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Abstract

The overall purpose of this study is to investigate language assessment
knowledge of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) instructors working in
language preparatory programs of the universities in Turkey. The study also
aims to find out EFL instructors’ perceptions of language assessment and its
reflections in their teaching practices. In order to measure their level of language
assessment knowledge, Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS) was
administered to 195 EFL instructors from different universities. With regard to
the qualitative phase, interviews were conducted with 17 EFL instructors to find
out their perceptions of language assessment and its reflections in the classroom.
The findings demonstrated that EFL instructors had considerable knowledge of
language assessment, and they could reflect their knowledge in their teaching
practice. Also, it was found that certain demographic features, including
educational background, teaching experience, or attending any professional
development training on language assessment, did not have any impact on
EFL instructors’ language assessment knowledge. The findings offer several
implications for EFL instructors regarding language assessment and provide
recommendations for further research in the field of testing and assessment.
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Exploring Language Assessment Literacy of EFL Instructors in Language Preparatory Programs

Ingilizce Hazirhk Programlarinda Gérev Alan Okutmanlarin Dil
Ol¢me ve Degerlendirme Bilgilerinin Arastirilmasi

Oz

Bu calismanin temel amaci, Tiirkiye’deki Ingilizce hazirlik programlarinda
gorev yapmakta olan okutmanlarin dildeki o6lgme ve degerlendirme
bilgilerinin incelenmesidir. Bu calisma, ayni zamanda okutmanlarin
dildeki 6l¢cme ve degerlendirmeye yonelik algilarini ve bunun 6gretmenlik
uygulamalarina yansimalarini1 bulmay1 hedeflemektedir. Dildeki 6lgme ve
degerlendirme seviyelerini bulmak i¢in, Dilde Olgme Degerlendirme Bilgisi
Olgegi farkli iiniversitelerden 195 ingilizce okutmanina uygulanmistir.
Calismanin nitel veri asamasinda ise, dil 6lgme ve degerlendirme
algilar1 ve bunun smiflara yansimalarini bulmak amaciyla 17 Ingilizce
okutman ile roportajlar gerceklestirilmistir. Sonuglar, okutmanlarin yeterli
diizeyde 6l¢me ve degerlendirme bilgilerine sahip olduklarin1 ve bunu
siif i¢i uygulamalarina yansitabildiklerini gdstermistir. Ayrica, egitim
durumu, 6gretmenlik deneyimi, dilde 6lgme ve degerlendirme konusunda
egitimlere katilip katilmama gibi demografik ozelliklerin katilimcilarin
0leme ve degerlendirme bilgilerine bir etkisi olmadigi tespit edilmistir. Bu
bulgular, ingilizce okutmanlari icin dilde 8l¢me ve degerlendirme hakkinda
tavsiyeler ve dlgme ve degerlendirme alaninda ileriki aragtirmalar igin
Oneriler sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dilde Olcme ve Degerlendirme, Dilde Olcme ve
Degerlendirme Okuryazarligi, Dilde Ol¢gme ve Degerlendirme Bilgisi

INTRODUCTION

Assessment has a crucial role in education since it allows to
improve learning process (Cowie & Bell, 1999). It is also an indispensable
part of teaching and learning since it enables language teachers to identify
the language level of their students (Taras, 2005). It plays a key role in
language education since it is used to develop language instruction and
support language learning (Davison & Leung, 2009). Also, teachers can
find out the strengths and weakness of their students and act accordingly
through the assessment practices (Wojtczak, 2002). Furthermore,
assessment literacy allows language teachers to choose the appropriate
teaching and assessment strategies which will benefit their students to the
utmost (Tosuncuoglu, 2018).
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Language Assessment Literacy

The term “assessment literacy” was first coined by Richard Stiggins (1991).
According to Stiggins (1991), assessment literacy can be defined as the
ability to distinguish poor-quality and high-quality assessments and use it
for drawing conclusions about student achievement. Language assessment
literacy (LAL) is originated from the general term “assessment literacy”.
It can be defined as language teachers’ knowledge of testing and how
they implement this knowledge in their classrooms in order to measure
language ability (Malone, 2013). Teachers who have a considerable level
of assessment literacy are able to make inferences about assessment
results, understand students better, and set learning objectives in the long
run (Gottheiner & Siegel, 2012). Therefore, having assessment literacy is
of great importance for teachers and educators. It is considered to be an
indispensable part of educational programs for both teachers and other
stakeholders (Taylor, 2009).

In the light of all the facts mentioned above, it is clear that language
teachers need to have sufficient amount of language assessment literacy
in order to conduct assessment activities in classroom. Nevertheless,
there is a gap in the literature as to what language teachers need to know
regarding assessment and what they actually know. Most of the studies
in the assessment literature indicate that language teachers do not have
adequate training in assessment, and they do not have a sufficient level of
LAL (Inbar-Lourie, 2017).

