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degerlendirme seviyelerinin disik oldugu, ancak olgme ve degerlendirme ihtiyaci
duymadiklari tespit edilmistir. Ayrica ingilizce dgretmenlerinin farkli akademik 6lgme
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degerlendirme okuryazarligi Gizerinde biyik bir etkisi oldugu goérilmustir.
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Introduction

How language teachers design, implement, evaluate, and exploit assessment has been studied
extensively (Brunfaut, 2014; Fulcher, 2012; Jiang, 2017; Rea—Dickins, 2004; Tsagari, 2016; Vogt, Tsagari
and Spanoudis, 2020). Apparently, the assessment training offered in language teacher training
programs has received considerable attention (Coombe, Vafadar and Mohebbi, 2020; Hill and
McNamara, 2011; Leung, 2009; Scarino, 2013). To offer the best possible assessment content to
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trainees, all aspects and uses of assessment have been discussed widely, especially within the context of
teacher-training programs (Davies, 2008; Hill, 2017; Leung, 2009; Levi and Inbar-Lourie, 2020; Malone,
2013; Purpura, 2016; Vogt and Tsagari, 2014; Wall and Taylor, 2014). In this respect, teacher
“assessment literacy” has received wider attention, and the research on it has blossomed (Alderson,
Brunfaut and Harding, 2017; Brunfaut, 2014; McNamara, 2014; Menken, Hudson and Leung, 2014;
Taylor, 2009; Tsagari, 2020; Vogt, Tsagari and Csépes, 2020).

As the research on LAL has been expanding, it still needs to be enriched by data obtained from
different language education contexts. As highlighted by Inbar-Lourie (2017), Kremmel and Harding
(2020), and Vogt et al. (2020a)*, the LAL of ELT teachers needs to be studied locally and cross-culturally
to build up a global body of knowledge. Since the evidence on LAL is scarce in Turkey, this study
attempted to provide data from the English as a foreign language (EFL) education in the Turkish context
to contribute to evolving empirical evidence on LAL. Moreover, as LAL has not received enough interest,
there is a need to attract the attention of language teachers, teacher trainers, and other authorities to
its essential role in language education and hence, pave the way for designing teacher training programs
that can increase teacher assessment literacy.

Literature Review

LAL has inspired the research on what English teachers know about assessment and how they
practice it. Hasselgreen, Carlsen, and Helness (2004) indicated that the participants lacked proper
training, knowledge, and skills and needed in-service training. Vogt and Tsagari (2014) replicated the
research conducted by Hasselgreen et al. (2004) and found that undergraduate programs did not help
teachers master the basic concepts of assessment and practical skills and they tried to compensate for
their assessment-related insufficiency themselves and demanded in-service training in assessment.
Similarly, Tsagari and Vogt (2017) reiterated that undergraduate programs did not prepare ELT teachers
well enough in terms of LAL. They were inclined to go back to traditional assessment practice and
required training. Likewise, Vogt et al. (2020b)* reported that although teachers adopted a traditional
assessment approach to testing, learners were content with it. They also pointed out low LAL levels for
both teachers and learners as well as the need for assessment training for both groups. Vogt et al.
(2020a) also pointed out that the contextual factors influenced how teachers perceived the notion of
assessment, their LAL levels, and the need for assessment training. In a recent study, Levi and Inbar-
Lourie (2020) noted that teachers’ LAL was formed by generic assessment, language-specific
assessment, and contextual factors. They partially benefited from what they learned in generic
assessment training and mostly disregarded language-related construct components when preparing
their assessment tasks.

Similarly, the quality and content of the assessment courses offered for foreign language teachers at
the universities have also captured the attention of the researchers. Bailey and Brown (1996) and Brown
and Bailey (2008) investigated the content of the assessment courses and compared the results across
twelve years. It was found that the assessment courses dealing with the fundamentals of assessment
were evolving gradually. In another study, Shohamy, Inbar-Lourie, and Poehner (2008) concluded that
teacher training in assessment was inadequate, and teachers followed a traditional assessment and
merely assessed the linguistic aspects of language. From a different, yet similar, perspective Xu and Liu
(2009) reported that the training teachers received and their experience formed their knowledge base.
However, how they practiced assessment was also controlled by their need to conform to group norms
in a given context. Likewise, Jin (2010) found that the assessment courses offered to train teachers were
adequate in the content; however, that theoretical knowledge was not put into practice adequately.
Following a similar line of inquiry, Scarino (2013) indicated that teachers needed to develop their
theoretical knowledge base and be ready to implement context-sensitive assessment practices. Lam
(2015) demonstrated that the language assessment training pre-service teachers received in Hong Kong

" Vogt et al., (2020a) refers hereafter to Vogt, Tsagari and Spanoudis (2020).
' Vogt et al. (2020b) refers hereafter toVogt, Tsagari and Csépes (2020).
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was inadequate and far from bridging the gap between theory and practice. Likewise, Gan and Lam
(2020) revealed that language assessment training was not enough to meet teachers’ classroom-based
assessment needs in the Chinese context. Nevertheless, they did not want to receive advanced training
due to various personal and contextual factors.

In Turkey, LAL has not been a popular topic among researchers. Mede and Atay (2017) found that
teachers’ LAL was limited concerning classroom-based assessment and assessment-related concepts,
but good regarding testing grammar and vocabulary. Olmezer-Ozturk and Aydin (2018) shared the
psychometric properties of Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS); however, they did not report
anything about teachers’ LAL. Apparently, enough data on LAL have not been accumulated in the
Turkish EFL context. The research is scarce, and the ones carried out so far are not broad enough to
provide insights into the ELT teachers’ LAL in Turkey. Consequently, this study attempted to characterize
their LAL and training needs by including the undergraduate programs the English teachers graduated
from. It also focused on how the English teachers in Istanbul, Turkey evaluated the sufficiency of
assessment training in pre-service education and their need for in-service training in assessment. More
specifically the study focused on the following research questions:

1. Do Turkish EFL teachers perceive pre-service assessment training to be sufficient?

2. To what extent do Turkish EFL teachers feel the need for in-service training in assessment?

3. Do the undergraduate departments Turkish EFL teachers graduate from affect their LAL levels?

4. Do the undergraduate departments Turkish EFL teachers graduate from affect their perception of the
need for in-service training in assessment?

