Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (H. U. Journal of Education) 34(3): 602-620 [2019]
doi: 10.16986/HUJE.2018043465 [Arastirma Makalesi / Research Article]

Investigating Language Assessment Knowledge of EFL Teachers”

Ingilizceyi Yabanai Dil Olarak Ogreten Ogretmenlerin Dilde Olcme
Degerlendirme Bilgilerinin Arastirilmasi

Elgin OLMEZER-OZTURK™, Belgin AYDIN™"

e Received: 13.07.2018 e Accepted: 07.09.2018 e Published: 31.07.2019

Kaynakca Bilgisi: Olmezer-Oztiirk, E., & Aydmn, B. (2019). ingilizceyi yabanci dil olarak 6greten dgretmenlerin
dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgilerinin aragtirilmasi. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 34(3), 602-620.
doi: 10.16986/HUJE.2018043465

Citation Information: Olmezer-Oztiirk, E., & Aydin, B. (2019). Investigating language assessment knowledge of
EFL teachers. Hacettepe University Journal of Education, 34(3), 602-620. doi: 10.16986/HUJE.2018043465

ABSTRACT: The purpose of this study is to provide an overall picture regarding general and skill-based Language
Assessment Knowledge (LAK) level of English teachers working in Turkish higher education context by using
Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS) developed by Olmezer-Oztiirk and Aydin (2018). The scale
including 60 items with four constructs was completed by 542 EFL teachers working at schools of foreign languages.
The statistical findings revealed that in terms of LAK level of the teachers, the participants got, on average, 25 out of
60. The results of one sample t-test revealed that the score the teachers got from the scale was significantly lower than
half of the total score. It was also found that the teachers were the most knowledgeable in assessing reading whereas
they had the lowest score in assessing listening. Besides, except for being a testing office member, no significant
impact of demographic features was found on LAK level of the participants. Finally, the present study offers several
suggestions both for future studies and for policy makers to improve EFL teachers’ language assessment literacy on
assessing each skill.
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OZET: Bu cahigma Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgisi seviyelerini ortaya koymay1
amaclamaktadir. Veriler 60 maddeli ve 4 boyutlu dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgisi 6lgegi ile toplanmis ve bu 6lgek
yiiksekdgretimde calisan 542 Sgretmen tarafindan cevaplannustir. Ogretmenlerin dilde dlgme degerlendirme bilgi
seviyeleri ile alakali bulgular, katilimcilarin 6lgegin genelinden 60 iizerinden 25 aldigini ve bu ortalamanin toplam
puanin yarisindan anlamli derecede diisiik oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bunun yani sira, 6gretmenlerin dilde 6lgme
degerlendirme bilgi diizeylerinin okuma becerisini dlgmede en yiiksek, dinleme becerisini 6lgmede ise en diigiik
oldugu belirlenmistir. Olgme degerlendirme ofisi galisani olup olmama haricinde hicbir demografik degiskenin
ogretmenlerin dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgisi lizerinde etkisinin olmadigr da ¢aligmanin istatistiki bulgulari
arasindadir. Caligmanin sonu¢ boliimiinde ise Ogretmenlerin dilde Slgme degerlendirme okuryazarliklarinin
geligtirilmesi i¢in hem aragtirma hem planlama agisindan bazi dnerilerde bulunulmusgtur.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgisi, Ingilizce gretmenleri, dilde 6lgme degerlendirme
okuryazarligi

1. INTRODUCTION

The role of assessment in teaching and learning process is undeniable. Assessment is
regarded like an engine which is responsible for initiating learning (White, 2009). Teaching and
assessment cannot be considered as separate constructs, because assessment is a component of
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learning and teaching process, and teachers are engaged in assessment and assessment-related
activities in most of their professional time. Good assessment practices are crucial because the
quality of the assessments that are utilized is a prerequisite for the quality of the instruction and
learning (Stiggins, 1999). These assessment practices are good informants; so, with the help of
these, teachers can adapt the pace of the lesson, make a decision about whether the course
content is relevant or not, shape student learning during teaching process, get an idea about
whether the teaching is effective or not, and help create confidence in students for the national
standardized tests. A language teacher has this assessment responsibility as a part of her/his
profession (Mertler, 2003). As teaching and assessment are the concepts affecting each other,
they inform and improve each other (Malone, 2013); thus, teachers have great roles in bridging
between these two concepts. The role of teachers is made salient in assessment process, and
many scholars in the literature (Stiggins, 1999; Popham, 2009) voiced that language teachers
can become more informed decision makers once they are equipped with language assessment
knowledge. With this great role in language assessment, teachers’ knowledge of assessment has
a big impact on the quality of education (Malone, 2013). As a result, it is necessary for teachers
to utilize assessment strategies to make decisions, to decide on the most suitable instruction for
learners, and to get an idea about teaching and learning progress.

Stiggins (1995, p. 240) emphasized that assessment literate teachers know “what they are
assessing, why they are doing it, how best to assess the skill, knowledge of interest, how to
generate good examples of student performance, what can potentially go wrong with the
assessment, and how to prevent that from happening”. Thus, assessment literacy covers the
knowledge related to assessment and also application of this knowledge during assessment
practices. Very recently, a new term, language assessment literacy, has flourished, and it is
rooted in the term assessment literacy, but it has appeared as a distinct area from assessment
literacy. The definitions of language assessment literacy vary in the literature. Malone (2013, p.
329) defined language assessment literacy as “language teachers’ familiarity with testing
definitions and the application of this knowledge to classroom practices in general and
specifically to issues related to assessing language”. For Inbar-Lourie (2008, pp. 389-390),
“language assessment knowledge base comprises layers of assessment literacy skills combined
with language specific competencies, forming a distinct entity that can be referred to as
language assessment literacy”. In another work, Inbar-Lourie (2017) stated that the term LAL
stems from AL, but LAL is different from AL in the sense that LAL “attempts to set itself apart
as a knowledge base that incorporates unique aspects inherent in theorizing and assessing
language-related performance” (p. 259). Lam (2015) also defined it as “teachers’
understandings and mastery of assessment concepts, measurement knowledge, test construction
skills, principles about test impact, and assessment procedures which can influence significant
educational decisions within a wider social context” (p. 172). Finally, language assessment
literacy was also defined as “the level of knowledge, skills, and understanding of assessment
principles and practice that is increasingly required by other test stakeholder groups, depending
on their needs and context” (Taylor, 2009, p. 24). Thus, as is stated in the definitions above,
language assessment literacy requires additional competencies related to language when
compared to assessment literacy. However, research into language assessment literacy “is still in
its infancy” (Fulcher, 2012, p. 117).