LITERATURE REVIEW

Several studies investigating assessment literacy of teachers have been
carried out in order to shed some light on the issue (Plake, 1993; Mertler,
1998). Recently, there has been an increasing amount of literature on
language assessment literacy of teachers. A brief literature of review
on language assessment literacy has focused on four main concepts:
teachers’ level of language assessment literacy, assessment-related needs
and perceptions of language assessment, and their classroom assessment
practices. Language assessment literacy (LAL) has also gained attention
in the Turkish context in recent years. Few studies have been published on
language assessment literacy of Turkish EFL instructors, and more recent
evidence (Oz & Atay, 2017; Mede & Atay, 2017; Oztiirk & Aydin, 2018)
suggests that Turkish EFL instructors’ language assessment literacy is
quite limited.
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To begin with, Plake (1993) conducted a national study with 555 teachers
from 45 states in the United States so as to measure their assessment
literacy, and the results of his study showed that teachers did not have
adequate knowledge of assessment practices to measure students’
performances. Similarly, Mertler (1998) aimed to investigate classroom
assessment practices of teachers in Ohio and gain an insight into different
forms of assessment techniques teachers use in their classroom. A survey
which was designed by the researcher in order to identify the traditional
and alternative assessment techniques teachers use in their classes was
administered to 625 teachers working with different levels. The results
indicated that teachers do not usually conduct statistical analyses for their
assessment data regardless of their teaching experiences.

Some studies have also focused on language assessment knowledge and
training needs of EFL teachers. The study conducted by Firoozi et al.
(2019) aimed to investigate Iranian EFL instructors’ assessment literacy
and the relationship between their classroom assessment needs and the
assessment policies that are currently implemented in Iran. According to
the findings of the study, it was reported that Iranian EFL instructors had
limited knowledge of language assessment.

Muiioz et al. (2012) examined EFL instructors’ perceptions and practices
regarding oral and written assessment through surveys, interviews, and
a written report of experiences. They found that there was a mismatch
between what teachers believe and what they do regarding language
assessment. Similarly, Jannati (2015) also aimed to investigate Iranian
ELT teachers’ perceptions towards language assessment and their in-
class assessment practices based on their teaching experiences. He found
that although the instructors are familiar with basic concepts in testing
and assessment, they do not reflect their language assessment literacy in
their teaching practices. Sultana (2019) also attempted to find out English
teachers’ perceptions of assessment practices and its reflections in their
classroom. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 10 English
teachers from five different schools in Bangladesh. The results showed
that none of the participants had adequate amount of training in testing and
assessment despite the fact that they are in charge of developing tests to
assess students’ learning.

Considering the Turkish context regarding assessment literacy, few studies
to date have been conducted. Karaman and Sahin (2014) conducted a
study in order to find out the perceptions of pre-service English teachers
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regarding assessment and their assessment literacy. Their study proved
that more training in assessment is needed for pre-service teachers to
develop their assessment literacy. Similarly, Hatipoglu (2015) revealed
that although students are trained for four years in the ELT department
and take a great number of tests, they still little knowledge of testing and
assessment. Another study conducted by Oz and Atay (2017) investigated
Turkish EFL instructors’ perceptions towards language assessment and
how they reflect their assessment knowledge in their teaching practices.
The results showed that although EFL instructors had a certain amount of
knowledge of language assessment, they have difficulty in reflecting their
knowledge in their classes. Mede and Atay (2017) also conducted a study on
350 EFL instructors working at English preparatory schools in universities
with an aim to find out their language assessment knowledge and training
needs regarding language assessment and testing. An online questionnaire
adapted from Vogt and Tsagari’s (2014) study and focus group interviews
were utilized to get a better understanding of EFL instructors’ perceptions
towards language assessment practices in their workplace. The findings
revealed that Turkish EFL instructors had limited knowledge of language
assessment and testing, and therefore they needed further training in
developing tests and providing feedback. Finally, Oztiirk and Aydin (2018)
conducted a study with 542 EFL instructors in order to investigate general
and skill-based language assessment literacy of EFL instructors through
the LAKS scale developed by themselves. The results showed that Turkish
EFL instructors’ language assessment literacy is quite limited.

To conclude, there are a number of studies conducted on language
assessment literacy of teachers. However, the number of the studies which
attempt to find out language assessment knowledge of EFL instructors is
still quite limited in the Turkish context.

The Current Study

The overall purpose of this study is to investigate language assessment
knowledge of EFL instructors working at preparatory schools of
universities. Particularly, the study has the following sub-objectives:

e to develop a better understanding of EFL instructors’ language
assessment knowledge level regarding four major language skills

e to determine whether there is a relationship between their language
assessment knowledge and certain demographic features they have
including educational background, years of experience, subject of
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graduation, having a testing and assessment course in undergraduate
program and receiving training in testing.

e to find out EFL instructors’ perceptions of language assessment
literacy and its reflections in their teaching practices.

To meet the objectives of this study, the following research questions
were addressed:

1. What is the general and skill-based level of language assessment
knowledge (LAK) of EFL instructors working at preparatory
schools in Turkey?

2. Isthere any relationship between their LAK level and the following
demographic features?

2a. years of teaching experience
2b. educational background
2c. subject of graduation

2d. having a separate testing and assessment course in pre-service
education

2e. attending any professional development training on language
assessment

2f. being a testing office member or not

3. What are the perceptions of EFL instructors about their classroom-
based language assessment practices?

4. How do they reflect their LAK in their teaching practices?

METHOD

Research Design

A mixed-method approach was adopted in this study by combining
qualitative and quantitative methods in order to examine EFL instructors’
both level of LAK and their perceptions towards language assessment
practices. Quantitative data were collected via LAKS in order to investigate
EFL instructors’ level of general and skill-based language assessment
knowledge. The quantitative data, on the other hand, were collected from
interviews conducted with EFL instructors working in higher education
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context in Turkey.