Methodology
Participants

ELT teachers in Turkey have different pre-service education backgrounds. In addition to the
graduates of English Teaching Departments, those of the Western Languages, English Language and
Literature, American Literature, Linguistics, American Culture Studies, English Literature and Cultural
Studies, American Literature and Cultural Studies, English Translation and Interpretation departments
also serve as English teachers (Isik and Isik, 2020). Whereas the ELT majors are required to take an
assessment course, the students in other departments are not.

Taking this diversity in their academic background into account, this study aimed to investigate their
LAL. Through cluster sampling, 15 K-12 schools and five universities were identified, and the
questionnaire used by Vogt and Tsagari (2014) was sent electronically to 207 teachers and 183 of the
teachers answered the questionnaire and sent it back. Thirty-two teachers were teaching in primary, 41
in secondary, 54 in high schools, and 56 in universities. Two ELT teachers who graduated from the
American Literature and Cultural Studies and one from Linguistics answered the questionnaire.
However, they were excluded from the study for the sake of simplicity. Thus, the participants were from
only three different undergraduate programs, ELT, English Language and Literature (ELL), and English
Translation and Interpretation (ETI). The pre-service education background of the participants is
summarized in Table 1, and the number of teachers receiving in-service assessment training in Table 2.

Table 1.

The distribution of EFL teachers by pre-service education background

Undergraduate Pprogram N Percentage
ELT 90 50

ELL 53 294

ETI 37 20.6
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Table 2.
The assessment-related in-service training the EFL teachers have received so far

ELT ELL ETI
Number of teachers receiving in-service assessment training 3(1.7%) 2(1.1%) O
Frequency of in-service training 1 1 0

For the interview, the interviewees were selected from among the EFL teachers who answered the
questionnaire through stratified random sampling considering the size of the teacher population from
each academic background to cover one-tenth of them. Namely, 9 ELT, 5 ELL, and 4 ETI graduates were
interviewed.

Data Collection

Using a mixed-methods research design, the data were collected via the questionnaire and the
follow-up interviews in December 2019.

Teachers’ Questionnaire

The data were gathered using the teachers’ questionnaire adapted by Vogt and Tsagari (2014) (see
Appendix 1). As only three teachers reported that they received in-service training, they were excluded
from the analysis to focus only on pre-service training. The questionnaire was administered to the
teachers in the final month of the semester. Vogt and Tsagari (2014) found that Cronbach’s alpha for
internal consistency reliability of subsections of the questionnaire changed from .78 to .93. For this
study, Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .81 to .87, indicating high internal consistency reliability.

Follow-up Interviews

The guiding questions from Vogt and Tsagari (2014) were used for the interviews (see Appendix 2).
They were held in the week after the questionnaire was given to the teachers. The researcher
interviewed one teacher at a time and recorded the interview. The recordings were transcribed for
analysis.

Data Analysis

SPSS was used to analyze the data obtained from the questionnaires. The responses were analyzed
through descriptive statistics to obtain frequencies and percentages. One-way ANOVA was used to
compare the data elicited from the teachers who graduated from the ELT, ELL, and ETI departments, and
to determine if there were any significant differences among these groups. For multiple comparisons, a
post-hoc Scheffe test was used. The data elicited from the interviews were categorized, coded, and the
frequencies and percentages were presented.

Results
Teacher Questionnaire

The data obtained from the teacher questionnaire are discussed in three parts, namely, classroom-
focused assessment literacy, the purposes of assessment, and the content and concepts of assessment
literacy. To see if there was a significant difference among the three groups, their responses were
compared item-wise. The results showed a clear difference between the ELT graduates and non-ELT
graduates regarding the assessment course received in the undergraduate programs. As the assessment
was a mandatory course in their undergraduate programs, ELT graduates differed significantly from the
others in receiving training in “preparing classroom tests”. Likewise, as for “productive and receptive

skills”, “integrated skills”, “grammar, and vocabulary”, and “using statistics” ELT graduates differed from
the others (see Appendix 3 for the detailed findings).
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Classroom-Focused Assessment Literacy

Table 3 summarizes the assessment-related training the participants received in their pre-service
education and the need for training in classroom-focused assessment literacy.

Table 3.
Classroom- focused assessment literacy and need for training
Training Received Training Needed
ELT ELL ETI ELT ELL ETI
F* p** F P F P F P F P F P

Preparing Ngt atall 0O 00 20 38 22 60 Nor?e 86 96 53 100 35 95
classroom tests A little 8 9 32 60 15 41 Basic 3 33 0 00 2 54

Advanced 81 91 1 1.9 0 0 Advanced 0O 00 O 00 O 0.0
Ready-made th atall 33 37 51 96 35 95 Nor?e 73 81 53 100 35 95
tests A little 53 59 2 38 2 54 Basic 16 18 0 00 2 54

Advanced 2 2.2 0O 00 0 0.0 Advanced 0O 00 O 00 O 0.0
Giving feedback  Notatall 81 90 53 100 37 100 None 8 94 53 100 36 97
based on A little 8 8.9 0 00 0 0.0 Basic 4 44 0 00 1 27
assessment Advanced 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 Advanced 0 00 O 00 0 o00
Self-/Peer- th atall 8 93 53 100 37 100 Nor?e 8 93 53 100 35 95
assessment Alittle 5 56 0 00 0 0.0 Basic 5 56 0 00 2 54

Advanced 0 0.0 0 00 O 0.0 Advanced 0 00 O 00 O 0.0
informal th atall 79 8 53 100 37 100 Nor?e 77 86 49 93 29 78
assessment A little 9 10 0 0.0 0 0.0 Basic 12 13 4 75 8 22

Advanced 0 0.0 0 00 O 0.0 Advanced 0O 00 O 00 O 0.0

Notatall 53 59 44 83 29 78 None 47 52 27 51 20 54
ELP or Portfolio A little 35 39 8 15 7 19 Basic 37 41 26 49 17 46

Advanced 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.7 Advanced 5 56 0 00 0 00

*F: Frequency  **P: Percentage

What is prominent in Table 3 is that the “preparing classroom tests” item, was the only noticeably
marked item as “more advanced” in this subsection. Concerning the training needed, the items in this
subsection show a homogenous distribution. The only common item marked as “basic training” is “using
European Language Portfolio”. The rest of the items are generally marked as “none”.