It is crucial that language teachers need to have adequate knowledge in assessment-
related process (Price, Rust, O’Donovan, Handley, & Bryant, 2012). However, many in-Service
teachers stressed that they are not adequately equipped with assessment knowledge (Plake,
1993). Stiggins (2010, p. 233) pointed out this problem with a very assertive utterance by
stating that “assessment illiteracy abounds”. This indicates that teachers are responsible for
assessing learners, but whether they have the necessary knowledge to assess learners is open to
discussion.
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Xu and Brown (2017, p. 134) stated that assessment literacy should start with the
investigation of its knowledge base; thus, the assessment knowledge lies at the heart of
assessment literacy. Some of the studies focusing LAL are as follows: Lam (2015) carried out a
study to find out how two language assessment courses facilitated or inhibited the language
assessment literacy of pre-service teachers in five Hong Kong institutions. The analysis of the
programmes showed that there was insufficient support to foster LAL, and the training for LAL
was inadequate. Next, Tsagari and Vogt (2017) carried out a mixed-design study to find out the
teachers’ perceptions of LAL and their individual needs related to language testing and
assessment. The participant teachers were from Cyprus (n=16), Greece (n=22) and Germany
(n=25) with no training related to assessment. The results demonstrated that the participants’
perceived LAL was not sufficient, and they did not feel themselves prepared effectively for
assessment-related practices. Additionally, VVolante and Fazio (2007) carried out a study with 69
pre-service teachers from each of the four years in ELT programme. The findings indicated that
self-efficacy ratings of the participants were very low across each of the four years of the
programme. The majority of the respondents made use of assessment for mainly traditional
summative purposes. Furthermore, the pre-service teachers stated for an urgent need for a
specific course based on classroom assessment, and this need was verbalized by all the
participants across four years.

In Turkish context, Hatipoglu (2015) studied with 124 pre-service teachers to investigate
what pre-service teachers knew about assessment and what their expectations were from testing
course. The findings demonstrated that the participants expected to evaluate, select and write
exams and prepare their learners for all types of exams. It was also revealed that the pre-service
teachers had limited assessment knowledge after four years in ELT department. Another study
belongs to Oz and Atay (2017) who investigated the Turkish EFL teachers’ perceptions towards
in-class language assessment and its link with their classroom practices. The findings revealed
that the teachers were familiar with the basic terms related to classroom assessment; however,
when it comes to the practice, they had difficulty in reflecting their assessment knowledge into
their classroom practice. Finally, Mede and Atay (2017) made use of the online language testing
and assessment questionnaire adapted from Vogt and Tsagari (2014) to find out the training
needs and practices of 350 Turkish EFL teachers. The findings showed that the teachers had
limited assessment literacy, and they needed training in many areas of testing and assessment.

The studies related to language assessment literacy of EFL teachers are mostly concerned
with the needs of English language teachers with regard to language assessment, proving the
inefficiency of pre-service education and lack of professional development, and revealing the
self-reports of the participants related to their assessment knowledge or practices.

Thus, there is an urgent need for exploring language assessment knowledge of language
teachers as the first step towards language assessment literacy in order to detect their strengths
and weaknesses in language assessment. Preparatory programmes of the universities are one of
the workplaces where teachers are expected to teach English, and assess their learners in each
skill. The assessors in these preparatory programmes are language teachers. The problem is that
language teachers are responsible for all the assessment-related activities in most of the
preparatory programmes, but how knowledgeable or competent they are in assessing their
learners is the question. As a starting point, language assessment knowledge of language
teachers should be determined. However, in Turkey, there is not a study on measuring the
language assessment knowledge of language teachers; thus, there is paucity of research in
language assessment literacy to shed light on this issue. This identification is vital because by
detecting the strengths and weaknesses of language teachers, the needs of language teachers
could be specified. Based on these needs, testing and assessment course in pre-service education
and teacher professional development programmes related to language assessment can be
designed and developed.
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As the present study investigates language assessment knowledge of EFL teachers in
higher education in Turkey with the help of a scale that was developed and validated by the
researchers, it aimed to find out answers to the following research questions throughout the
study:

1. What are the general and skill-based Language Assessment Knowledge (LAK) levels
of EFL teachers in Turkish higher education setting?

2. Is there a relationship among their levels of skill-based LAK?

3. Does LAK level change according to following demographic features which are years
of experience, educational background, the BA programme being graduated, workplace, having
a testing course in BA, attending trainings on testing and assessment and being a testing office
member?

4. Does their LAK level change according to their perceived self-competency in assessing
each language skill?

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1. Research Context

Turkey is an EFL context in which English does not have an official status. It is taught as
a foreign language at primary, secondary and university levels. The preparatory programmes of
the universities are the research context in this study. With the English preparatory programmes
they have, schools of foreign languages at universities are the institutions in which English is
taught in a systematic and intensive way in Turkey (Aydin, et. al., 2017). These programmes
were deliberately chosen for this study, because the language teachers in these programmes are
responsible for assessment-related activities and all four skills are assessed.

2.2. Participants

The population of this study included Turkish EFL teachers working at preparatory
programmes of the universities in Turkey. The online version of the scale was sent to all the
language teachers of the universities which have English preparatory programmes. Among 122
universities (85 state and 37 private universities) in Turkey, the scale was sent to the ones with
English preparatory programmes. Throughout the data collection process, the language teachers
and the heads of the preparatory programmes were sent reminder e-mails every week in order to
reach the maximum number of participants. The ones who responded to the scale were included
as the participants in the study. 542 language teachers from 53 universities (37 state and 16
private universities) contributed to the data collection process of the study. There were 115
language teachers answering the scale from one of the state universities, which was the highest
number of the participants responding to the scale, and the rest of the participants contributing
to the data collection ranged from two to 30 language teachers. The demographic features and
the number of the teachers are shown in the following table.