Participants

The participants of the study were EFL instructors working at the preparatory
schools of universities in Istanbul, Turkey. The participants who took part
in this study were graduates of several departments which are related to
English language. In total, 195 instructors from 37 universities in Istanbul
participated in the study. The following table shows the number of the
participants and their demographic features.

Table 1. Distribution of the participants based on their certain
demographic features

Years of experience n %

1-5 years 58 29.7
6-10 years 61 31.3
11-15 years 28 14.4
16-20 years 20 10.3
More than 21 years 28 14.4
Total 195 100

Subject of graduation from

ELT 101 51.8
Non-ELT 94 48.2
Total 195 100
Educational Background

BA degree 72 36.9
MA degree 111 56.9
PhD degree 12 6.2
Total 195 100
Being a testing office member

Yes 68 349
No 127 65.1
Total 195 100

Having a separate testing and as-
sessment course in pre-service edu-

cation

Yes 114 58.5
No 81 41.5
Total 195 100
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Attending any professional devel-
opment training on language as-

sessment

Yes 136 69.7
No 59 30.3
Total 195 100

The qualitative part of the study, on the other hand, included interviews
with 17 EFL instructors working at the preparatory school of a foundation
university. All the instructors willing to take part in the study were graduates
of different BA programs including English Language Teaching, English
Language and Literature, American Culture and Literature, and Translation
Studies. Their teaching experiences ranged between 1-15 years.

Data collection instruments

Since the study involved a mixed-method approach, both quantitative
and qualitative data collection instruments were used in the study. For the
quantitative part of the study, a questionnaire named LAKS which was
designed to measure LAK of EFL instructors was used. The qualitative
part of the study included interviews with EFL instructors regarding their
perceptions of language assessment practices.

Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS)

In order to measure language assessment knowledge of EFL instructors,
LAKS developed by Oztiirk and Aydin (2018) was adopted and administered
to the participants. The questionnaire consists of two parts in total. The first
part is the demographic information part, in which participants are required
to provide necessary information regarding their demographic features.
The second and the main part of the questionnaire consists of 60 items,
which were designed to measure participants’ assessment knowledge of
four language skills. For each correct answer the participants choose, they
would get “1”, and for each incorrect answer or the option “don’t know”,
they would get “0”. Therefore, the highest score that can be achieved for
each language skill is 15, whereas the highest score that can be achieved
for the total is 60.

Open-ended interview questions

Since the aim of the qualitative part of the study was to explore EFL
instructors’ perceptions of language assessment and its reflections in the
classroom, interviews were conducted with EFL instructors working at
the preparatory school of a foundation university in Istanbul, Turkey. The
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interview questions that were used in the study were adapted from Jannati
(2015). In total, the interview included 10 open-ended questions that were
designed to collect data to get an insight into teachers’ perceptions of
language assessment and their in-class practices in respect of language
assessment.

Data Analysis Procedures

In the quantitative part of the study, the data obtained from the questionnaires
were analysed through SPSS. Participants’ level of general and skill-
based language assessment knowledge was analysed through descriptive
statistics, whereas the relationship between their certain demographic
features and their LAK level was analysed through inferential statistics.
Primarily, independent samples t-test was used in order to figure out the
relationship between participants’ LAK level and their certain demographic
features including the BA programme they graduated, having a separate
testing course in pre-service education or not and attending trainings on
testing and assessment or not. In addition, Pearson Correlation was used
in order to examine the relationship between participants’ LAK level for
each skill. As for the qualitative part, the data were analysed by means of
content analysis.

Reliability and Validity
The following table presents the Cronbach Alpha coefficients of LAKS.

Table 2. Reliability Analysis for Language Assessment Knowledge Scale

(LAKS)
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
0.83 60

As indicated in Table 2, Cronbach Alpha coefficient of LAKS was found
to be 0.83, which shows that it has a statistically high reliability to be used
as a measurement tool.

In order to ensure validity of the qualitative findings, peer debriefing and
member checking methods were used in the qualitative part of the study.
At the end of qualitative data collection period, the findings were shared
with the participants so as to make sure that the interpretations made by the
researcher did not include any inaccuracies. As for debriefing, the raw data
was shared with colleague and discussions were held to reach a consensus
on the accuracy of the researcher’s interpretations or explanations.
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RESULTS
Quantitative Data Analysis
The following section presents participants’ general and skill-based
language assessment knowledge derived from their responses.

Table 3. General and skill-based LAK level of EFL instructors working
at the preparatory programmes of universities in Istanbul, Turkey

N=195 M SD

Reading 13.93 2.132
Listening 12.05 1.675
Writing 11.16 1.675
Speaking 8.86 1.370
TOTAL 46.00 6.852

Table 3 displays that participants’ mean score out of 60 items is 46,00,
which means that out of 60 items, the participants answered 46 of the items
correctly on average. For the purpose of finding out whether this score
is statistically and significantly higher than the half score, one sample
t-test was used. The lowest score that can be obtained from the scale is 0,
whereas the highest score that can be achieved is 60. Therefore, 30, which
is half of the total score, was accepted as the reference point.

Table 4. One sample t-test results
M MD df t p
46,00 15,00 194 31,674 0.000*

*0<0,05 Test Value = 30

Table 4 shows that the mean difference between participants’ mean score
(M= 46.00) and half of the score which was accepted reference point (30)
is 15.00, which means that it is statistically significant. These findings
show that their language assessment knowledge in general is significantly
high.