The table indicates that most of the ELT graduates received advanced training in “preparing
classroom tests”, whereas, almost none of the ELL graduates and ETI graduates received such training.
In terms of training needed in preparing classroom tests, almost all the teachers irrespective of their
academic backgrounds indicated that they did not need any training.

Considering the “use of ready-made” tests, as about three-fifths of the ELT graduates reported “a
little training”, the rest mentioned “no training”. Almost all the ELL and the ETI graduates stated that
they did not take any training. For training needed for the “use of ready-made tests”, the majority of the
ELT graduates and all the ELL, and nearly all the ETI graduates did not indicate any need.

For the item “giving feedback based on assessment”, all the graduates gave similar answers and
stated that they did not receive any training, and they did not need any training. “Self-assessment and
peer-assessment” was the other item that received the same answer from all the participants. They
mentioned that they did not take any training on this topic and they did not need any training. The
picture is no different for the “informal assessment” item, the participants did not report any received
training and any need for training.
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For the “ELP and portfolio” the majority of the ELT graduates and most of the ELL and ETI graduates
indicated that they did not receive any training. About two-fifths of the ELT graduates reported that
they received “a little training”. About half of all the graduates indicated the need for basic training.

Purposes of Testing

Table 4 illustrates the responses of the ELT teachers regarding the purposes of testing and the need

for training in this area.

Table 4.

The purposes of testing and the need for training

Training Received

Training Needed

ELT ELL ETI ELT ELL ETI
F P F P F P F P F P F P
Not at all 8 94 52 98 37 100 None 87 97 53 100 36 97
Giving grades A little 4 44 1 19 0 0.0 Basic 3 33 0 00 O 00
Advanced 0 0.0 0 00 O 0.0 Advanced 0O 00 O 00 1 27
Finding out what Not at all 86 96 52 98 37 100 None 88 98 52 98 32 87
needs to be A little 3 33 1 1.9 0 0.0 Basic 2 22 1 19 4 11
taught/learned Advanced 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 Advanced 0O 00 O 00 1 27
Not at all 83 92 51 96 36 97 None 63 70 36 68 32 87
Placing students A little 6 6.7 2 38 1 2.7 Basic 22 24 17 32 3 81
Advanced 0 0.0 0O 00 O 0.0 Advanced 5 56 0 00 2 54
Awarding No.t at all 8% 96 50 94 35 95 Nor?e 63 70 31 59 24 65
certificates A little 3 3.3 3 5.7 2 5.4 Basic 22 24 18 34 10 27
Advanced 0 0.0 0O 00 O 0.0 Advanced 4 44 4 75 3 8.1

Table 4 indicates that about “giving grades” and “what needs to be taught/learned” all the teachers

provided similar answers and almost all of them stated that they did not take any training and need any
training. Concerning “placing students”, almost none of the teachers reported any training. About a
quarter of the ELT and one-third of the ELL graduates wanted basic training. For “awarding certificates”
the participants provided similar responses and indicated almost no training received. About a quarter

of the ELT and ETI and one-third of the ELL graduates requested basic training.

Content and Concepts of Assessment Literacy

Table 5 presents the findings of the Content and Concepts of Assessment Literacy section of the

guestionnaire.

Table 5.

Content and concepts of assessment literacy and training needed

Training Received

Training Needed

ELT ELL ETI ELT ELL ETI
F P F P F P F P F P F P
Receptive skills No.t atall 0 0.0 53 100 37 100 Nor?e 90 100 52 98 37 100
(reading/listening) A little 7 78 0 00 O 0.0 Basic 0O 00 1 19 0 00
Advanced 83 92 0 00 O 00 Advanced O 00 O 00 O 0.0
Productive skills No.t at all 0 0.0 53 100 37 100 Nor.1e 90 100 52 98 37 100
(writing/speaking) A little 34 38 0 00 O 0.0 Basic 0O 00 1 19 0 0.0
Advanced 56 62 0O 00 O 00 Advanced 0O 00 O 00 0 0.0
Microlinguistic Not at all 1 1.1 53 100 36 97 None 87 97 52 98 37 100
aspects A little 18 20 0 00 1 2.7 Basic 3 33 1 19 0 o0
(grammar/vocabulary) Advanced 71 79 0O 00 O 00 Advanced 0O 00 O 00 0 0.0
Integrated language Not at all 34 38 53 100 37 100 None 78 87 47 89 34 92
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skills A little 51 57 0 00 O 0.0 Basic 11 12 6 11 3 8.1
Advanced 5 56 0 00 O 0.0 Advanced 1 11 0 00 0 0.0
Not at all 8 96 51 96 10 27 None 8 96 50 94 37 100
Aspects of culture Alittle 3 33 2 38 21 57 Basic 3 33 3 57 0 00
Advanced 0 00 0O 00 6 16 Advanced 8 99 0 00 O 0.0
Not at all 74 8 52 98 37 100 None 74 82 46 87 25 68
Reliability A little 16 18 0 00 O 0.0 Basic 14 16 7 13 11 30
Advanced 0 00 1 19 0 00 Advanced 1 11 O0 00 1 27
Not at all 74 8 52 98 37 100 None 63 70 42 79 23 62
Validity A little 16 18 0 00 O 0.0 Basic 24 27 11 21 13 35
Advanced 0 00 1 19 0 00 Advanced 2 22 0 00 1 27
Not at all 10 11 51 96 36 97 None 75 83 28 53 16 43
Using statistics A little 80 89 1 19 1 2.7 Basic 11 12 18 34 17 46
Advanced 0 00 1 19 0 00 Advanced 3 33 7 13 3 8.1

Table 5 shows that regarding “receptive skills”, almost all the ELT graduates stated that they received
advanced training; none of the ELL and ETI graduates reported any training. Considering the training
needed, almost none of the teachers mentioned any need for training. For “productive skills”, two-thirds
of the ELT graduates said that they received advanced training, but none of the ELL and ETI graduates
stated receiving any training. For training needed almost none of the respondents indicated any
training.

Concerning “micro linguistic aspects (grammar/vocabulary)”, most of the ELT graduates said that
they took advanced training, while none of the ELL and ETI graduates indicated training. Almost none of
the participants mentioned any need for training. With respect to “integrated language skills”, about
one-third of the ELT and all the ELL and ETI graduates reported no training. The majority of the ELT
graduates indicated that they took a little training. For the training needed, the overwhelming majority
of the teachers indicated no need for training.