Table 1. Demographic features and the number of the participants

Demographic feature Number of the Participants Percentage
Gender Male — 174 32
Female - 368 68
Years of experience 1-5 years — 86 16
6-10 years — 173 32
11-15 years — 114 21
16-20 years — 100 18
More than 21 — 69 13
Educational background BA - 238 44
MA - 255 47
PhD — 49 9
The BA programme graduated ELT — 347 64
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Non-ELT - 195 36
The current workplace State University — 372 68
Private University — 170 32
Being a testing office member Yes — 260 48
No — 282 52
Had a separate testing/assessment Yes — 260 48
course in pre-service No — 282 52
Attended any trainings on language Yes-—282 52
testing/assessment No — 260 48

2.3. Data Collection Tool

At the initial stage of this study, a scale to measure language assessment knowledge of
EFL teachers was developed by the researchers at the end of a tough validation process which
included opinions from teachers, opinions from academicians as the expert opinion and a
meeting with testing practitioners. In this process, the items that were perceived as too difficult,
too easy, irrelevant or tricky were removed from the scale based on the comments. Besides, the
items which received the same answer in the piloting process were also removed. These stages,
as shown below in Table 2, considerably contributed to the content validity of the scale and the
development of each item.

Table 2. Revision process of the scale

reading listening writing speaking in total
1% stage 49 61 74 53 237
(Three experts with PhD in ELT -3 -2 -6 -6 -17
checking for comprehensibility)
2" stage 46 59 68 47 220
(Checking with 10 teachers) - - - - -
3" stage 46 59 68 47 220
(Expert opinion) -9 -26 -20 -12 -67
4™ stage 37 33 48 35 153
(Training with the testing office -9 -7 -14 -11 -41
members)
5™ stage 28 26 34 24 112
(Piloting with 50 teachers and
expert opinion) -13 -11 -19 -9 -52
Final Version 15 15 15 15 60

Language Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS), which was developed by the
researchers at the end of the stages shown above, was sent in an online format to all the teachers
working at preparatory programmes at universities in Turkey. It has a high reliability (R=.91),
and the findings derived from the Second Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis indicated that the
model presents a good fit (Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydim, 2018). It included 60 items with four
constructs that are assessing reading, assessing listening, assessing writing and assessing
speaking.

During the data collection process, there were four different formats of the scale, and in
each format, the places of the skills were different. For instance, in the first format, assessing
reading was the first skill in the scale whereas in the second format, it was placed in the second
rank after assessing listening. What is more, only one format was sent to a university, and it was
noted down by the researchers not to cause any confusion in later stages. The reason for this
variability was to avoid the possible effects of any fatigue, boredom or careless responses of the
participants toward the end of the scale.

e-ISSN: 2536-4758 http://lwww.efdergi.hacettepe.edu.tr/



Investigating Language Assessment Knowledge of EFL Teachers 607

2.4. Data Analysis Process

The quantitative data were analyzed through descriptive and inferential statistics. The
following table presents the statistical methods that were used to analyze the quantitative data of
this study in line with the research questions.

Table 3. Statistical methods used in analysis

The focus of the research gquestion The statistical method
R. Q. 1. The level of general and skill-based language Descriptive statistics (mean, percentage, standard
assessment knowledge deviation, etc.)
One sample t-test

R. Q. 2. The relationship of their skill-based Pearson Correlation
knowledge
R. Q. 3. The impact of demographic features on the Inferential statistics (Independent samples T-test, one-
knowledge level of participants way ANOVA)
R. Q. 4. Perceived self-competency and LAK level One-way ANOVA

3. FINDINGS

3.1. General and Skill-based Language Assessment Knowledge Level of EFL Teachers

The first research question of the study aimed to investigate general and skill-based LAK
level of EFL teachers working at Turkish higher education context. The findings derived from
their responses are presented in Table 4. The results showed that the participants’ mean score in
LAKS was 25 over 60. In other words, the number of the items answered correctly by the
teachers were 25 on average. Besides, it was found that the participants had the highest mean
score in assessing reading (7,055 over 15) which means that they know more about assessing
reading compared to assessing other skills. According to the results in Table 4, the participants
got a mean score of 4,752 over 15 in assessing listening and it was found to be the skill in which
the participant teachers were the least knowledgeable.

Table 4. General and skill-based LAK level of EFL teachers in Turkish higher education context
Don’t

ITEMS N True False Know Mean SD
ASSESSING READING  (Bold ones refer to the participants with correct answers)

1. Asklng Iearne_zrs to summarize the reading text is a way 542 269 257 16 496 500
of assessing their reading skills.

2. When asking several questions about a reading text, all

the questions are independent of each other. 542 153 343 46 ,282 450
3. Cloze test is used for assessing the main idea of the text.542 230 250 62 461 ,498
4. In areading exam, using a text learners have 542 278 190 74 1350 477
encountered before is not a problem.

g).(e(l)rge reading text is enough to be included in a reading 542 108 400 34 738 440
ﬁé;?e language of the questions is simpler than the text 542 264 220 58 487 500
7. Errors of spelling are penalized while scoring. 542 256 237 49 ,437 ,496
8. Taking \_/ocabula_ry dlfflc_ulty |n_to consideration is 542 288 224 30 531 499
necessary in assessing reading skills.

_9. Including not stated/doesn’t say alf)ng with true/false 542 236 201 85 435 496
items has advantages over true/false items.

10._ The more items a reading text is followed, the more 542 198 200 144 365 481
reliable it becomes.

11. L_Jsmg the same words in the correct option as in the 542 241 243 58 448 497
text is not a problem.

12. Simplification of reading texts is avoided. 542 243 205 94 ,378 ,485
13. Readlr_lg texts in a reading exam include various genresg,,  ag 188 2% 605 489
(essay, article, etc.).