The first question in the study also aimed to investigate skill-based
LAK level of EFL instructors working at the preparatory programmes in
universities in Istanbul. The highest score that can be achieved for each
skill is 15, and the lowest score is 0. Hence, half of the total score was 7.5.
The participants who obtained a higher mean score than 7.5 for each skill
was regarded as knowledgeable about the related skill.
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Table 5. Reading LAK level of EFL instructors working at the
preparatory programmes in Istanbul

ASSESSING READING T (%) F (%) DKW (%) M SD

1. Asking learners to summarize the reading text is a way 85.60 10.80 3.60 1.18  0.469
of assessing their reading skills.

2. When asking several questions about a reading text, all 44.60 47.70 7.70 1.63  0.623
the questions are independent of each other.

3. Cloze test is used for assessing the main idea of the text. 16.90 70.30 12.80 1.96  0.545
4. In a reading exam, using a text learners have 22.10 66.20 11.80 1.90 0574
encountered before is not a problem.

5. One reading text is enough to be included in a reading 22.10 67.70 10.30 1.88  0.557
exam.

6. The language of the questions is simpler than the text 68.70 20.00 11.30 143  0.687
itself.

7. Errors of spelling are penalized while scoring. 21.50 69.20 9.20 1.88  0.542
8. Taking vocabulary difficulty into consideration is 87.20 7.20 5.60 1.18 0515
necessary in assessing reading skills.

9. Including not stated/doesn’t say along with true/false 69.70 13.30 16.90 1.47  0.769
items has advantages over true/false items.

10. The more items a reading text is followed, the more 41.50 31.80 26.70 1.85 0.814
reliable it becomes.

11. Using the same words in the correct option as in the 18.50 70.30 11.30 1.93  0.542
text is not a problem.

12. Simplification of reading texts is avoided. 25.10 60.00 14.90 1.90  0.626
13. Reading texts in a reading exam include various genres 88.20 6.20 5.60 1.17  0.508

(essay, article, etc.)

14. In top-down approach, assessment is on overall 73.30 7.70 19.00 1.46  0.794
comprehension of the reading text.

15. Using ungrammatical distractors in multiple-choice 80.00 13.30 6.70 1.27 0575
questions in a reading exam is a problem.

READING TOTAL (N=195) 13.93  1.067

Note: T: True; F: False; DKW: Don’t Know

Table 5 displays that the mean score of the participants’ LAK level for
reading skill is 13.93, which shows that it is significantly higher than
the half score (7.5). These findings show that the participants are quite
competent in assessing reading skill.

The participants’ LAK level for listening skill is presented in Table 6. The
bold numbers refer to the number of the participants who answered the
item correctly.
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Table 6. Listening LAK level of EFL instructors working at the
preparatory programmes in Istanbul

ASSESSING LISTENING T(%) F(%) DKW M SD
(%)

16. Using reading texts for listening 5540 33.80 10.80  1.55 0.682
purposes poses a problem.

17. Including redundancy (e.g. what 19.50 7490 5.60 1.86 0.483
I mean to say is that....) in a listening

text poses a problem.

18. Any type of listening text isused for 1540 77.90  6.70 1.91 0.463
note-taking.

19. Spelling errors are ignored in scor- 32.80 58.50  8.70 1.76 0.599
ing the dictation.

20. Errors of grammar or spelling are 34.90 55.90 9.20 1.74 0.614
penalized while scoring.

21. A listening cloze test is a way of se- 73.80  5.60 20.50 1.47 0.814
lective listening.

22. Phonemic discrimination tasks (e.g. 3540 18.50 4620 2.11 0.899
minimal pairs such as sheep-ship) are

examples of integrative testing.

23. Scoring in note-taking is straight- 32.30 42.10  25.60  1.93 0.760
forward.

24. In discrete-point testing, compre- 32.80 10.80 56.40 224 0.917
hension is at the literal/local level.

25. Using dictation diagnostically inas- 32.80 36.40  30.80  1.98 0.799
sessing listening skills does not pose a

problem.

26. Giving learners a transcript of the 9.70 83.10 7.20 1.97 0.412
listening text is a valid way of assessing

listening skills.

27. Dictation is a kind of discrete-point 34.40 1490 50.80 2.16 0.910
testing.

28. Inference questions based on intelli- 68.70  21.00  10.30  1.42 0.671
gence are avoided in listening tests.

29. Asking learners to listen to names 34.90 39.50 25.60 191 0.774
or numbers is called intensive listening.
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30. In selective listening, learners are 92.30

expected to look for certain informa-
tion.
LISTENING TOTAL (N=195)

1.00

Tugba KAYA, Enisa MEDE

6.70 1.14

12.05

0.508

2.949

Note: T: True; F: False; DKW: Don’t Know

Table 6 shows that the mean score of the participants’ LAK level for listening skill
is 12.05, which is significantly higher than the half score. Therefore, it can be said
that the EFL instructors working at the preparatory schools of the universities in
Istanbul have considerable knowledge of assessing listening skill.

The following table displays the LAK level of the participants for writing skill.
The bold numbers refer to the number of the participants who answered the item

correctly.