About “aspects of culture”, almost all the ELT and ELL graduates and a quarter of the ETI graduates
said that they did not take any training. About half of the ETI graduates reported a little training.
Regarding the training needed, almost none of the teachers wanted any training. On “reliability”, about
four-fifths of the ELT, and all the ELL and ETI graduates reported received training. In terms of training
needed, while most of the teachers did not want any training, about one-third of the ETI graduates
wanted basic training. Similarly, for “validity” most of the teachers said that they did not receive any
training. For training needed most of the teachers did not mention any need for training while one-fifth
of the ELT, and one-third of the ETI graduates wanted basic training.

Finally, in terms of “using statistics”, most of the ELT graduates reported that they had taken a little
training but almost none of the ELL and ETI graduates said that they had. On training needed, most of
the ELT, and half of the ELL and ETI graduates did not report any need for training. About one-tenth of
the ELT, one-third of the ELL, and half of the ETI graduates indicated the need for basic training.

Follow-up Interviews
Training

All the teachers with ELT background indicated that they received an assessment course in their
undergraduate program. All the non-ELT graduates and 89% of the ELT graduates stated that the
assessment course was theoretical to familiarize them with assessment in general. Forty-four percent of
the ELT graduates said that they studied how to prepare tests for specific skills, grammar, and
vocabulary and prepared items for one of them. Seventy-eight percent of the teachers indicated that
the lecturers were not qualified enough to offer a language assessment course. Finally, 89% of the
teachers found no relevance between the courses they received and what they practiced in schools.
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Factors Affecting Assessment Practice

Eighty-nine percent of the teachers stated that their current assessment practice was derived from
their language learning and teaching experience, assessment tradition in their schools, and imitating
their colleagues and the exam format adopted in their schools. Seventy-eight percent felt obliged to
conform to the group norms and formed their assessment practice accordingly.

The Focus of Assessment

All the participants indicated that they tested grammar, vocabulary, and reading comprehension.
Writing was also tested by 33% of the teachers.

Definition of Assessment

All the ELT teachers stated that assessment was an official requirement and a tool to assess learner
performance which is eventually reported in the form of grades. Only 11% of the teachers with an ELT
background mentioned that it could be useful to improve ELT programs.

Function of Assessment

All the teachers considered assessment as a screening process through which student performance
was stratified. The exam scores were utilized to rank students and to decide who passed or failed. All
the teachers of the university prep classes reported that the different types of exams they used served
different purposes. Achievement exam scores determined if students were qualified enough to take the
proficiency exam and they also served as practice for final exams. The proficiency exam was defined by
them as the gateway for students to start their academic programs. Finally, 6% of the teachers believed
that assessment provided invaluable feedback about teacher performance and also functioned as
leverage to revise the English program.

Exploiting Assessment Data

About one-third of the teachers said that assessment provided valuable information about student
learning and that it could be used to improve teaching. Besides, 22% stated that it provided feedback
about their performance and also implied that the administration tended to evaluate their performance
in accordance with the exam scores of their students. Finally, 11% indicated that assessment data could
be used to evaluate a course in general.

Means of Assessment

All the teachers considered the traditional techniques as the common means of assessment.
Regarding other means, 17% of the teachers stated that projects, 33% homework and student
participation, and 11% student language activities in their free time were considered to be a means of
assessment.

Resources for Assessment

With no exception, all the teachers said that they exploited the ready-made tests which were
included in the coursebooks or used the tests they found on the internet. Similarly, 33% of the teachers
stated that they obtained the texts from the internet but prepared their own test items.

Standardized Test Background

None of the teachers said that they had training in standardized tests; however, 33% of the teachers
said that they offered TOEFL or IELTS courses and learned how to prepare students for these tests
themselves.
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Need for Assessment Training

The teachers felt quite sufficient and confident about their assessment practice. None of the
teachers mentioned any need for in-service training in traditional assessment. On the other hand, 11%
of them reported the need for training in alternatives in assessment.

Discussion

The study investigated the assessment literacy of ELT teachers and the impact of their pre-service
education background on their assessment literacy. The findings indicated a noticeable difference
between the ELT graduates and non-ELT graduates regarding the assessment course received in the
undergraduate programs. All the ELT graduates took assessment training in their pre-service training
since the assessment course was mandatory in their academic program, whereas the non-ELT graduates
reported that they had either insufficient or no training in assessment since it was not mandatory in
their undergraduate programs.

Generally speaking, when the findings obtained from the classroom-focused language testing and
assessment (LTA) section were examined, ELT graduates reported that they took advanced training in
“preparing classroom tests”. Excluding this item, all the teachers from different academic backgrounds
indicated that they did not receive enough training in their undergraduate programs. Considering “use
of ready-made tests” and “ELP or portfolio”, the ELT graduates differed from the others in terms of the
training they received as the majority of them took some training in “use of tests “, and some of them in
“ELP or portfolio”. Regarding the need for in-service training LTA, they did not mention a strong need for
training. Although the ELL and ETI graduates did not receive training in “preparing classroom tests”, they
did not feel the need for training in this area.

The purposes of testing section showed a homogenous distribution among the participants in terms
of the responses they provided for both the training received and needed. Irrespective of their academic
backgrounds the majority of the teachers felt that they were not trained enough about the methods of
exploiting assessment results. Generally speaking, they received almost no training even with regard to
the basic practices of assessment, such as “giving grades” and “determining what is taught/learned”, nor
did they feel any need for training in these topics. Regarding “training in the areas of placing students
and awarding certificates”, the participants lacked training. While some ELT and ELL graduates asked for
basic training, the ETI graduates did not state a significant need in that area. For “awarding certificates”
a considerable number of teachers asked for basic training. For the item “finding out what needs to be
taught/learned” the ETI group differed from the others regarding training needed as a few of them
asked for some training in this area.

