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Introduction

Foreign language teaching is an important issue in many countries. Therefore, English courses are
implemented into the curriculum beginning from early ages in primary school to university including
preparatory classes and vocational language courses at universities. During this long language learning
process, improving students’ foreign language skills and identifying their strengths and weaknesses in
the target language require a very detailed and talented work. One of the key steps in this process is
assessing students (Koh, 2011).

Davidheiser (2013, p. 1) states that “assessment has been historically used as a prime indicator of
student success related to education and used to detect and highlight differences in student learning in
order to rank students according to their achievement”. Given that the uses of assessment in language
classroom include many types of traditional to authentic assessments, the ability to interpret and use
the data gathered from the classroom assessments necessitates the teachers to be equipped with the
necessary knowledge on assessment (assessment literacy). In other words, the need to possess
knowledge and skills in the area of language assessment has certainly increased since the results of
these student assessments give direction to both teachers’ professional development and students’
learning, as well as their future academic career.

Up to date, assessment literacy has been broadly discussed and researched in the context of teacher
education and development. However, there are not many studies in the context of language
assessment literacy (Pill & Harding, 2013). This area needs a lot more research because English teachers
are accepted as the only experts in language teaching and its assessment, especially in the contexts
where English is taught as a foreign language. That is to say, the teachers of English are usually alone in
assessing students language skills, whose results are used locally and often by stake holders. Therefore,
this study aims to explore the assessment literacies of English teachers in a foreign language learning
context. While doing so, this study attempts to find out if years of experience and the degrees that
teachers hold make any difference in their levels of assessment literacy.

Definitions and Related Research

Assessment literacy was first defined by the American Federation of Teachers (1990), although the
term “assessment literacy” was not used at the time. They defined assessment competencies as “the
knowledge and skills critical to teacher’s role as educator”. American Federation of Teachers described
teacher competencies in educational assessment of students, and these competencies included
selecting assessment methods, developing assessment methods, developing valid student grading
procedures, communicating assessment results, and recognizing unethical, illegal and inappropriate
methods of assessment.

The later studies described assessment literacy as to “have a basic understanding of the meaning of
high- and low-quality assessment and are able to apply that knowledge to various measures of student
achievement (Stiggins, 1991, cited in Gotch, 2012: 17), and “teachers’ familiarity with those
measurement basics related directly to what goes on in classrooms” (Popham, 2009, p. 4).

Among the studies focusing on pre-service teachers’ assessment literacy, Volante and Fazio (2007)
found that pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy levels of assessment literacy were low and that the
majority of the candidates used the assessment for only summative purposes. In another study, Smith et
al, (2013) firstly described pre-service students’ assessment literacy levels, and then made an
intervention to see whether or not their learning and assessment literacy levels would improve. The
result showed that, after the intervention, both the levels of assessment literacy and their learning
improved significantly. Many other studies focused on in-service teachers’ assessment literacy levels. In
Davidheiser’s study (2013), the core subject teachers with 0-3 years of experience were found to have
lower levels of assessment literacy than the teachers’ with 4-10 and 11-20 years of experience. Mertler
(2003) sought for the differences in assessment levels of pre-service and in-service teachers. He found

334



Kagan BUYUKKARCI — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 6(3), 2016, 333-346

that in-service teacher assessment literacy levels were significantly higher than the pre-service teachers’
levels, which shows that classroom experience is a significant variable.

Some other studies, although not many, were carried out to describe language teachers’ assessment
literacy levels. For example, Fulcher (2012), in her study, tried to obtain information about language
teachers’ assessment needs, and found that “language teachers are very much aware of a variety of
assessment needs that are not currently catered for in the existing materials designed to improve
assessment literacy” (p. 125). In another study conducted to identify the training needs of language
teachers in the area of language testing and assessment, Vogt et al. (2008) found that two third of the
teachers received training in language testing and assessment, but a high percentage of them stated
that they had not received any training in different types of classroom focused language testing and
assessment activities.

Assessment Courses during Pre-service Language Teacher Education in Turkey

In order to become an English Language teacher, all students have to finish four year-education at
the faculties of education in Turkey. All departments have some common courses such as “psychology of
education, educational technologies and material development, etc.” Among these courses, there is
only one common course for all departments, “measurement and evaluation”, which focuses on student
assessment. For ELT departments, in addition to the department specific courses, there is only extra
course related to assessment: “testing and evaluation in foreign language education”. In addition to
these courses, ELT students and all other departments take “school practice course, in which they go to
schools and observe in-service teachers and students. During their visits at schools, the teacher
candidates observe not only teachers’ language teaching methods, but they also try to learn how
teachers test and evaluate their students’ outcomes.

In Turkey, the graduates of other faculties such as “English Language and Literature, American
Culture and Literature, Translation and Interpreting Department, English Linguistics, and Translation
Studies” can also get common courses of faculty of education and two ELT specific courses to become
English teachers. However, they do not get any courses on testing and assessment of foreign language.