14. In top-down approach, assessment is on overall 542 267 110 165 492 500

comprehension of the reading text.
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15. Using ungrammatical distractors in multiple choice

N - . 542 296 199 47 ,546 ,498
questions in a reading exam is a problem.
READING-TOTAL 542 7,055 4,470
ASSESSING LISTENING
16. Using reading texts for listening purposes poses a 542 160 292 90 295 456
problem.
17. Ipcludmg r.edundancy (e.g. what | mean to say is that 542 243 298 71 420 494

...) in a listening text poses a problem.

18. Any type of listening text is used for note-taking. 542 267 223 52 411 ,492
19. Spelling errors are ignored in scoring the dictation. 542 92 400 50 ,169 ,375
gé)(.)rlifr:gors of grammar or spelling are penalized while 542 319 169 54 311 463
21. A listening cloze test is a way of selective listening. 542 286 139 117 ,527 ,499
22. Phonemic dls.crlmlnatlon tasks (e_.g. mln[mal pairs 542 209 63 270 116 320
such as sheep-ship) are examples of integrative testing.
23. Scoring in note-taking is straightforward. 542 253 132 157 ,243 429
2_4. In discrete-point testing, comprehension is at the 542 199 45 298 367 482
literal/local level.
25_. Using dictation diagnostically in assessing listening 542 172 171 199 317 465
skills does not pose a problem.
26. Giving learners a transcript of the listening text is a
valid way of assessing listening skills. 542 224 259 59 ATT 499
27. Dictation is a kind of discrete-point testing. 542 253 52 237 ,095 ,294
28. Inference questions based on intelligence are avoided 542 100 399 43 184 388

in listening tests.
29. Asking learners to listen to names or numbers is called

intensive listening. 542 278 126 138 232 422
30. In selective listening, learners are expected to look for

certain information. 542 315 187 40 981 493
LISTENING-TOTAL 542 4,752 3,291
ASSESSING WRITING

31. Giving two options to learners and asking them to

write about one ensure reliable and valid scoring. 542 312 160 0 295 456
32. Analytic scoring is used to see the strengths and 542 279 177 86 514 500
weaknesses of learners.

33. The parts of a scoring scale and the scores in each part

do not change for different levels of learners. 542 150 335 57 618 486
34. When there is a disagreement between the scores of

the two raters, they score the written work again. 542 38l 134 27 247 431
_35. Learners are required to write about at least two tasks 542 149 309 84 274 44688
in the exam rather than one task.

36. Giving restrictive prompts/guidelines to learners for

the writing task is avoided. 542 155 333 54 614 487
37 lem_g learners an opinion a_nd as_k_lng thgm to discuss 542 420 79 50 132 339
it is a valid way of assessing their writing skills.

38. Using visuals which guide learners for writing poses a 542 50 499 70 778 415
problem.

39. Holistic scoring is used to see whether the learner is

proficient or not at the end of the term. 542 257 161 124 AT4 499
40._Apalyt|c_sco_r|ng I_e_ads to greater reliability than 542 216 192 134 398 490
holistic scoring in writing.

41. In contro_lled ert!ng, learners have the chance to 542 163 261 118 481 500
convey new information.

42. Classroom evaluation of learning in terms of writing is

best served through analytic scoring rather than holistic 542 214 167 161 ,394 ,489
scoring.

43. Irrelevant ideas are ignored in the assessment of initial 542 173 292 77 538 498
stages of a written work in process writing.

44. Providing a reading text for writing is a way of 542 250 196 9% 461 498

assessing writing skills.
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45. Mechanical errors (e.g. spelling and punctuation) are

dealt with in the assessment of later stages of a written 542 189 298 55 ,348 AT7
work.
WRITING-TOTAL 542 6,573 2,478

ASSESSING SPEAKING

4_6._When the mterlocutor dogs not understand the learner, 542 308 191 43 352 478
giving that feeling or saying it poses a problem.

47. Giving learners one task is enough to assess speaking 542

skills 34 486 22 ,896 ,304
48. Inte{locutors’ showing interest by verbal and non- 542 125 386 31 712 453
verbal signals poses a problem.

49. When it becomes apparent that the learner cannot

reach the criterion level, the task is ended. 542 157 320 65 289 454
50. Using holistic and analytic scales at the same time 542 149 231 162 426 494
poses a problem.

Slii.lllzeadmg aloud is a technique used to assess speaking 542 g7 380 75 160 367
52. In interlocutor-learner interviews, the teacher has the

chance to adapt the questions being asked. 542 209 277 56 ,385 A87
53. In interactive tasks, more than two learners pose a 542 149 316 77 274 446
problem.

54. The interlocutor gives the score when the learner is in

the exam room. 542 72 430 40 ,793 ,405
55. In a speaking exam, production and comprehension s,y oo 231 29 520 500
assessed together.

56. Asking Iearne_rs to repeat a Wc_)rd, phrase or a sentence 542 112 359 71 206 405
is a way of assessing speaking skills.

57. Dl_scuss!on among learners is a way of assessing 542 312 213 17 575 49470
speaking skills.

_58. A checklist is a means of scoring oral presentations in 542 288 183 71 531 499
in-class assessment.

3§éSNhen the focus is to assess discourse, role plays are 542 270 166 106 498 500
60. In peer interaction, random matching is avoided. 542 100 342 100 ,184 ,388
SPEAKING-TOTAL 542 6,808 2,784
LAKS-TOTAL 542 25,190 11,390

To reveal whether this mean score is statistically and significantly lower than the half of
the total score, one sample t-test was applied. The findings are presented in Table 4 below.
According to the values, it was found that the mean difference (4.81) between the participants’
mean score (25.19) in the scale and the half of the maximum score (30) is statistically
significant. That means their LAK level in general is significantly low.