As for assessment literacy, where the “productive and receptive skills”, “integrated skills”, and
“grammar, and vocabulary” were highlighted in an assessment course along with using basic statistics,
all the ELT graduates were familiar with these topics. Thus, the analysis of assessment training in terms
of content and concepts of assessment literacy revealed that the majority of the ELT graduates took
advanced training in “receptive and productive skills”, and “grammar and vocabulary”, and a little
training in “integrated skills”. Moreover, the ELT teachers reported a little training in “statistics”. The
graduates of ELL and ETI reported almost no training in “productive and receptive skills” and “grammar,
and vocabulary”. In short, there was a noticeable disparity between the ELT graduates on the one hand
and ELL and ETI graduates on the other hand. Regarding “aspects of culture” ETI graduates differed from
the others because they stated that they were trained in this topic. Astoundingly, despite the lack of
training in these key areas of assessment, the teachers displayed almost little or no demand for training.
Only a few teachers reported basic need in “reliability”, “validity” and “using statistics”. When the three
groups of participants were compared, the reported need for training in these areas turned out to be
the smallest in the “purposes of testing” category in comparison to the other two sections in the
questionnaire.
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The findings from the teacher interviews shed more light on the findings of the questionnaire. All the
teachers reported that the training was inadequate and did not prepare them for the classroom context.
Their current assessment practice was heavily influenced by their experience both as learners and
teachers, imitation, and group norms. Likewise, they did not generally take any training in preparing
students for standardized tests, and some teachers offered private courses on standardized tests with
no previous training in this area. Consequently, the traditional pen-and-paper assessment was
prevalent. The teachers did not generally prepare the items from scratch; they either exploited the
exams included with their coursebooks or referred to the internet. They tested grammar, vocabulary,
reading comprehension, and to some extent writing. Listening and speaking were not generally tested.
Regarding how they conceptualized assessment, they considered it simply as an official procedure to
determine the grades of their students and decide who passed or failed. For a considerable number of
teachers, assessment was an official process that took their time and had little value. Finally, they did
not notice any insufficiency in their assessment practice and kept following the requirements of the
long-preached assessment practice. Hence, they thought they did not need assessment-related training.

Thus, for the first research question investigating assessment-related training the participants
received in their undergraduate programs, the findings indicated that the non-ELT graduates did not
receive any noticeable training. However, the ELT graduates reported that they received training in
preparing classroom tests, testing receptive and productive skills, and grammar and vocabulary.
Ultimately the first research question was answered partially positively. This finding supported those of
Gan and Lam (2020), Hasselgreen, Carlsen, and Helness (2004), Lam (2015), Levi and Inbar-Lourie (2020),
and Shohamy, Inbar-Lourie, and Poehner (2008) who indicated that teachers lacked proper training in
assessment. However, it conflicted with the findings of Jin (2010), and Xu and Liu (2009) who reported
enough assessment training for teachers but noted their inability to put it into practice. This finding also
aligned with Scarino (2013), Tsagari and Vogt (2017), Vogt and Tsagari (2014), Vogt et al. (2020a), and
Vogt et al. (2020b) who reported low LAL. It is also partially in line with the finding of Mede and Atay
(2017) who reported low assessment literacy of teachers regarding classroom-based assessment and
assessment-related concepts.

The teachers did not report any remarkable need for in-service training, which provided negative
evidence for the second research question. This finding conflicted with Tsagari and Vogt (2017), Vogt
and Tsagari (2014), Vogt et al. (2020a), and Vogt et al. (2020b) who revealed that the teachers
demanded training. For the third research question, partial positive evidence was obtained. Although all
the ELT graduates indicated that they were trained in preparing classroom tests, receptive and
productive skills, and grammar and vocabulary, they did not report any remarkable training received in
the other areas of assessment. Excluding these areas, except for the ELT graduates, all the participants
provided similar responses for the “training received” section, which shows that the academic
background of the teachers only slightly affected the assessment-related training they received. As in
the “training needed” section, a similarity was observed among all the participants and they did not
demand in-service training in assessment. Thus, negative evidence was provided to the fourth research
question.

Conclusion

The findings indicated that the ELT teachers in Turkey differed significantly in terms of the
assessment training they received in their undergraduate programs. The ELT graduates had to take an
assessment course; however, non-ELT graduates didn’t. Naturally, such diversity in backgrounds
resulted in various levels of LAL. However, assessment training was found to be inadequate for all the
ELT teachers including the ELT graduates, whose assessment literacy was comparatively better than that
of others.

Even though the ELT teachers were found to be inadequate concerning assessment literacy, they
were not aware of that inadequacy and thought that they were practicing it effectively. They learned to
assess their schools by imitating others and following the long-established assessment tradition. Hence,
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they did not feel the need for assessment training. Their lack of awareness that they were not qualified
enough to practice assessment effectively did not spark the need for training. Thus, they did not take
the initiative to improve their assessment literacy.

Since assessment is one of their job descriptions, low assessment literacy has serious repercussions
for ELT teachers in Turkey. The teachers had a very limited perspective of assessment, which gave rise to
low-quality assessment. Moreover, as assessment is an integral part of ELT education, the picture
presented by the study raised serious doubts about whether it complements and supports ELT
education or not.

The findings of the study indicated a manifested inefficiency in the language assessment practices in
the Turkish language education context which was rooted in the limited conceptualization of
assessment as a whole and the ineffective and insufficient assessment training and practices.

Implications

This study suggested that teachers’ LAL must be improved either by introducing new assessment
courses to ELT, ELL, or ETI programs in universities or effective in-service training programs. Moreover,
the currently used assessment methods and strategies must be scrutinized to upgrade or improve them.
To reiterate, the overall mentality of language teachers must be altered regarding assessment before
pushing them down the path of improving assessment practices in the classroom setting. Subsequently,
the necessary tools and innovations must be introduced to bridge the gap between theoretical
assessment concepts and actual in-class practices.

Moreover, there is a dire need to redesign the assessment course covering current issues and
discussions about all aspects and uses of assessment. Also, ELT majors need to be provided with enough
practice, which is inspired by the actual classroom applications. As the non-ELT graduates may start
practicing assessment with no training in assessment, a meticulous in-service training program needs to
be planned for them.

Finally, the authorities responsible for ELT programs are to focus scrupulously on the assessment
component. Considering the effect of assessment on language education, the “washback effect”, if they
continue to conceptualize assessment as an official tool for grading students, ELT teachers are likely to
behave accordingly and try to follow the official procedures, which helps the long-lasting traditional
assessment practice survive. Hence, the authorities need to reconceptualize assessment. They should
not only look for whether assessment is carried out in accordance with the rules, but it is planned,
implemented, and evaluated properly and assessment data is exploited effectively.

This study has several limitations. The effects of the level of education at which the ELT teachers
offer English courses and their length of experience were not studied when investigating their
assessment literacy. These two factors were not included in the study for the sake of simplicity and
scope brevity. Moreover, the data were collected only from ELT teachers from Istanbul. The
geographical region might affect the results. Hence, assessment literacy of the ELT teachers could be
studied concerning the level of education, length of teaching experience, and the geographical regions
to have more complete information about their assessment literacy and its sources.