Method
Participants

The participants of the current study are thirty two non-native English teachers from different levels
of education (primary schools and universities), who are graduates of different universities in Turkey.
Their age range from 23-58. Twelve of these foreign language teachers teach at primary and high
schools. The rest of them are lecturers at the foreign language schools at universities and teach English
at preparatory classes. Collecting data from different levels has an advantage of getting an overall view
about teachers’ assessment literacy levels. The descriptive information about language teachers’
experience in the field and their educational background are presented in Table 1 and Table 2.

Table 1

Experience Levels of English Teachers.
Experience Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
0-3 years 6 18.80 18.80 18.80
4-10 years 17 53.10 53.10 71.90
11-20 years 7 21.90 21.90 93.80
21-35 years 2 6.30 6.30 100.00
Total 32 100.00 100.00
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As Table 1 shows, six of the teachers have 0-3 years of experience. Most of the teachers (n= 17) have
4-11 years of experience, and seven of them have been teaching English for 11-20 years, and two of the
participants can be considered to be very experienced having 21-35 years of experience. These teachers’
educational background is displayed in Table 2.

Table 2

Educational Background of English Teachers.
Educational Background Frequency Percent  Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
B.A. 20 62.50 62.50 62.50
M.A. 6 18.80 18.80 81.30
Ph.D 6 18.80 18.80 100.00
TOTAL 32 100.00 100.00

Twenty of the English teachers (p= 62.50%) have bachelor’s degree. On the other hand, six of the
participants have master’s degree and the last six teachers hold a Ph.D. degree.

Data Collection Tools and Procedure

“Assessment Literacy Inventory”, developed by Mertler and Campbell (2005), was used for collecting
the data. The Assessment Literacy Inventory (ALI) consists of five scenarios, and each of the scenarios is
followed by seven questions. Some of the items of the inventory intend to measure general concepts
that are related to testing and assessment, including the use of assessment activities for assigning
student grades and communicating the results of assessments to students and parents; other items are
related to knowledge of standardized testing, and the remaining items are related to classroom
assessment. The reliability coefficient was found to be .52, which is satisfactory. In this inventory, the
lowest score is zero, and the highest score that teachers can get is 35. A sample scenario and selected
items of Mertler and Campbell’ (2005: appendix) inventory are as follows:

Scenario #1

Ms. O’Connor, a math teacher, questions how well her 10th grade students are able to apply what
they have learned in class to situations encountered in their everyday lives. Although the teacher’s
manual contains numerous items to test understanding of mathematical concepts, she is not convinced
that giving a paper-and-pencil test is the best method for determining what she wants to know.

1- Based on the above scenario, the type of assessment that would best answer Ms. O’Connor’s
question is called a/an

A. Performance assessment.

B. Authentic assessment.

C. Extended response assessment.
D. Standardized test.

2- In order to grade her students’ knowledge accurately and consistently, Ms. O’Connor would be well
advised to

A. Identify criteria from the unit objectives and create a scoring rubric.

B. Develop a scoring rubric after getting a feel for what students can do.

C. Consider student performance on similar types of assignments.

D. Consult with experienced colleagues about criteria that has been used in the past.
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3- To get a general impression of how well her students perform in mathematics in comparison to
other 10th graders, Ms. O’Connor administers a standardized math test. This practice is acceptable only
if

A. The reliability of the standardized test does not exceed .60.

B. The standardized test is administered individually to students.

C. The content of the standardized test is well known to students.

D. The comparison group is comprised of grade level peers.

The data were collected during the first semester (14 weeks) of the 2013-2014 academic years.

Considering the fact that most teachers do not like to be tested on any field of their professional career,
the researcher took only volunteering participants in this study in order to get reliable results.

Results

In this section, the analysis, findings, and their discussions of the data are presented. The data were
analyzed statistically using SPSS 20. The ALI results of teachers in terms of their work experience are
given in Table 3.

Table 3

Differences based on Teachers’ Work Experience.
Experience X n Std. Deviation
0-3 years 13.00 6 3.79
4-10 years 13.41 17 4.12
11-20 years 12.57 7 3.73
21-35 years 9.50 2 3.53
Total 12.90 32 3.88

As can be seen in Table 3, new teachers (n=6) mean score in ALl is 13 out of 35 points. This mean
score shows that even the newly graduated teachers, generally expected to have more up-to-date
knowledge than more experienced ones, do not have sufficient knowledge about assessing their
students. The teachers who have 4-10 years of experience in the ELT field (n=17) got almost the same
score, although slightly higher, from the inventory (X=13.41) with less experienced teachers.