Table 7. Writing LAK level of EFL instructors working at the preparatory

programmes in Istanbul

ASSESSING WRITING T F (%) DKW M SD
(%) (%)

31. Giving two options to learners and 63.60 23.10 13.30 1.50 0.721

asking them to write about one ensure

reliable and valid scoring.

32. Analytic scoring is used to see the 76.90 7.70 1540 1.38 0.740

strengths and weaknesses of learners.

33. The parts of a scoring scale and the 26.70 62.60 10.80 1.84 0.592

scores in each part do not change for dif-

ferent levels of learners.

34. When there is a disagreement be- 69.20 26.20 4.60 1.35 0.568

tween the scores of the two raters, they

score the written work again.”

35. Learners are required to write about 28.20 56.40 1540 1.87 0.649

at least two tasks in the exam rather than

one task.

36. Giving restrictive prompts/guide- 35.40 5690 7.70 1.72 0.597

lines to learners for the writing task is

avoided.
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37. Giving learners an opinion and ask- 73.80 17.90 820 1.34 0.626
ing them to discuss it is a valid way of

assessing their writing skills.

38. Using visuals which guide learners 14.90 68.70 16.40 2.02 0.561
for writing poses a problem.

39. Holistic scoring is used to see wheth- 61.50 16.90 21.50 1.60 0.821
er the learner is proficient or not at the

end of the term.

40. Analytic scoring leads to greater re- 55.90 13.80 30.30 1.74 0.894
liability than holistic scoring in writing.

41. In controlled writing, learners have 28.70 47.70 23.60 1.95 0.723
the chance to convey new information.

42. Classroom evaluation of learning in 51.80 17.40 30.80 1.79 0.886
terms of writing is best served through

analytic scoring rather than holistic scor-

ing.

43. Irrelevant ideas are ignored in the 35.90 53.80 10.30 1.74 0.631
assessment of initial stages of a written

work in process writing.

44. Providing a reading text for writingis 54.40 29.20 1640 1.62 0.753
a way of assessing writing skills.

45. Mechanical errors (e.g. spelling and 49.70 43.10 7.20 1.57 0.625
punctuation) are dealt with in the assess-

ment of later stages of a written work.

WRITING TOTAL (N=195) 11.16 3.838

Note: T: True; F: False; DKW: Don’t Know

According to Table 7, the mean score of the participants in assessing writing is
11.6. Therefore, it can be stated that their LAK level for writing skill is statistically
high.

Finally, the LAK level of the participants for assessing speaking skill is presented
in the following table.
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Table 8. Writing LAK level of EFL instructors working at the preparatory
programmes in Istanbul

ASSESSING SPEAKING T(%) F(%) DKW M SD
(%)

46. When the interlocutor does not under- 57.90 31.80 10.30 1.52 0.676
stand the learner, giving that feeling or say-
ing it poses a problem.
47. Giving learners one task is enough to as- 9.70 86.20 4.10 1.94 0.369
sess speaking skills.
48. Interlocutors’ showing interest by verbal 44.60 48.20 7.20 1.63 0.616
and non-verbal signals poses a problem.
49. When it becomes apparent that the learn- 40.50 49.20 10.30 1.70 0.647
er cannot reach the criterion level, the task
is ended.
50. Using holistic and analytic scales at the 31.30 37.40 3130 2.00 0.793
same time poses a problem.
51. Reading aloud is a technique used to as- 25.10 64.60 1030 1.85 0.577
sess speaking skills.
52. In interlocutor-learner interviews, the 64.10 2560 10.30 1.46 0.675
teacher has the chance to adapt the questions
being asked.
53. In interactive tasks, more than two learn- 31.30 5590 12.80 1.82 0.640
ers pose a problem.
54. The interlocutor gives the score when 11.30 81.00 7.70 1.96 0.435
the learner is in the exam room.
55. In a speaking exam, production and 72.30 20.50 7.20 1.35 0.610
comprehension are assessed together.
56. Asking learners to repeat a word, phrase 30.30 56.40 1330 1.83 0.640
or a sentence is a way of assessing speaking
skills.
57. Discussion among learners is a way of 83.60 10.30 6.20 1.23 0.547
assessing speaking skills.
58. A checklist is a means of scoring oral 82.60 5.10 12.30  1.30 0.676
presentations in in-class assessment.
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59. When the focus is to assess discourse, 67.20 11.30 21.50 1.54 0.826
role-plays are used.
60. In peer interaction, random matching is 21.00 5490 24.10 2.03 0.673

avoided.
SPEAKING TOTAL (N= 195) 8.86 6.138

Note: T: True; F: False; DKW: Don’t Know

As shown in Table 8, the participants had a mean score of 8.86 in assessing
speaking, which is higher than the half score. Thus, their LAK level for speaking
skill is regarded to be significantly high.

The second question in the study aimed to explore whether there was a relationship
between the participants’ LAK level and certain demographic features.

The first variable to be investigated was years of teaching experience. One-
way ANOVA was used in order to see if there is any relationship between the
participants’ teaching experience and their LAK level.

Table 10. Participants’ Language Assessment Knowledge Based on Teaching

Experience
Sum of df Mean F p
Squares Square
Between 45.131 4 11.283 0.233 0.920
Groups
Within 9200.85 190 48.426
Groups

TOTAL 9245.981 194

Table 10 shows that the value of F is 0.233, which does not reach a significance
with a p-value of 0.920 (p = 0.92 > .05). Therefore, it was concluded that there
was not a statistically significance between groups in terms of their teaching
experience.