All rules included in the “Directive for Scientific Research and Publication Ethics in Higher Education
Institutions” have been adhered to, and none of the “Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and
Publication Ethics” included in the second section of the Directive have been implemented.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Questionnaire

Part I. General Information
1. Please indicate your pre-service education background.
2. Please indicate the in-service training in assessment you received so far.

Frequency of in-service training
3. Please mark the level of school you work.
_ Primary (1-4)

_ Secondary (5-8)

__High (9-12)

_ University

Part Il. Questions About Training in LTA
1. Classroom-focused LTA
1.1. Please specify if you were trained in the following domains.

Not atall | Alittle (1-2 days) | More advanced

a) Preparing classroom tests

b) Using ready-made tests from textbook packages
or
from other sources

c) 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

1.2 Please specify if you need training in the following domains.

Yes, more
None | Yes, basic Training advanced
training

a) Preparing classroom tests

b) Using ready-made tests from textbook packages
or
from other sources

c) 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
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2. Purposes of testing
2.1. Please specify if you were trained in the following

domains.

Not at all

Alittle (1-2 days)

More advanced

a) Giving grades

b) Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned

c) Placing students onto courses, programs, etc.

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

level)

2.2. Please specify if you need training in the following domains

: Yes, more
Yes, basic
None 57 advanced
Training S5
training
a) Giving grades
b) Finding out what needs to be taught/ learned
c) Placing students onto courses, programs, etc.
d) Awarding final certificates (from
school/program; local, regional or national
level)
3. Content and concepts of LTA
3.1. Please specify if you were trained in the following domains.
Not atall | Alittle (1-2 days) | More advanced

1. Testing/Assessing:

a) Receptive skills (reading/listening)

b) Productive skills (speaking/ writing)

c) Microlinguistic 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 if you need training in the following domains

None

Yes, basic
Training

Yes, more
advanced
training

1. Testing/Assessing:

a) Receptive skills (reading/listening)

b) Productive skills (speaking/ writing)

c) Microlinguistic 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 2. Guiding Questions for Interviews

1. During your pre-service teacher training did you learn about language testing and assessment (LTA)?
2. Did you feel appropriately prepared for your LTA tasks after pre-service training?

3. If not, how did you learn about LTA?

4. Do you know about more recent LTA methods e.g., portfolio assessment, self- or peer-assessment?
Have you ever tried them?

5. Have you ever worked with standardized tests or have you advised learners in this area? What do you
think of them?

6. What types of LTA do you use in your school/institution?

7. Have you received in-service training in LTA? If yes, what was the focus of this training?

8. How satisfied are you with in-service teacher training offered in LTA? What LTA training would you
like in the short-term?

Appendix 3. Comparison of the Teachers with Respect to their Academic Background

Classroom-focused assessment literacy (training received)