The teachers with 11-20 years of teaching experience (n= 7) had lower mean score than the previous
two group of teachers (X=12.57). The most experienced group of teachers (21-35 years in the field) got
the lowest score in assessment literacy inventory (X=9.50), which means they could answer only nine
questions correctly. Overall performance of all groups of English teachers on the 35 items was found to
be 12.90. This average score is much different from the earlier studies (Davidheiser, 2013; Perry, 2013),
in which the average assessment literacy scores of teachers were found to be 23 and 24 respectively.
The ALl scores of teachers in terms of their educational background are presented in Table 4.

Table 4

Differences based on Teachers’ Educational Backgrounds.
Level of Education X N Std. Deviation
B.A. 12.95 20 431
M.A. 14.50 6 3.33
Doctoral 11.16 6 2.31
Total 12.90 32 3.88
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The teachers who hold a BA degree (n=20) had 12.95 from ALI. The ones with an MA degree (n=
6) got the highest score (x= 14.50), and the teachers who hold a Ph.D. degree got the lowest score from
the inventory. The t-test results of teacher in terms of their experience are given in Table 5 below. In
order to find out the differences in terms of teachers’ demographic differences, four groups are reduced
into two groups: teachers with 0-10 years of experience, and 11-35 years of experience.

Table 5

T-Test Results of ALl in Terms of Experience.
Year of Experience n X S df t p
0-10 years 23 13.30 3.95 30 .92 .36
11-35 years 9 11.88 3.72

In Table 5, it can be seen that there is not a statistically significant difference (p=.363) between
the scores of teachers with 0-10 years of experience (x= 13.30) and the ones with 11-35 years of
experience (x= 11.88). So, it is not possible to say that more experienced teachers would have more
knowledge in assessing their students. Although teachers with 0-10 years of experience seem to score
more than their counter parts, they could only score 13 questions correctly out of 35.

Similarly, three groups of teachers in terms of their degrees (BA, MA, and Ph.D.) were reduced to
teachers with BA and the ones who hold a post-graduate degree to show if holding a post-graduate
degree makes any difference in assessment literacy. The t-test results of ALl in terms of teachers’ level
of education are presented in Table 6.

Table 6

T-Test Results of ALl based on Level of Education.
Level of Education n X S df t p
B.A. 20 12.95 431 30 .08 .93
Post-graduate 12 12.83 3.24

The results shown in Table 6 indicates that there is not a statistically significant difference (p=.93)
between the teachers holding BA degree (X=12.95) and the ones holding a post-graduate degree
(x=12.83).

Discussion, Conclusion

Assessment is undeniably an important part of learning and teaching process. Therefore, improving
assessment literacy is a must for foreign language teachers entering language classes. Malone (2011)
indicates that “assessment can and should integrate with teaching, forming a relationship in which the
two inform and improve each other. However, this relationship cannot develop when language teachers
do not have adequate training in assessment” (p.1). Keeping these in mind, this study aimed to discover
the assessment literacies of English language teachers. Also, it had the purpose of investigating whether
year of experience and the educational level of foreign language teachers make any difference on their
level of assessment literacy.

In line with previous studies (Davidheiser, 2013; Vogt et al., 2008), findings of the present study,
firstly, indicate that the in-service English teachers, whether at universities or in primary education
schools (primary, secondary, or high schools), have a very low level of assessment literacy, and thus,
these language teachers need further training in language assessment. Another finding is that, contrary
to Davidheiser’s study (2013), year of experience does not make a significant difference in the levels of
assessment literacy. Moreover, the less experienced teachers (0-10 years in the field), although not
statistically significant, were found to have more knowledge than the more experienced ones (11-35
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years in the field). That is to say, the more years language teachers spend in teaching English, the more
they seem to forget about language assessment.

Popham (2011) states: “Not many experienced teachers know much about testing, so new teachers
are unlikely to get much assessment succor from their colleagues once they start teaching. Accordingly,
preservice assessment literacy needs to be promoted at a reasonable degree of depth” (p. 272). In order
to overcome this problem, there are some steps to take: firstly, adding new courses into the ELT
departments’ curriculum related to assessment during pre-service language teacher education is a must
in addition to the common assessment courses with other departments. Secondly, it is important to
decide the content of these courses in order to provide these future teachers with necessary
assessment literacy knowledge. That is, foreign language teachers need to be trained differently from
other students of faculty of education as assessment in language classes requires testing different
language skills (reading, listening, etc.).

Third finding is that teachers’ level of education (BA, MA, or Ph.D.) does not have any impact on their
assessment literacy levels. This finding indicates that not only teachers are deprived of sufficient training
in assessment during pre-service education, but they also do not get adequate number of courses and
training during their post-graduate studies. Popham (2009, p.11) stated in his study that “it seems that
assessment literacy is a commodity needed by teachers for their own long-term well-being, and for the
educational well-being of their students”. Therefore, these emerging findings suggest that foreign
language teachers need in-depth in-service training not only on knowledge in language assessment but
also on skills and principles of classroom assessment. Also, contrary to common applications that use
assessment for only summative purposes, assessing students’ foreign language learning should be a part
of professional development.