The second variable to be investigated was educational background of the
participants. In order to investigate whether a relationship exists or not between
the participants’ LAK level and having a BA degree, MA degree or PhD degree,
one-way ANOVA was utilized.
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Table 11. Participants’ Language Assessment Knowledge Based on Educational

Background
Sum of Mean
Squares  df Square F P
Between
Groups 47.377 2 23.689 0.494 0.611
Within Groups 9198.604 192 47.909
TOTAL 9245981 194

Table 11 shows that the F value (0.464) does not reach a significance with a
p value of 0.611 (p = 0.611 > .05). These findings suggest that there was no
relationship between the participants’ educational background and their LAK
level.

The third variable to be investigated in the study was the BA programme the
participants graduated from. Independent samples t-test was used in order to
find out whether there is a relationship between the participants’ LAK level and
having graduated from an ELT department or a non-ELT department. The table
below shows the frequency of the participants based on the BA programme they
graduated and the mean scores of their LAK level.

Table 12. Participants’ Language Assessment Knowledge Based on Subject of

Graduation
Subject of
Graduation N M t df p
ELT 101 45.00 -1.374 103 0.171
non-ELT 94 46.36

Table 12 shows that out of 195 participants, 101 of them were graduates of ELT
department while 94 of the participants were graduates of non-ELT departments.
The p value (0.171) showed that there was no statistically significant difference
between those who graduated from ELT department and those who graduated
from a non-ELT department (p = 0.171 > .05). Therefore, it can be interpreted
that the BA programme the participants graduated from did not have an impact
on their LAK level.

Having a testing and assessment course in undergraduate education was the
fourth variable to be investigated. In order to examine the relationship between
the participants’ LAK level and having received a testing and assessment course
in pre-service education, independent samples t-test was utilized. The findings
are presented in the following table.
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Table 13. Participants’ Language Assessment Knowledge Based on Having a
Separate Testing and Assessment Course in Pre-service Education

Having a separate

testing course N M t df p

Yes 114 44.8076  -2.06 193 0.041*
No 81 46.8574

*p < 0,05

In table 13, the p value (0.041) shows that there was a statistically significant
difference between those who had a testing course and those who did not in
their undergraduate studies (p = 0.041 < .05). According to these findings, the
LAK level of those who had a testing and assessment course in their pre-service
education was found to be slightly lower than those who did not have any testing
course in their pre-service education. However, the mean difference between the
two groups was quite low (2.05).

The fifth variable that was investigated in the study was having trainings on testing
and assessment. In order to find out whether there was any relationship between
those who received trainings and those who did not, independent samples t-test
was used. The findings are shown in the following table.

Table 14. Participants’ Language Assessment Knowledge Based on Attending
any Professional Development Training on Language Assessment

Attending any

professional

development training on

language assessment N M t df p
Yes 136 455 -0.481 193 0.631
No 59 46.02

The p value (0.631) showed that no statistically significant difference was found
between the two groups (p = 0.631 > .05). It means that receiving a testing and
assessment training did not have an impact on the participants’ LAK level.

Finally, in order to see whether any relationship exists between the LAK level
of the participants who have been a testing office member and the LAK level of
those who have not, independent samples t-test was utilized. The findings are
shown below in Table 15.
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Table 15. Participants’ Language Assessment Knowledge Based on Being a
Testing Office Member or Not

Being a testing office

member or not N Mean t df p
Yes 68 46.11 0.67 193 0.504
No 127 45.41

According to table 15, the p value (0.504) shows that there was no statistically
significant difference between the LAK level of the two groups (p = 0.504 > .05).
That is to say, being a testing office member or not did not have any impact on the
LAK level of the participants.

In short, the findings suggest that there was no statistically significant relationship
between the participants’ LAK level and the following variables: teaching
experience, educational background, subject of graduation, having trainings on
testing and assessment, and being a testing office member or not. Among all
the variables, the only variable which had an impact on the participants’ LAK
level was having a testing and assessment course in undergraduate education.
Interestingly, those who had no testing course in their pre-service education had a
higher level of LAK. However, despite the difference, their LAK levels were still
very close to each other.

Qualitative Data Analysis

The third question in the study aimed to investigate the participants’ perceptions
of their language assessment practices. In order to find out their perceptions,
interviews were conducted with EFL instructors. When the participants were
asked about their opinions on the characteristics of a good assessment, they listed
a number of features to define characteristics of a good assessment in their terms.
Table 18 presents the features of a good assessment from the perspectives of the
participants and the frequency of all the answers.
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Table 16. Characteristics of a good assessment

z

Characteristics

Practical
Objective
Flexible
Fair
Justifiable
Valid
Authentic
Reliable
Adaptable
Constructive

—_— = = N = 00 = N = NN

Organized

The results in Table 16 indicate that the most commonly given answers provided
by the teachers were reliability and validity, which means that most of the
participants are familiar with the basic terms in assessment. Also, the qualities
mentioned by the respondents prove that all the participants have some opinions
regarding the basics of an assessment. Therefore, it can be concluded that the
participants have some knowledge of basic assessment principles and needs of a
good assessment.