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.*
Preparing classroom tests Between Groups 84.673 2 42.336 245.199 0
Within Groups 30.388 176 0.173
Total 115.061 178
Ready-made tests Between Groups 16.2 2 8.1 50.812 0
Within Groups 27.896 175 0.159
Total 44.096 177
Giving feedback based on assessment Between Groups 0.362 2 0.181 4,37 0.014
Within Groups 7.281 176 0.041
Total 7.642 178
Self-/Peer- assessment Between Groups 0.141 2 0.071 2.634 0.075
Within Groups 4.719 176 0.027
Total 4.86 178
Informal assessment Between Groups 0.465 2 0.233 5.04 0.007
Within Groups 8.08 175 0.046
Total 8.545 177
ELP or Portfolio Between Groups 2.064 2 1.032 4,897 0.009
Within Groups 36.66 174 0.211
Total 38.723 176
p<.05
Dependent Variable (1) background (J) background Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig.*
Preparing classroom tests Translation Literature -.236* 0.089 0.032
ELT -1.505* 0.081 0
Literature Translation 236 0.089 0.032
ELT -1.269* 0.072 0
ELT Translation 1.505* 0.081 0
Literature 1.269* 0.072 0
Ready-made tests Translation Literature 0.016 0.086 0.982
ELT -.504* 0.078 0
Literature Translation -0.016 0.086 0.982
ELT -.610* 0.069 0
ELT Translation 0.078 0
Literature .610* 0.069 0
Giving feedback based on assessment | Translation Literature 0 0.044 1
ELT -0.09 0.04 0.081
Literature Translation 0 0.044 1
ELT -.090* 0.035 0.041
ELT Translation 0.09 0.04 0.081
Literature .090* 0.035 0.041
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Self-/Peer- assessment Translation Literature 0 0.035 1
ELT -0.056 0.032 0.218
Literature Translation 0 0.035 1
ELT -0.056 0.028 0.145
ELT Translation 0.056 0.032 0.218
Literature 0.056 0.028 0.145
Informal assessment Translation Literature 0 0.046 1
ELT -0.102 0.042 0.055
Literature Translation 0 0.046 1
ELT -.102* 0.037 0.026
ELT Translation 0.102 0.042 0.055
Literature .102* 0.037 0.026
ELP or Portfolio Translation Literature 0.089 0.099 0.664
ELT -0.154 0.09 0.232
Literature Translation -0.089 0.099 0.664
ELT -.244* 0.08 0.011
ELT Translation 0.154 0.09 0.232
Literature .244* 0.08 0.011
p<.05
Classroom-focused assessment literacy (training needed)
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.*
Preparing classroom tests Between Groups 0.07 2 0.035 1.278 | 0.281
Within Groups 4.791 176 0.027
Total 4.86 178
Ready-made tests Between Groups 1.174 2 0.587 6.883 | 0.001
Within Groups 15.015 176 0.085
Total 16.19 178
Giving feedback based on assessment Between Groups 0.067 2 0.034 1.233 | 0.294
Within Groups 4,793 176 0.027
Total 4.86 178
Self-/Peer- assessment Between Groups 0.115 2 0.058 1.534 | 0.218
Within Groups 6.611 176 0.038
Total 6.726 178
Informal assessment Between Groups 0.432 2 0.216 1.867 | 0.158
Within Groups 20.35 176 0.116
Total 20.782 178
ELP or Portfolio Between Groups 0.134 2 0.067 0.216 | 0.806
Within Groups 54.614 176 0.31
Total 54.749 178
p<.05
Dependent Variable (1) background (J) background Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error | Sig.*
Preparing classroom tests Translation Literature 0.054 0.035 0.313
ELT 0.02 0.032 0.82
Literature Translation -0.054 0.035 0.313
ELT -0.034 0.029 0.501
ELT Translation -0.02 0.032 0.82
Literature 0.034 0.029 0.501
Ready-made tests Translation Literature 0.054 0.063 0.689
ELT -0.126 0.057 0.092
Literature Translation -0.054 0.063 0.689
ELT -.180* 0.051 0.002
ELT Translation 0.126 0.057 0.092
Literature .180* 0.051 0.002
Giving feedback based on assessment Translation Literature 0.027 0.035 0.747
ELT -0.018 0.032 0.857
Literature Translation -0.027 0.035 0.747
ELT -0.045 0.029 0.294
ELT Translation 0.018 0.032 0.857
Literature 0.045 0.029 0.294
Self-/Peer- assessment Translation Literature 0.054 0.042 0.43
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ELT -0.002 0.038 0.998
Literature Translation -0.054 0.042 0.43
ELT -0.056 0.034 0.25
ELT Translation 0.002 0.038 0.998
Literature 0.056 0.034 0.25
Informal assessment Translation Literature 0.141 0.073 0.158
ELT 0.081 0.067 0.475
Literature Translation -0.141 0.073 0.158
ELT -0.059 0.059 0.604
ELT Translation -0.081 0.067 0.475
Literature 0.059 0.059 0.604
ELP or Portfolio Translation Literature -0.031 0.119 0.967
ELT -0.069 0.109 0.82
Literature Translation 0.031 0.119 0.967
ELT -0.038 0.097 0.927
ELT Translation 0.069 0.109 0.82
Literature 0.038 0.097 0.927
p<.05
Purposes of testing (training received)
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.*
Giving grades Between Groups 0.059 2 0.029 1.081 | 0.342
Within Groups 4.801 176 0.027
Total 4.86 178
Finding out what needs to be taught/learned | Between Groups 0.031 2 0.015 0.694 | 0.501
Within Groups 3.88 176 0.022
Total 3911 178
Placing students Between Groups 0.054 2 0.027 0.564 | 0.57
Within Groups 8.493 176 0.048
Total 8.547 178
Awarding certificates Between Groups 0.022 2 0.011 0.248 | 0.78
Within Groups 7.621 176 0.043
Total 7.642 178
p<.05
Dependent Variable (1) background | (J) background | Mean Difference (I-J) | Std. Error | Sig.*
Giving grades Translation Literature -0.019 0.035 0.868
ELT -0.045 0.032 0.382
Literature Translation 0.019 0.035 0.868
ELT -0.026 0.029 0.662
ELT Translation 0.045 0.032 0.382
Literature 0.026 0.029 0.662
Finding out what needs to be taught/learned | Translation Literature -0.019 0.032 0.839
ELT -0.034 0.029 0.511
Literature Translation 0.019 0.032 0.839
ELT -0.015 0.026 0.847
ELT Translation 0.034 0.029 0.511
Literature 0.015 0.026 0.847
Placing students Translation Literature -0.011 0.047 0.974
ELT -0.04 0.043 0.644
Literature Translation 0.011 0.047 0.974
ELT -0.03 0.038 0.739
ELT Translation 0.04 0.043 0.644
Literature 0.03 0.038 0.739
Awarding certificates Translation Literature -0.003 0.045 0.998
ELT 0.02 0.041 0.883
Literature Translation 0.003 0.045 0.998
ELT 0.023 0.036 0.818
ELT Translation -0.02 0.041 0.883
Literature -0.023 0.036 0.818