Although the current study is limited in the number of participants, it still sheds light on the
assessment literacy deficiencies of foreign language teachers in Turkey. It is suggested for further
studies to have a larger sample of teachers and to gather data utilizing multiple instruments to identify
the aspects of language assessment literacy on which teachers need training.
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Tirkge Suiriim

Girig
Yabanci dil 6gretimi pek cok llkede oldukga 6nem verilen bir konudur. Bu yiizden ingilizce dersleri
erken yaslardan baslayarak okul mifredatlarina (ilkokuldan Gniversiteye kadar) konulmaktadir. Bu uzun
6grenme slirecinde 6grencilerin yabanci dil becerilerinin gelistirilmesi, onlarin zayif ve glgli yonlerinin

belirlenmesi oldukga ayrintil ve beceri isteyen bir ¢alisma gerektirmektedir ve bu calismalarin en
onemlilerinden birisi de 6grenci ¢alismalarinin degerlendirilmeleridir (Koh, 2011).

Davidheiser (2013) 6grencileri basarilarina gére degerlendirmenin onlarin egitim basarilarinin temel
bir gostergesi oldugunu ve o6grencilerin basari siralamasina koyulmasinda kullanildigini belirtmistir.
Degerlendirmenin klasik ve alternatif degerlendirmeyi de iceren pek ¢ok c¢esidi oldugunu
dusindigimuizde sinif ici degerlendirmesinden toplanan verilerin yorumlanmasi ve sonrasinda
kullanilmasi  6gretmenlerin  degerlendirme sireciyle ilgili gerekli bilgilere sahip olmalarini
gerektirmektedir (Degerlendirme okur-yazarhgi). Diger bir deyisle bu alanda gerekli bilgilere sahip olmak
hayati 6nem tasimaktadir ¢lnki yapilan degerlendirmeler 6grenme siirecini, 6grencinin gelecek
yasamini ve 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimleri agisindan oldukga dnemlidir.

Bu gline kadar degerlendirme okur-yazarligl 6gretmen yetistirme ve 6gretmen gelisimi alanlarinda
oldukga fazla arastiriimig ve tartisiimistir. Fakat dil egitiminde okur-yazarlik konusunda ¢ok fazla ¢alisma
bulunmamaktadir(Pill & Harding, 2013). Bu alanda daha fazla calismaya ihtiyac vardir ¢linkii ingilizce
ogretmenleri (6zellikle bu dilin yabanci dil olarak 6gretildigi yerlerde) degerlendirmeyi yapabilecek tek
uzman olarak kabul edilmektedir. Yani ingilizce &gretmenleri &grencilerini degerlendirirken kendi
baslarinadir. Bu yiizden yapilan bu galismanin amaci ingilizce dgretmenlerinin degerlendirme okur-
yazarlik diizeylerini belirlemektir. Ayni zamanda bu c¢alisma meslekte c¢alisma siresinin ve alinan
lisanststi derecelerin degerlendirme okur-yazarlik seviyesine etki edip etmedigini bulmayi
amaglamaktadir.

Tanimlar ve ilgili Arastirmalar

O zamanlar bu terim kullanilmasa da degerlendirme okur-yazarhigi ilk olarak Amerikan Ogretmen
Federasyonu (1990) tarafindan tanimlanmistir. Bunu degerlendirme yeterliligi olarak adlandirmislar ve
“6gretmenin egitimci rolinin 6nemli bir pargasi olan bilgi ve beceriler” olarak tanimlamislardir.
Amerikan Ogretmenler Federasyonu 6grencilerin egitim degerlendirmelerinde tanimladigi 6gretmen
yeterlilikleri degerlendirme ydntemleri, degerlendirme ydntemlerinin gelistirilmesi, gegerliligi olan not
verme yontemleri, degerlendirme sonuglarinin aktariimasi ve etik, yasal ve uygun olmayan
degerlendirme yontemlerinin fark edebilmesini icermektedir.

Daha sonra yapilan calismalar ise degerlendirme okur-yazarhigini “disiik ve ylksek kalitede
degerlendirmenin anlasiimasi ve 0Ogrenci basarisinin degisik 6lgme araglariyla ilgili bilgileri
uygulayabilme” olarak tanimlamislardir (Stiggins, 1991, cited in Gotch, 2012: 17). Popham (2009) bu
terimi 6gretmenlerin sinif ici egitimle dogrudan iliskili olan degerlendirmenin temellerine olan asinaligi
olarak tanimlamistir.