Table 5. One sample t-test results

Mean diff. df t p
4.81 541 -9.83 .000*
*p<.05

One sample t-test was also applied for each skill to find out whether the mean score
regarding each skill is significantly lower than the half of the total point for each skill. There
were 15 items in each skill. The minimum and maximum scores for each skill were 0 and 15.
Thus, the half of the total point was 7,5. The mean scores for each skill were 7,055 for assessing
reading, 4,752 for assessing listening, 6,573 for assessing writing, and 6,808 for assessing
speaking. The results shown in the Table 6 revealed that the participants’ mean scores in each
skill were significantly lower than the half of the total score.
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Table 6. One sample t-test results — skill based

Mean diff. df t p
Assessing Reading -,44 541 -2,31 .021*
Assessing Listening -2,74 541 -19,42 .000*
Assessing Writing -,926 541 -8,69 .000*
Assessing Speaking -,691 541 -5,78 .000*

*p< .05
3.2. The Relationship among the Participants’ Skill-based Assessment Knowledge

Another research question of the current study aimed to present how each skill-based
knowledge correlated with the others and language assessment knowledge in general. For the
analysis, Pearson correlation was employed and the findings are presented in Table 7. It is seen
that all correlational values among the variables are significant. It was also found that all types
of skill-based knowledge were highly and positively correlated with language assessment
knowledge (LAK) in general. In addition to this, it was also revealed that all types of skill-based
knowledge had high or moderate positive correlations among themselves. The highest
correlational level was found between reading and listening (,816), whereas the lowest was
between writing and speaking (,547) which is a moderate one. These high or moderate
relationships among the skills mean that if EFL teachers’ assessment knowledge in one skill
increases, their assessment knowledge in others tends to increase in high or moderate levels.

Table 7. The relationship among skill-based language assessment knowledge

LAK Reading Listening Writing Speaking
LAK 1 ,933" ,908™ 749" 852"
Reading 1 816" 573" 737"
Listening 1 597" 689"
Writing 1 54T
Speaking 1

**Correlation is significant at 0.01 level; N=542
3.3. Effects of Demographic Features on LAK Level of the Teachers

The third research question of the study examined the language assessment knowledge of
the participants in terms of the following variables: years of experience, educational
background, the BA programme being graduated, workplace, testing course in BA, attending
trainings on testing and being a testing office member. The findings belonging to each variable
are presented in the tables below.

As for the first variable, years of teaching experience, the findings presented in Table 8
below revealed that there was no significant difference among the experience groups. Based on
this, it can be said that teaching experience did not play a significant role on language teachers’
LAK level.

Table 8. Language assessment knowledge according to years of experience

years of experience N M

1-5 years 86 24,97
6-10 years 173 25,03
11-15 years 114 24,86
16-20 years 100 25,62
more than 21 years 69 25,75
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Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p
Between Groups 60,28 4 15,071 ,115 977
Within Groups 70129,14 537 130,594
Total 70189,42 541

The second variable was the educational background. The results in Table 9 showed that
the difference among the groups was not significant and the teachers’ LAK level did not change
according to their educational background.

Table 9. Language assessment knowledge according to educational background

Educational background N M
BA degree 238 25,508
MA degree 255 24,870
PhD degree 49 25,306
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p
Between Groups 50,805 2 25,403 ,195 .823
Within Groups 70138,621 539 130,127
Total 70189,426 541

Additionally, as shown in Table 10, it was found that there was not a statistically
significant difference between ELT and non-ELT graduates in terms of their LAK level. In
other words, the programme being graduated, whether ELT or non-ELT, did not influence the
language assessment knowledge of the teachers.

Table 10. Language assessment knowledge according to the programme being graduated

BA Graduation N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
English Language Teaching 347 25,42 11,722 ,629

Non-ELT 195 24,76 10,790 172

Mean diff. df t p

,657 540 ,644 52

Whether the teachers in this study worked at a state or private university was another
variable investigated. Based on the results, it can be seen in Table 11 that there was not a
significant difference between these two groups and workplace was found to have no effect on
the teachers’ language assessment knowledge.

Table 11. Language assessment knowledge according to the workplace

Workplace N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
at a state university 372 25,346 11,565 ,599

at a private university 170 24,847 11,022 ,845

Mean diff. df t p

,499 540 474 .63

Another variable was the separate testing course in BA and the findings revealed that
there is not a significant difference between these two groups. In other words, it can be said that
the testing and assessment course given in BA programmes did not have a significant effect on
the teachers” LAK level as shown in Table 12 below.

Table 12. Language assessment knowledge according to testing course in BA

A separate testing course in BA N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Yes 260 25,019 12,045 747

No 282 25,347 10,769 ,641

Mean diff. df t p

-,328 540 -,335 .73
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Attending trainings on testing and assessment was another variable. The results indicated
that there was no significant difference between these two groups, which means that the training
received on language assessment did not have a significant impact on the teachers’ LAK level.
The findings are shown below in Table 13.

Table 13. Language assessment knowledge according to the attendance to trainings

Attending any trainings in LTA N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Yes 282 25,741 11,967 712

No 260 24,592 10,720 ,664

Mean diff. df t p

1,148 540 1,17 .24

Among all variables examined in this research question, the only significant difference
was found in terms of being a testing office member or not. The findings shown in Table 14
indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between these two groups, and the
LAK level of the participants having worked as a member of testing office was higher than the
others. Based on this, it can be concluded that working on testing, doing institutional staff and
being involved with some practical elements related with testing and assessment might have a
positive impact on the LAK level of the teachers.

Table 14. Language assessment knowledge according to being a testing office member

Being a testing office member N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
Yes 260 26,303 11,710 726

No 282 24,163 11,007 ,655

Mean diff. df t p

2,140 540 2,19 .02

3.4. Perceived Self-competency and Actual Language Assessment Knowledge Level

Whether the teachers” LAK level changed according to their perceived self-competency
was investigated based on each language skill. The findings derived from one-way ANOVA
analysis are presented in the following tables. It is indicated in Table 15 below that almost 95%
of the participants perceived themselves competent or very competent. On the other hand, the
ones who thought that they were not very competent in assessing reading, had the highest mean
score among all. According to the findings, no significant difference was found among the
participants who perceived themselves as very competent, competent, and not very competent in
terms of their LAK level in reading. However, it can be clearly seen that the teachers’ perceived
self-competency in assessing reading is far from their actual LAK level.