When the participants were asked whether students should be informed of what
they will be assessed or or not, all the participants stated that students need to be
informed of what they will be assessed on by indicating different reasons. Some
of the reasons mentioned by the participants are listed below:

“Yes, they should be informed, because we should test individual things
at a time and students should be aware of the things they should pay
attention to.” (Interview Data, 05.07.2019)

“Yes sure, one of the important qualities of a good exam is to have content
validity. If students did not know what they will be assessed on, that exam
would not have any validity.”

(Interview Data, 02.07.2019)

The findings also showed that participants make use of both formative and
summative assessment methods in their classes. Also, written and oral assessment
methods, writing tasks, portfolios and pop-up quizzes were mentioned by the
participants as activities that are used in classroom to assess students. Finally,
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for the question regarding the participants’ engagement in peer assessment and
self-assessment, the majority of the participants stated that they make use of peer
assessment and self-assessment methods in their classroom in order to detect
students’ weaknesses and strengths.

In brief, the findings suggested that the participating teachers have knowledge
of summative assessment and formative assessment methods. Also, they are
well-informed about the importance of alternative forms of assessment such
as portfolios, peer-assessment and self-assessment. Also, when it comes to in-
class assessment practices, it was seen that they engage in both summative and
formative assessment methods in their classes.

DISCUSSION
The current study aimed to find out general and skill-based language assessment
knowledge level of EFL instructors working at the preparatory schools of the
universities in Istanbul, Turkey. The quantitative findings showed that they had a
high level of language assessment knowledge.

When the literature is reviewed, it can be seen that the majority of the existing
studies on language assessment found teachers had a low level of language
assessment. To begin with, Hatipoglu (2015) conducted a study on 124 pre-service
EFL instructors in an ELT department to explore their knowledge of language
assessment. The findings of her study showed that pre-service teachers had little
knowledge of testing and assessment. In another study conducted by Mede and
Atay (2017), it was found that Turkish EFL instructors had limited knowledge of
language assessment and testing. Similarly, Oztiirk and Aydin (2018) conducted
a study to find out language assessment literacy of EFL instructors through the
LAKS scale, which was also used in this study. The findings of their study showed
that Turkish EFL instructors’ language assessment literacy is quite limited. When
the findings of the current study are compared to the findings of the previous
studies on language assessment, it can be seen that these findings contradict the
findings of the existing studies in literature.

The inconsistency between this study and the previous studies might derive
from the fact that the current study included many participants from universities
with no testing office. In these universities, since there is no separate testing
office, all the instructors working at the institution are given regular professional
development trainings on testing and assessment to improve the quality of the
exams. Therefore, they may be more knowledgeable about testing and assessment
than those who do not attend assessment trainings on a regular basis. This might
be a significant reason for the discrepancy between the previous studies and the
current study.

When the participants’ skill-based LAK level was analysed, it was seen that the
participants were found to be competent in assessing four language skills, which
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contradicts the findings of Oztiirk and Aydin’s study (2018). In the current study,
EFL instructors were found to be competent in assessing four language skills. Also,
in the current study, the participants were found to be most competent in assessing
reading, whereas they were least competent in assessing speaking among four
language skills. The reason for the low scores in assessing speaking may be that,
as Alderson and Bachman (2004) suggest, speaking is the most difficult language
skill to assess reliably since there is a range of personal factors affecting the
judgement of the interlocutor conducting the speaking exam. Similarly, Alderson,
Clapham, and Wall (1995) argue that “the success of a speaking test relies on the
individuals who are administering the test doing their job well” (p. 116). When all
these findings are taken into account, it can be concluded that assessing speaking
requires more attention than assessing other language skills.

The second research question in the study aimed to find out whether there is any
relationship between the EFL instructors’ LAK level and certain demographic
features.

Years of teaching experience was the first variable that was examined in the
current study. The findings pointed out that teaching experience had no impact on
EFL instructors’ language assessment knowledge, which shows parallelism with
the findings of the previous studies in the literature (Tao, 2014; Jannati, 2015; Oz
and Atay; 2017; Hakim, 2015; Oztiirk and Aydin, 2018).

Another variable that was investigated in the study was educational background.
The findings suggested that there was no relationship between the participants’
educational background and their LAK level. These findings are in line with
some of the existing studies in the literature (Tao, 2014; Oztiirk and Aydin, 2018).

With regard to subject of graduation, no significant difference was found between
the EFL instructors’ LAK level and the BA programme they graduated from,
which contradicts the findings of Tao’s study (2014). He found that English-
major instructors had a higher level of assessment knowledge than those who did
not major in English in their BA education. However, Oztiirk and Aydin (2018)
also investigated the effect of subject of graduation on EFL instructors’ language
assessment literacy, and found that having graduated from an ELT department or
anon-ELT department did not have any influence on EFL instructors’ LAK level,
which conforms to the findings of the current study.

Having a separate testing and assessment course in pre-service education was
another variable that was examined in the current study. According to the findings,
those did not have a testing course in their BA education had a higher level of
LAK than those who had a testing course. According to the previous studies in the
literature, no relationship was found between pre-service assessment education
and teachers’ language assessment knowledge (Tsagari, 2008; Tao, 2014; Oztiirk
and Aydin, 2018). The results of the present study may derive from several
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factors. Most importantly, the assessment related courses offered in pre-service
education are generally theory-oriented. In other words, pre-service teachers do
not receive training on how to prepare test items. Instead, theoretical aspects of
testing and assessment are being taught to pre-service teachers. Therefore, they
are not equipped with sufficient knowledge of testing and preparing items when
they graduate from university. This reason may have led to the findings of the
current study.