Fazio (2007) 6gretmen adaylarinin degerlendirme okur-yazarligina odaklandigi ¢alismasinda onlarin
degerlendirme okur-yazarlik 6z yeterlilik seviyelerinin disiik oldugunu ve bu aday Ogretmenlerin
degerlendirmeyi sadece not verme amaciyla kullandiklarini bulmustur. Bir diger ¢alismada ise Smith et al
(2013) 6gretmen adaylarinin degerlendirme okur-yazarlik seviyelerini bulmayi ve sonrasinda yapilacak
egitimle bu seviyenin degisimi gozlemek istemislerdir. Calismanin sonuglar gostermistir ki egitimden
sonra 6grencilerin hem degerlendirme okur-yazarlk seviyeleri hem de 6grenme diizeyleri artmistir. Ayni
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alanda yapilan pek ¢ok diger ¢alismadan biri olan Davidheiser’in arastirmasinda 0-3 yil deneyimi olan
alan o6gretmenlerin degerlendirme okur-yazarlik seviyelerinin 4-10 ve 11-20 yil deneyime sahip
O6gretmenlerden daha disik oldugunu bulmustur. Mertler’in (2003) ¢alismasinda ise aday 6gretmenlerle
aktif olarak 6gretmenlik yapanlarin degerlendirme okur-yazarlik seviyeleri arasindaki fark arastirilmistir.
Calismanin sonucunda 6gretmenlerin bu alandaki bilgi dizeylerinin aday 6gretmenlere gore anlamli
dizeyde yuksek oldugu sonucuna varmis ve bunun deneyimin degerlendirme okur-yazarhgina olumlu
etki yarattigini séylemistir.

Fazla sayida olmasa da yapilan bazi galismalar yabanci dil 6gretmenlerinin degerlendirme okur-
yazarlik seviyelerine odaklanmistir. Ornegin Fulcher (2012) dil 6gretmenlerinin degerlendirme alanindaki
ihtiyaglarini arastirdigi ¢alismasinin sonucunda 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme okur-yazarlik dizeylerini
yukseltmek igin gelistirilen materyallerin bu 6gretmenlerin ihtiyaglarini karsilamadigini ortaya
koymustur. Yapilan bir diger calismada ise Vogt et al. (2008) 6gretmenlerin Ggcte ikisinin dilde 6lgme
degerlendirme alaninda egitim aldigini ancak bunlarin sinif-ici yabanci dil degerlendirmenin degisik
yontemleri ile ilgili hi¢ egitim almadiklarini ortaya ¢ikarmistir.

Tiirkiye’deki Universitelerde Yabanci Dil Ogretmenligi Alaninda Verilen Degerlendirme Dersleri

Ogretmen olmadan dnce dgrenciler doért yillik egitim fakiiltesi egitimini tamamlamak zorundadirlar.
Tdm branslardaki 6gretmen adaylarinin ortak olarak aldig “egitim felsefesi, 6gretim ilke ve yontemleri,
vb.” gibi bazi dersler vardir. Ancak 6grencilerin degerlendirilmesi ile ilgili tek ortak ders “Glgme ve
degerlendirme” dir. ingilizce 6gretmenligi alaninda buna ek olarak verilen “yabanci dil dgretiminde
olgme ve degerlendirme” adli bir ders bulunmaktadir. Bu derslere ek olarak 6gretmen adaylari gittikleri
staj okullarinda o6gretmenlerin dil 6gretim yontemlerinin yani sira onlarin 6grencilerini nasil

degerlendirdiklerini de gozlerler.

Egitim fakiltelerinin yani sira 6gretmen olmak icin formasyon egitimi alan bazi bélim 6grencileri de
(ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati, Amerikan Kdiltir ve Edebiyati, vb.) 6gretmen olabilmektedir. Formasyon
egitiminde her ne kadar ingilizce Ogretmenlik alaniyla ilgili iki ders alsalar da yabanci dilde dlgme
degerlendirme ile ilgili herhangi bir ders almamaktadirlar.

Yontem
Katilimcilar

Bu calismaya Turkiye’deki farkh Gniversitelerden mezun olmus ve egitim kurumlarindaki degisik
seviyelerde (ilkokuldan Universiteye kadar) calisan otuz iki ingilizce 6gretmeni katilmistir. Yaslari 23-58
arasinda olan bu 6gretmenlerden 12 tanesi ilkokul ve liselerde 6gretmenlik yaparken diger 20 6gretmen
ise Universitelerde ingilizce okutmani olarak calismaktadir. Calismada farkli seviyelerdeki kurumlarda
calisan 6gretmenlerden toplanan veriler Tirkiye’deki ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin degerlendirme okur-
yazarligi hakkinda genel bir fikir edinmek icin bir avantaj saglamaktadir. Asagida verilen Tablo 1 ve 2'de
ogretmenler hakkinda betimleyici bilgiler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1

ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Mesleki Deneyimleri.
Deneyim n X Gegerli Yiizde Toplam Yiizde
0-3 yil 6 18.80 18.80 18.80
4-10 yil 17 53.10 53.10 71.90
11-20 yil 7 21.90 21.90 93.80
21-35yil 2 6.30 6.30 100.00
Toplam 32 100.00 100.00
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Tablo 1'de gériilecegi gibi 6 6gretmenin 0-3 arasi mesleki deneyimi bulunmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin
¢ogunlugu ise (n=17) ise 4-11 yil arasi diger 7 6gretmenin 11-20 ve son 2 6gretmenin 21-35 arasi mesleki
tecruibesi bulunmaktadir. Bu 6gretmenlerin egitim gegcmisleri asagida Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2

ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin E§itim Gegmisleri.
Egitim Seviyesi n X Gegerli Yizde Toplam Yiuzde
Lisans 20 62.50 62.50 62.50
Y.lisans 6 18.80 18.80 81.30
Doktora 6 18.80 18.80 100.0
TOPLAM 32 100.0 100.0

20 ogretmen (X=% 62.50) lisans derecesine sahiptir. Diger yandan 6 6gretmen vyiiksek lisans
derecesine sahip iken 6 6gretmen de doktora derecesine sahiptir.

Veri Toplama Araglari ve Uygulama Siireci

Mertler ve Campbell tarafindan (2005) gelistirilen “Assessment Literacy Inventory” (Degerlendirme
Okur-Yazarhk Envanteri) veri toplama araci olarak kullanilmistir. Bu envanter 5 senaryodan olusmaktadir
ve her bir senaryo ise onlari takip eden 7 sorudan olusmaktadir. Bu sorulardan bazilari 6lgme
degerlendirme ile ilgili su genel kavramlari 6lgmeyi amaglamaktadir: 6grencilere not vermede kullanilan
degerlendirme aktiviteleri, yapilan degerlendirmelerin 6grenciye ve velilere bildirilmesi. Diger sorular ise
standart sinavlarile ilgili bilgileri ve bazilari ise sinif i¢i degerlendirme ile ilgilidir. Yapilan 6lglimlerinde
guvenilirlik katsayisi .52 olarak bulunmustur. Bu envanterde en disiik skor O (sifir) ve alinabilecek en
yuksek skor 35 (otuz bes) dir. Asagida 6rnek bir senaryo verilmistir (Mertler, 2005: Ek):

Senaryo #1

Matematik 6gretmeni olan O’Connor 10. Sinif 6grencilerinin derste 6grendigi bilgileri glinlik
yasamlarina nasil uyguladiklarini 6grenmek istiyor. Ogretmen kilavuz kitabinda matematiksel
kavramlarin nasil test edilecegini 6lcmek icin pek ¢ok yol gosterilse de bu 6gretmen yazili bir sinavla bu
istedigi seyleri 6lgcemeyecegini diistinlyor.

1- Yukaridaki senaryoyu temel alarak, O’Connor’in aradigl degerlendirme tiirli nedir?
A. performans degerlendirme.
B. otantik (6zgiin) degerlendirme.
C. uzun yanit degerlendirme.
D. standart test.
2- Ogrencilerinin bilgilerini dogru ve istikrarli sekilde 6lgmek icin O’Connor’a tavsiye edilebilecek sey:
A. Unite hedeflerinden kriterler belirlemek ve bir degerlendirme yonergesi hazirlamak.
B. 6grencilerin ne yapabilecegini tahmin ettikten sonra bir degerlendirme yonergesi hazirlamak.
C. benzer tip d6devlerle 6grenci performansini gz 6niinde bulundurmak.

D. deneyimli meslektaslarla gecmiste kullanilan kriterleri gortismek.

3- Kendi 6grencilerinin diger onuncu siniflarla matematik performanslarini kiyaslamak icin O’Connor
standart bir matematik testi uyguluyor. Bu uygulama ancak su sekilde kabul edilebilir:

A. Standart testin glvenilirlik katsayisi .60’ gegmezse.
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B. Standart test 6grencilere bireysel olarak uygulanirsa.

C. Standart testin icerigi 6grenciler tarafindan iyi bilinirse.

D. Karsilastirilan grup ayni seviye akranlardan olusursa.

Calismanin verileri 2013-2014 akademik yili giiz déneminde toplanmistir. Ogretmenlerin genel olarak

mesleki anlamda sinanmayi istemedikleri distinllerek verilerin saglikli ve guvenilir olmasi adina
¢alismaya yalnizca gonulli 6gretmenler dahil edilmistir.

Bulgular

Bu bolimde calismanin verileri sunulacak ve analiz edilecektir. Daha sonra ise bu veriler
tartigilacaktir. Toplanan veriler SPSS 20 istatistik programi ile analiz edilmistir. Envanterden mesleki
deneyim ile elde edilen verilen Tablo 3’de verilmistir.