Table 15. Perceived self-competency of the teachers and their LAK level in assessing reading

Assessing Reading N M
very competent 152 6,769
competent 355 7,019
not very competent 34 8,676
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p
Between Groups 102,202 2 51,10 2,567 .078
Within Groups 10709,244 538 19,90
Total 10811,445 540

In the findings of the previous research questions, the participant teachers were the least
knowledgeable in assessing listening. On the contrary, the findings shown in Table 16 regarding
their perceived self-competency tells the opposite since more than 80% of the teachers
perceived themselves as competent or very competent. In addition to this, there was not a
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significant difference among the perception groups in terms of their LAK level in assessing
listening, and again, it was found that the ones who perceived themselves as not very competent
had the highest mean score compared to the others.

Table 16. Perceived self-competency of the teachers and their LAK level in assessing listening

Assessing Listening N M
very competent 112 4,821
competent 338 4,695
not very competent 89 4,943
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p
Between Groups 4,843 2 2,42 ,222 .80
Within Groups 5834,760 536 10,88
Total 5839,603 538

In terms of their LAK level in assessing writing, as Table 17 indicates, no significant
difference was found among the perception groups. It was also revealed that more than 90% of
the teachers perceived themselves as competent or very competent in assessing writing though
their actual LAK level in this skill was 6.573 over 15. Finally, it is again seen that the ones who
perceived themselves as not very competent had the highest mean score compared to the other
groups.

Table 17. Perceived self-competency of the teachers and their LAK level in assessing writing

Assessing Writing N M
very competent 161 6,347
competent 333 6,657
not very competent 45 6,866
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p
Between Groups 14,381 2 7,19 1,181 .30
Within Groups 3264,695 536 6,09

Total 3279,076 538

For the last skill, assessing speaking, the findings were similar to the others. As Table 18
below demonstrates, there was no significant difference in terms of LAK level in assessing
speaking among the participants based on their perceived self-competency in this skill. Again,
almost 85% of the teachers perceived themselves as competent or very competent though they
demonstrated a LAK level of 6.808 over 15, which shows a difference between their perceptions
and actual level. Finally, the last important point was again similar to the other skills and the
ones with “not very competent” perception had a relatively higher level of LAK in assessing
speaking compared to the other groups.

Table 18. Perceived self-competency of the teachers and their LAK level in assessing speaking

Assessing Speaking N M
very competent 129 7,0620
competent 336 6,6786
not very competent 74 6,918
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p
Between Groups 14,851 2 7,42 ,953 .38
Within Groups 4174,303 536 7,78
Total 4189,154 538

e-ISSN: 2536-4758

http://lwww.efdergi.hacettepe.edu.tr/



614 Elgin Olmezer-Oztiirk, Belgin Aydin

4. DISCUSSION
4.1. Language Assessment Knowledge Level of EFL Teachers

The teachers in the current study indicated a relatively low level of language assessment
knowledge. In ELT, there are few studies aiming at revealing the language assessment
knowledge of teachers. The rarity of these studies in ELT was also mentioned by Hatipoglu
(2017). The findings of the current study are in line with those of Tao (2014), Mede and Atay
(2017), and Xu and Brown (2017) where they also found that language teachers had low
language assessment knowledge. Popham (2009) also stated that most of the teachers do not
have adequate knowledge related to language assessment, and discussed the severity of the
situation by saying that for most of the teachers, test “is a four-letter word, both literally and
figuratively” (p. 9).

When it comes to skill-based language assessment knowledge level of the participant
teachers, the findings indicated that the participant teachers are more competent and
knowledgeable in assessing reading when compared to assessing other skills. Why assessing
reading has higher mean scores can be found in the utterances of Hubley (2012), and Backlund,
Brown, Gurry and Jandt (1980). Hubley (2012) stated that there is agreement among scholars in
the argument that reading is a crucial skill, and even maybe the most important one, and much
of the input comes from reading sources surrounding us. Because of the density of input
surrounding the learners in the classroom as well, learners have to read a lot. As reading skill is
given importance, teaching it is highly valued, and, it is assessed by the teachers as a natural
consequence. There are various ready-made materials for assessing reading; thus, it does not
become a challenge for teachers to assess reading skills of their learners (Backlund, Brown,
Gurry, & Jandt, 1980). Why the other three skills had lower mean scores were mentioned in the
literature by touching upon the difficulties each skill possesses.

For assessing writing, Weigle (2012) expressed that assessing writing could be perceived
as something easy, and people may think that teachers only give the topic and ask learners to
write on that topic. Indeed, it is not as easy as people may think, because just giving the topic
and asking learners to write on that topic is not a good way of assessing writing. Speaking is
also regarded highly important because of the oral communication taking place a lot in our lives
(Heaton, 1990). Madsen (1983) pointed out that speaking is the most difficult skill to assess
because of its subjectivity and complex nature, because teachers do not know what and how to
assess regarding speaking skill. In other skills, they have ready-made materials provided by the
coursebooks and publishing companies; but, in speaking they are all alone.

As for listening, Flowerdew and Miller (2012) discussed that assessing listening is
perceived by both learners and teachers as an issue which somehow improves by itself. Buck
(2001) also mentioned this problem by stating that listening is neglected in terms of teaching
and assessing, which is one of the findings of the current study. To draw attention to the
ignorance, Flowerdew (1994), Nunan and Miller (1995) and Flowerdew and Miller (2005)
stated that listening skill is a ‘Cinderella’ skill which majority of teachers take for granted. For
Buck (2001), why listening is neglected lies on the complicated nature of listening as a skill and
practicality issues related to assessing listening.