p<.05
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Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.*
Giving grades Between Groups 0.07 2 0.035 0.902 | 0.408
Within Groups 6.791 176 0.039
Total 6.86 178
Finding out what needs to be taught/learned | Between Groups 0.584 2 0.292 5.161 | 0.007
Within Groups 9.963 176 0.057
Total 10.547 178
Placing students Between Groups 0.675 2 0.338 1.156 | 0.317
Within Groups 51.425 176 0.292
Total 52.101 178
Awarding certificates Between Groups 0.91 2 0.455 1.249 | 0.289
Within Groups 63.77 175 0.364
Total 64.68 177
p<.05
Purposes of testing (training needed)
Dependent Variable (1) background | (J) background | Mean Difference (I-J) | Std. Error | Sig.*
Giving grades Translation Literature 0.054 0.042 0.44
ELT 0.02 0.038 0.869
Literature Translation -0.054 0.042 0.44
ELT -0.034 0.034 0.614
ELT Translation -0.02 0.038 0.869
Literature 0.034 0.034 0.614
Finding out what needs to be taught/learned | Translation Literature .143* 0.051 0.021
ELT .140* 0.047 0.012
Literature Translation -.143* 0.051 0.021
ELT -0.004 0.041 0.996
ELT Translation -.140* 0.047 0.012
Literature 0.004 0.041 0.996
Placing students Translation Literature -0.132 0.116 0.526
ELT -0.159 0.106 0.325
Literature Translation 0.132 0.116 0.526
ELT -0.028 0.094 0.958
ELT Translation 0.159 0.106 0.325
Literature 0.028 0.094 0.958
Awarding certificates Translation Literature -0.058 0.129 0.904
ELT 0.103 0.118 0.686
Literature Translation 0.058 0.129 0.904
ELT 0.161 0.105 0.311
ELT Translation -0.103 0.118 0.686
Literature -0.161 0.105 0.311
p<.05
Sum of Mean -
Squares a Square 2 8"
Receptive skills (reading/listening) Between Groups 165.193 2 82.597 2253.993 0
Within Groups 6.449 176 0.037
Total 171.642 178
Productive skills (writing/speaking) Between Groups 117.145 2 58.573 490.632 0
Within Groups 21.011 176 0.119
Total 138.156 178
MIEralinBUIstIE S pects Between Groups 139.287 2 69.643 663321 | 0
(grammar/vocabulary)
Within Groups 18.479 176 0.105
Total 157.765 178
Integrated language skills Between Groups 20.338 2 10.169 60.565 0
Within Groups 29.551 176 0.168
Total 49.888 178
Aspects of culture Between Groups 21.498 2 10.749 92.255 0
Within Groups 20.39 175 0.117
Total 41.888 177
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Reliability Between Groups 1.142 2 0.571 5.894 0'??0
Within Groups 17.048 176 0.097
Total 18.19 178
Validity Between Groups 1.142 2 0.571 5.894 0':0
Within Groups 17.048 176 0.097
Total 18.19 178
Using statistics Between Groups 31.834 2 15.917 190.839 0
Within Groups 14.68 176 0.083
Total 46.514 178
p<.05
Content and concepts of literacy assessment (training received)
Dependent Variable (1) background | (J) background | Mean Difference (I-J) | Std. Error | Sig.*
Receptive skills (reading/listening) Translation Literature 0 0.041 1
ELT -1.921* 0.037 0
Literature Translation 0 0.041 1
ELT -1.921* 0.033 0
ELT Translation 1.921* 0.037 0
Literature 1.921* 0.033 0
Productive skills (writing/speaking) Translation Literature 0 0.074 1
ELT -1.618* 0.068 0
Literature Translation 0 0.074 1
ELT -1.618* 0.06 0
ELT Translation 1.618* 0.068 0
Literature 1.618* 0.06 0
Microlinguistic aspects (grammar/vocabulary) | Translation Literature 0.027 0.069 0.927
ELT -1.748* 0.063 0
Literature Translation -0.027 0.069 0.927
ELT -1.775* 0.056 0
ELT Translation 1.748* 0.063 0
Literature 1:775* 0.056 0
Integrated language skills Translation Literature 0 0.088 1
ELT -.674* 0.08 0
Literature Translation 0 0.088 1
ELT -.674* 0.071 0
ELT Translation .674* 0.08 0
Literature .674* 0.071 0
Aspects of culture Translation Literature .854* 0.073 0
ELT .858* 0.067 0
Literature Translation -.854* 0.073 0
ELT 0.004 0.059 0.998
ELT Translation -.858* 0.067 0
Literature -0.004 0.059 0.998
Reliability Translation Literature -0.038 0.067 0.852
ELT -.180* 0.061 0.014
Literature Translation 0.038 0.067 0.852
ELT -.142* 0.054 0.034
ELT Translation .180* 0.061 0.014
Literature .142* 0.054 0.034
Validity Translation Literature -0.038 0.067 0.852
ELT -.180* 0.061 0.014
Literature Translation 0.038 0.067 0.852
ELT -.142* 0.054 0.034
ELT Translation .180* 0.061 0.014
Literature .142* 0.054 0.034
Using statistics Translation Literature -0.03 0.062 0.892
ELT -.861* 0.056 0
Literature Translation 0.03 0.062 0.892
ELT -.831* 0.05 0
ELT Translation .861* 0.056 0
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| | | Literature | 831* 0.05 0
p<.05
Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.*
Receptive skills (reading/listening) Between Groups 0.013 2 0.007 1.191 0.306
Within Groups 0.981 176 0.006
Total 0.994 178
Productive skills (writing/speaking) Between Groups 0.013 2 0.007 1.191 0.306
Within Groups 0.981 176 0.006
Total 0.994 178
Microlinguistic aspects (grammar/vocabulary) | Between Groups 0.031 2 0.015 0.694 0.501
Within Groups 3.88 176 0.022
Total 3.911 178
Integrated language skills Between Groups 0.117 2 0.059 0.488 0.615
Within Groups 21.179 176 0.12
Total 21.296 178
Aspects of culture Between Groups 0.07 2 0.035 1.067 0.346
Within Groups 5.728 175 0.033
Total 5.798 177
Reliability Between Groups 1.12 2 0.56 3.102 0.047
Within Groups 31.599 175 0.181
Total 32.719 177
Validity Between Groups 0.891 2 0.446 1.825 0.164
Within Groups 42.727 175 0.244
Total 43.618 177
Using statistics Between Groups 8.888 2 4.444 13.465 0
Within Groups 57.428 174 0.33
Total 66.316 176
p<.05
Content and concepts of literacy assessment (training needed)
Dependent Variable (1) background | (J) background | Mean Difference (I-J) | Std.Error | Sig.*
Receptive skills (reading/listening) Translation Literature -0.019 0.016 0.5
ELT 0 0.015 1
Literature Translation 0.019 0.016 0.5
ELT 0.019 0.013 0.348
ELT Translation 0 0.015 1
Literature -0.019 0.013 0.348
Productive skills (writing/speaking) Translation Literature -0.019 0.016 0.5
ELT 0 0.015 1
Literature Translation 0.019 0.016 0.5
ELT 0.019 0.013 0.348
ELT Translation 0 0.015 1
Literature -0.019 0.013 0.348
Microlinguistic aspects (grammar/vocabulary) | Translation Literature -0.019 0.032 0.839
ELT -0.034 0.029 0.511
Literature Translation 0.019 0.032 0.839
ELT -0.015 0.026 0.847
ELT Translation 0.034 0.029 0.511
Literature 0.015 0.026 0.847
Integrated language skills Translation Literature -0.032 0.074 0.911
ELT -0.065 0.068 0.633
Literature Translation 0.032 0.074 0.911
ELT -0.033 0.06 0.862
ELT Translation 0.065 0.068 0.633
Literature 0.033 0.06 0.862
Aspects of culture Translation Literature -0.057 0.039 0.346
ELT -0.034 0.035 0.631
Literature Translation 0.057 0.039 0.346
ELT 0.023 0.031 0.774
ELT Translation 0.034 0.035 0.631
Literature -0.023 0.031 0.774
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Reliability Translation Literature 0.219 0.091 0.058
ELT 0.17 0.083 0.129
Literature Translation -0.219 0.091 0.058
ELT -0.05 0.074 0.797
ELT Translation -0.17 0.083 0.129
Literature 0.05 0.074 0.797
Validity Translation Literature 0.198 0.106 0.177
ELT 0.087 0.097 0.667
Literature Translation -0.198 0.106 0.177
ELT -0.111 0.086 0.438
ELT Translation -0.087 0.097 0.667
Literature 0.111 0.086 0.438
Using statistics Translation Literature 0.035 0.124 0.961
ELT .468* 0.114 0
Literature Translation -0.035 0.124 0.961
ELT 433* 0.1 0
ELT Translation -.468* 0.114 0
Literature -.433* 0.1 0
p<.05
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