Tablo 3

Ogretmenlerin Mesleki Deneyimleri ve Dederlendirme Okur-Yazarlik Sonuclari.

Deneyim Ortalama(X) n Standart sapma
0-3 il 13.00 6 3.79
4-10yil 13.41 17 4.12
11-20 yil 12.57 7 3.73
21-35yil 9.50 2 3.53
Toplam 12.90 32 3.88

Tablo 3’de goruldugi gibi yeni 6gretmenlerin (n=6) 35 puan lzerinden ortalamalari 13’tir. Yeni
mezun sayildiklari icin bilgilerinin daha 6nce mezun olmus meslektaslarina oranla daha giincel oldugu
dusindlen bu grup 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerini degerlendirmek icin yeterli bilgiye sahip olmadiklari
goriilmektedir. 4-10 yil arasi deneyime sahip olan ingilizce 6gretmenleri (n=17) de bir énceki grup ile
neredeyse ayni ortalamaya sahip olduklari gérilmektedir (x=13.41).

Ogretmenlerden 11-20 yil arasi deneyime sahip olanlarin (n=7) ortalama puanlari diger iki gruba gére
daha dusik gikmistir (x=12.57). En deneyimli grup (21-35 yil arasi) ise diger tim gruplar iginde en dasik
puani almiglardir (x=9.50). Yani 35 sorudan sadece 9 soru cevaplayabilmislerdir. Tim gruplarin
ortalamasi ise 12.90 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonug¢ Davidheiser (2013) ve Perry (2013)'nin (ortalama
sonuglar sirasiyla: 24 ve 23) calismalarindan oldukca farkh c¢ikmistir. Asagida verilen Tablo 4’de
ogretmenlerin egitim durumlarina gore ¢ikan sonuglar gosterilmistir.

Tablo 4

Ogretmenlerin E§itim Gegmisleri ve Dederlendirme Okur-Yazarlik Sonuglari.

Egitim Seviyesi Ortalama (X) N Standart Sapma

Lisans 12.95 20 431

Y.Lisans 14.50 6 3.33

Doktora 11.16 6 2.31
Toplam 12.90 32 3.88

Lisans derecesine sahip olan 6gretmenler (n=20) bu envanterden ortalama olarak 12.95 puan
almislardir. Yiiksek lisans derecesine sahip 6gretmenlerin (n=6) ortalama puani 14.50 olarak bulunmus
ve son olarak doktora derecesi olan 6gretmenler (n=6) ise bu maddelerden ortalama 11.16 puan
alabilmiglerdir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki deneyimlerinin anlamh bir fark yaratip yaratmadigini anlamak
amaciyla bu grup, 0-10 yil deneyime sahip olanlar ve 11-35 yil deneyime sahip olan 6gretmenler olarak
ikiye ayrilmistir ve sonuclar t-test analizi ile asagida Tablo 5’de verilmistir.

343



Kagan BUYUKKARCI — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 6(3), 2016, 333-346

Tablo 5

Mesleki Deneyim ve Dederlendirme Okur-Yazarlik iliskisi.

Mesleki Deneyim n X S df t p
0-10 yil 23 13.30 3.95 30 .92 .36
11-35 yil 9 11.88 3.72

Tablo 5’'de goruldugi gibi, 0-10 yil deneyime sahip 6gretmenler (X=13.30) ve 11-35 yil deneyime
sahip ogretmenler (X=11.88) arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunamamistir (p=.36). Dolayisiyla daha
deneyimli 6gretmenlerin bu konuda daha ¢ok bilgiye sahip olacagini séylemek miumkiin degildir. 0-10 yil
deneyime sahip 6gretmenlerin sonucu her ne kadar daha deneyimli meslektaglarina gore yuksek olsa da
ortalamalari 35 sorudan ancak 13 soru civarindadir.

Ogretmenlerin egitim seviyelerinin arasinda degerlendirme okur-yazarligi baglaminda anlamli bir fark
olup olmadigini gérmek adina yine deneyim ile benzer sekilde bu 6gretmenler lisans derecesi ile mezun
ve lisansusti egitim almis olanlar olarak ikiye ayrilmis ve t-test analiz yapilmis ve sonuglar asagida Tablo
6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6

Egitim Derecesi ve Dederlendirme Okur-Yazarlik iliskisi.

Egitim Seviyesi n X S df t p
Lisans 20 12.95 431 30 .08 .93
Lisansustl 12 12.83 3.24

Tablo 6’da da acik olarak gorilmektedir ki lisans (X=12.95) ve lisansiistii (X=12.83) egitim almis
O6gretmenler arasinda anlamli bir fark ortaya ¢ikmamistir (p=.93).