Furthermore, in Turkish context, why these three skills got lower scores could result from
ill-prepared assessment programmes, lack of ongoing workshops alongside the difficulty of
measuring these skills. The assessment courses in pre-service education is restricted to only one
course in the last term of ELT programme. Hence, such a broad topic has to be covered in one
course both theoretically and practically, which is not very possible. What is more, there is lack
of ongoing workshops specifically designed for language aassessment for in-service teachers.
Lastly, these three skills, as mentioned above, are difficult to measure when compared to
assessing reading.
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4.2. The Relationship among the Participants’ Skill-based Assessment Knowledge

The findings revealed that all the items are correlated with LAK and the skills have high
or moderate positive correlations among themselves. These results indicated that all types of
skill-based assessment knowledge are important elements of LAK and if teachers are trained to
be more knowledgeable in assessing one skill, it is highly probable that their LAK in general
will increase as well. This finding might lead us to perceive language assessment knowledge as
a holistic phenomenon with its own interrelated elements. In addition to this, it was also
revealed that all types of skill-based knowledge had high or moderate positive correlations
among themselves. These high or moderate relationships among the skills mean that if EFL
teachers’ assessment knowledge in one skill increases, their assessment knowledge in others
tends to increase in high or moderate levels. This finding again put forward that all types of
skill-based assessment knowledge might be considered as interrelated elements.

The probable reason for this is that all the skills, though different in nature, serve for the
same purpose which is LAK, and the logic behind the assessment of all skills is similar. For
instance, when a teacher’s knowledge in designing tasks such as multiple choice or open-ended
in reading increases, that teacher can transfer this knowledge into other skills, and makes use of
that knowledge in others. Another example could be the use of at least two tasks in assessing
each skill. When a teacher has learnt that at least two tasks are needed to assess writing skills
more reliably, then the same information could be used in other skills as well. Consequently,
this increase in knowledge in one skill affects the knowledge in other skills positively, and also
results in increased knowledge in LAK.

4.3. Effects of Demographic Features on LAK Level of the Teachers

The findings revealed that years of experience, the BA programme being graduated,
educational background, workplace, testing course in BA, and attending trainings on testing and
assessment do not have an effect on LAK level of the participants whereas being a testing office
member has an influence on LAK level of the teachers.

To start with years of experience, in Tao (2014)’s study, it was revealed that there is not a
relationship between years of experience and the actual LAK level of teachers. Thus, the results
of the current study are in parallel with the findings of Tao (2014). The possible explanation
might be that language assessment is not a topic that could be learned or acquired on the job,
and there should be some extra driving forces for the teachers to have this knowledge. As the
findings showed that the BA programme has no effect on the LAK level of the teachers, it is
clear that the teachers start their jobs with insufficient knowledge in language assessment
(Hatipoglu, 2017). In other words, teaching experience, per se, does not necessarily increase the
language assessment knowledge and skills of teachers. Regarding BA programme being
graduated from, the results indicated that the teachers who are ELT-graduates and non-ELT
graduates are not different in terms of their language assessment knowledge. The reason for the
similarities of both groups could be that language assessment is not given a priority in ELT
programmes and covered in one course at the fourth grade; thus, the graduates of ELT and non-
ELT are not different with respect to their language assessment knowledge.

With respect to educational background, there are no significant differences among the
teachers having BA degree, MA degree and PhD degree. As previously mentioned, the BA
programmes were insufficient in terms of exposure in language assessment knowledge, and this
finding might underline the situation that this insufficiency may not be solely the problem of
pre-service education, but also might be the problem of MA and PhD programmes. Even if there
is one course related to language assessment, compulsory or elective, in post-graduate level, all
the topics have to be covered in one course in one academic term period, which might be short
for this broad topic. These possible reasons may have led to this finding. This finding is in line
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with Tao’s (2014) study, showing that there is not a statistically significant difference between
the teachers whose educational background is BA and the ones with MA.

Related to workplace, the findings revealed that there is not a significant difference
between the teachers working at a state and private university. Private universities tend to have
more training and professional development programmes. However, the presence of the
professional development programmes may not guarantee the increased knowledge in all fields
of language including language testing and assessment, which is also one of the findings of the
current study regarding the relationship between the existence of training and professional
development programmes and language assessment knowledge.

Also, it was found that there is not a significant difference between the teachers who had
a separate testing and assessment course in those pre-service education and those who did not.
The findings of this study could be supported by the findings of Tsagari (2008) and Tao (2014)
who stated that the participants had inadequate assessment training in pre-service education. In
Turkish context, this finding is in line with Koksal (2004), Mede and Atay (2017) and Hatipoglu
(2015; 2017)’s studies which stated that pre-service education is insufficient in terms of
equipping pre-service teachers with necessary language assessment knowledge, and additions
were needed in language testing and assessment course in pre-service education.

This finding might also lead us to the conclusion that the testing and assessment course in
the program might not present a sufficient content to pre-service teachers as stated by Hatipoglu
(2015). According to this study, one course in language testing and assessment in pre-service
education resulted in lack of basic training of learners in language assessment. The insufficiency
of this course in pre-service education may result from several probable causes. One might be
related to the competency of the teacher educators giving those courses in pre-service education.
These teacher educators should be equipped with a lot of knowledge related to language
assessment. Stiggins (1999), Hatipoglu (2012) and Jeong (2013) emphasized that the teacher
educators who are responsible for this language assessment course at university should have a
solid background in language assessment. The second one might be the arbitrariness of the
content of these courses. There is not a framework for the syllabus design for these courses, and
the teacher educators giving those courses decide on the content of these courses (Hatipoglu,
2015). The last one is even though there is a specifically designed course, the presence of this
course may not be enough to cover all the information related to assessing each language skill
comprehensively in just one academic term period. The learners may not have sufficient time to
become familiar with all the issues related to assessing language skills, and they may also not
have time to make practice such as going through ready-made exams and deciding on the
appropriacy of the tasks, or designing tasks. As they are not involved in these tasks, it is more
likely that the presence of that separate course in pre-service education may not be very efficient
for the teachers. The importance of practice was also stated by Jin (2010).