The current study also investigated the relationship between attending
professional development trainings on language assessment and EFL instructors’
LAK level. The results suggested that attending in-service assessment trainings
did not influence EFL instructors’ LAK level, which was in line with the findings
of Oztiirk and Aydin’s study (2018). Mede and Atay (2017) also focused on
assessment training needs of EFL instructors, and they found that majority of
the participants did not have sufficient training in testing and assessment. When
the findings of the current study are considered, the ineffectiveness of attending
trainings on testing in the current study might derive from several factors. One
reason may be that in-service assessment trainings that teachers attend could be
insufficient, since they are mostly ‘one-shot trainings’ (Mede and Atay, 2017, p.
58). It is simply not possible to be competent in testing and assessment with a
short-term training. Besides, the quality of the trainings offered may be another
reason for the inefficiency of those trainings. Cumming (2009) argues that neither
teacher preparation programs nor professional development opportunities enable
teachers to get prepared to conduct assessment tasks. According to Taylor (2013),
in order to tackle with language assessment literacy, it is significant to balance
the theoretical aspects and practical aspects of language assessment as well as
considering ethical issues. Inbar-Lourie (2008) discusses that little research has
been conducted on the content and objectives of language assessment courses
so far. Therefore, it can be argued that more research is still needed to reach a
particular conclusion.

Finally, the last variable that was examined in the current study was being a testing
office member or not. The findings showed that having worked as a testing office
member did not affect the participants’ level of language assessment knowledge.
These findings contradict the findings of Oztiirk and Aydin’s study (2018).

The third question in the study aimed to examine EFL instructors’ perceptions
of language assessment practices and its reflections in their classroom. The
results of the study revealed that EFL instructors are aware of the importance of
assessment and its profound impact on teaching. Moreover, they are informed
about summative assessment and formative assessment methods including
alternative forms of assessment such as peer-assessment, self-assessment and
portfolios. These findings are in line with some of the existing studies in the
literature (Jannati, 2015; Oz & Atay, 2017).
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The fourth question in the study aimed to explore how EFL instructors reflect their
language assessment knowledge in their classes. The findings showed that the
participants make use of both formative and summative assessment methods to
evaluate students’ performance. However, these findings contradict the findings
of some of the existing studies in the literature (Mufoz, Palacio, & Escobar,
2012; Jannati, 2015). To begin with, Mufioz et al. (2012) found that teachers
do not reflect their language assessment knowledge in their teaching practices.
Similarly, Jannati (2015) also found that there was a mismatch between what
EFL instructors believe and what they actually implement in their classes. The
reason for the inconsistency between the current study and the previous studies
could be that assessment for learning has recently gained popularity among
language teachers and educators. Thus, the kind of activities teachers use in order
to evaluate students may have changed over the last few years. The present study
showed that EFL instructors can reflect their language assessment knowledge in
their teaching practices. However, more research is still needed to get an in-depth
understanding of EFL instructors’ in-class assessment practices.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS
The present study aimed to shed light on language assessment literacy of EFL
instructors working in higher education context. In the light of the quantitative
and qualitative findings of the study, the following implications are suggested.

Firstly, the study found thathaving a testing and assessment course in undergraduate
education did not have any impact on EFL instructors’ LAK level, which shows
that the testing and assessment courses offered in pre-service education do not
improve language assessment literacy of teacher candidates. Therefore, more
research into the effectiveness of the assessment courses offered in pre-service
education should be conducted, and the possible weaknesses these courses could
be examined and improved accordingly.

Secondly, the research has shown that ELT graduates do not perform better
than non-ELT graduates with regards to their language assessment knowledge
despite having a separate testing and assessment course in their undergraduate
education. Hence, more courses on testing and assessment should be offered in
ELT departments so that pre-service language teachers can be equipped with
sufficient knowledge of language assessment when they have graduated from
university.

Thirdly, the findings of the research have indicated that having trainings on
testing and assessment did not influence EFL instructors’ language assessment
knowledge. Hence, more research into the effectiveness of assessment trainings
offered to in-service language teachers should be done to improve the quality of
these trainings.

In short, the findings of the current study shed light on EFL instructors’ language
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assessment knowledge and their perceptions of language assessment. The
implications suggested above may be of great importance for language teachers to
improve the standards of teaching and learning by focusing on teachers’ language
assessment literacy.

CONCLUSIONS

The overall purpose of the current study was to explore general and skill-based
language assessment knowledge of EFL instructors working in higher education
context in Istanbul, Turkey. The findings of quantitative data showed that EFL
instructors’ general and skill-based LAK level was pretty high. Also, the study
found that certain demographic features such as educational background, having
a testing and assessment course in BA education, or having assessment trainings
did not have any impact on the participant teachers’ LAK level. Therefore, it was
concluded that the quality of the testing and assessment courses offered in pre-
service education could be improved.

Finally, based on the qualitative findings of the current study, it was concluded that
EFL instructors were aware of the importance of assessment in learning process,
and they were familiar with summative and formative assessment methods. The
findings also showed that they were able to reflect their language assessment
knowledge in their classroom. Therefore, it was concluded that their perceptions
of language assessment were in line with their in-class teaching practices.
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