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Degerlendirme 6gretme-6grenme sirecinin ayrilmaz bir pargasidir. Bu yiizden degerlendirme okur-
yazarlik seviyesinin gelistirilmesi yabanci dil 6gretmenleri icin kaginilmazdir. Malone (2011) ¢alismasinda
degerlendirmenin ve 0Ogretme slrecinin birbirini gelistirecek sekilde entegre olmasi gerektigini
belirtmistir. Fakat 6gretme ve degerlendirme arasindaki iliskinin gelismesi ancak degerlendirme alaninda
alinacak vyeterli ve ciddi bir egitimle mimkiindir. Bu calismanin amaci ingilizce &gretmenlerinin
degerlendirme okur-yazarlk seviyelerinin belirlenmesidir. Ayrica yapilan bu c¢alisma, 6gretmenlerin
mesleki deneyim ve aldiklar egitimlerin degerlendirme okur-yazarlik seviyelerinde bir fark yaratip
yaratmadigi arastirmayi amaglamistir..

ilk olarak bu c¢alismanin sonuclari yapilan énceki calismalarla paralel bir sekilde (Davidheiser, 2013;
Vogt et al., 2008) gostermistir ki ingilizce dgretmenlerinin (ilkokuldan {iniversiteye kadar olan tiim
seviyelerde) degerlendirme okur-yazarhk seviyeleri oldukca diistktir. Bu arastirmanin bir diger sonucu
ise Davidheiser’in (2013) yaptig1 ¢calismanin aksine, mesleki deneyimin 6gretmenlerin bu alandaki bilgi
seviyelerine anlamli bir katki saglamadigidir. Bu ek olarak daha az deneyimli 6gretmenlerin (0-10 yil), her
ne kadar anlamh bir fark olmasa da, daha deneyimli 6gretmenlere (11-35 yil) gére daha yiiksek bir bilgi
seviyesine sahip olduklari gorUlmistir. Yani 6gretmenlerin meslek icinde gegirdikleri siire onlarin
degerlendirme okur-yazarlik seviyelerinde diisliise neden olmaktadir.

Popham’a (2011) gore az sayidaki deneyimli 6gretmen 6lgme alaninda yeterli bilgiye sahiptir ve
dolayisiyla yeni 6gretmenlerin bu meslektaslarindan 6lgme-degerlendirme alaninda yeni bilgiler
dgrenme olasiligl azdir. Bu sorunu asmak icin bazi adimlar atiimahdir. Oncelikle ingilizce Ogretmenligi
programlarinin miifredatlarina degerlendirme ile ilgili yeni dersler eklemek gerekmektedir. Ayrica dlgme
ve degerlendirme ile ilgili derslerin icerikleri tekrar gézden gegirilerek bu alanla ilgili daha gtincel bilgiler
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daha kalici sekilde anlatiimalidir. Yani yabanci dil 6gretmenligi alaninda egitim alan 6grencilerin, egitim
fakiltelerinin diger branslarindaki 6grencilerinden daha farkli olarak egitilmeleri gerekmektedir ¢linku
yabanci dil egitiminde temel becerilerin (okuma, dinleme, yazma, konusma) her birinin degerlendirilmesi
icin gerekli olan bilgiler ve olctilecek yapilar farkhdir.

Calismanin bir baska sonucu ise degerlendirme okur-yazarligi alaninda, sadece lisans egitimi alan ve
lisanstUstl egitim alan 6gretmenler arasinda bilgi diizeyinde anlamli bir fark olmamasidir. Bu sonug
gostermektedir ki 6gretmenler ne lisans dlizeyinde ne de lisansisti egitim seviyesinde 6lgme-
degerlendirme ile ilgili yeterli ders almamakta ve/ya aldiklari dersler ingilizce 6gretmenlerini bu alanda
yeterli seviyeye getirmemektedir. Popham (2009) c¢alismasinda degerlendirmenin, 6gretmenlerin ve
Ogrencilerin uzun vadede ihtiyaglari olan bir iriin olarak tanimlamistir. Bu sebeple, bu ¢alismanin
sonuglari gdstermektedir ki ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin hem yabanci dilde 6lgme-degerlendirme alaninda
hem de sinif ici degerlendirme alaninda kapsamli bir egitime ihtiyacglari bulunmaktadir. Ayrica bilinenin
aksine yapilan 0Ogrenci degerlendirmelerinin yalnizca not verme amaciyla kullanilmamaldir, ayni
zamanda bu tir degerlendirmeler mesleki gelisimin ve 6grenme siirecinin ayrilmaz bir pargasi olarak
kabul edilmelidir.

Bu ¢alisma, her ne kadar sinirli sayida katilimci ingilizce 6gretmeni ile yapilmis olsa da degerlendirme
okur-yazarligi ile ilgili eksikliklere 1sik tutmasi agisindan énemlidir. Daha sonraki ¢alismalarin daha fazla
O0gretmen ile ve daha ayrintili veri toplama yontemleri kullanilarak gergeklestirilmesi bu alana katki
saglayacaktir.
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