The last variable which does not have an effect on the LAK level of the participant
teachers is attending trainings on testing and assessment. This might lead testing and assessment
practitioners in Turkey to re-consider the content and quality of trainings and workshops in
Turkish context due to their relative effectiveness perceived by the participants since such
trainings were found to be significantly influential on teachers’ professional development in this
domain. For instance, several scholars in the field (McNamara & Roever, 2006; Stiggins, 2010;
Mede & Atay, 2017) stated that the reason why teachers are assessment illiterate is lack of
professional development programmes. Moreover, it was expressed that training in language
assessment does not lead to increased knowledge in language assessment and the trainings
should go beyond applied psychometrics, and should have a comprehensive and to the point
content. Malone (2008) also stated that training is not enough itself. Trainings should “include
the necessary content for language instructors to apply what they have learned in the classroom
and understand the available resources to supplement their formal training when they enter the
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classroom (p. 235). Attending trainings is not sufficient for a language teacher. As stated in
Malone’s sentences, trainings should go hand in hand with other efforts of language teachers.
This inefficiency of the trainings or programmes on the language assessment knowledge of the
teachers may rely on the fact that there are not many trainings or professional development
programmes on language assessment, especially there is not a conference solely focusing on
language assessment with respect to assessing four skills in Turkey. Another reason could be the
sustainability of these programmes. Half of the participants in Mede and Atay’s (2017) study
stated that they had training in language assessment, but they were short and one-shot training.
Hence, sustainability of the programmes may also play a role in increasing language assessment
knowledge of teachers.

Being a testing office member is the only variable that makes a difference, and has an
influence on language assessment knowledge of the participants. The results showed that there
is a significant difference between the testing office members and the ones who are not in
testing office. This finding was another focus of the qualitative data, and for the fourth question
of the open-ended protocol, the participants were asked to comment on the significant impact of
being a testing office member on language assessment knowledge of teachers. The respondents
expressed that when teachers are more involved in assessment-related activities, they learn
more. According to them, as testing office members have to be involved in assessment-related
activities in testing office, they naturally learn more.

4.4. Perceived Self-competency and Actual Language Assessment Knowledge Level

The results showed that there is not a significant difference among the participants who
perceived themselves as very competent, competent, and not very competent in terms of their
LAK level in assessing reading, listening, writing and speaking. Furthermore, the findings
indicated that the majority of the participants perceived themselves competent or very
competent. On the other hand, the ones who thought that they were not very competent in
assessing each skill had the highest mean score among all. It can be concluded that the
participant teachers’ perceived self-competency in assessing these four skills is far from their
actual LAK level. With respect to perceived self-competency, the finding of this study shows
parallelism with Oz and Atay (2014) and Jannati (2015)’s studies in which the participant
teachers reported that they were familiar with the concepts related to language assessment such
as the features of a good test and they had enough knowledge about the concepts and
terminology related to language testing and assessment.

5. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

This study revealed general and skill-based language assessment knowledge level of EFL
teachers in Turkish higher education context, and it was seen that the teachers had insufficient
language assessment knowledge. When the skills were analysed in detail, the highest mean
score belonged to assessing reading, 7,055, and the lowest mean score belonged to assessing
listening, 4,752. Besides, it was seen that all skills were highly and positively correlated with
LAK in general, and with each other as well. When the effects of demographic features on LAK
level of the teachers were investigated, it was seen that the only significant difference was found
among the participants in terms of being a testing office member or not. Testing office members
were found to have higher mean scores.

As for the limitation of this study, the context in which the study was conducted could be
a limitation. As the setting is limited to the preparatory programmes of the universities in
Turkey, the results reflect the language assessment knowledge level of EFL teachers in higher
education setting in Turkey.

There are some implications and suggestions for further research. Based on all these
findings, this study comes up with certain implications:
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» As is clear from the findings, pre-service education has some limitations in terms of
language testing and assessment, and pre-service teachers are not equipped with
necessary knowledge in pre-service education related to language assessment. Thus, the
content of the course in pre-service education might be considered to be revised. There
should be more than one course related to language assessment, and more practical
hands-on practice can be incorporated into these courses in pre-service education. The
course should not only be based on theory but it should also have sufficient time to
practice.

» Trainings and professional development programmes could be designed based on both
theory and practice related to their needs, and language teachers could be supported and
encouraged to attend the conferences and professional development programmes on
language testing and assessment.

» A training module could be designed which is solely based on language testing and
assessment regarding four skills. In these training programmes, teachers could be
provided with basic, practical and to the point information related to each skill, and they
can work on real exams and could be asked to make comments on ready-made exams.
Thus, they can have the chance to combine theory and practice, and the training
becomes more meaningful.

The results of this study have opened many doors for future studies. To start with, this
study is restricted to the participants working at preparatory programmes of universities in
Turkey. The same scale could be administered to the language teachers working at Ministry of
Education and pre-service teachers in ELT departments. This measurement tool could also be
used in other countries to indicate the language assessment level of language teachers. In
addition to these, some cultural, linguistic and context-specific elements could be added to the
scale, and this could be carried out with teachers.
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Genis Ozet

Bu calisma, Tiirkiye’de yiiksekdgretim baglaminda calisan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin dilde dlgme
degerlendirme bilgisi seviyelerini ortaya koymayi amaglamaktadir. Bu calisma igin, iiniversitelerin
hazirlik programlarinda calisan dil 6gretmenleri 6zellikle secilmistir, ¢linkii bu programlarda calisan
Ogretmenler 6lgme degerlendirmeden sorumludurlar ve bu programlarda biitiin beceriler 6lgiliir. Nicel
veriye dayanan bu caligmada, Dilde Olgme Degerlendirme Olgegi (LAKS) (Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydin,
2018) ile katilimeilardan veri toplanmistir. Bu dlgek, uzman gorisii, dil 6gretmenleriyle goriismeler ve
O0lgme-degerlendirme ofisinde gorev alan dil 6gretmenleriyle toplanti gibi kapsamli bir gecerlilik
¢aligmasi siirecinden gegmistir. LAKS, 60 maddeli ve 4 boyutlu bir 6lgektir ve boyutlar okuma bilgisini
O0lgme, dinleme bilgisini dlgme, yazma bilgisini 6lgme ve konugma bilgisini 6l¢gme olarak ayrilmigtir.
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Olgegin gecerliligi ve giivenirligi ile ilgili istatistiksel bulgular dlgegin mitkemmel model veri uyumuna
sahip oldugunu ve giivenirligin yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koymustur (r=91).

Bu olgek, Tiirkiye’de devlet ve 6zel olmak iizere 53 farkli iiniversitede ