thing is personally interesting or

useful.
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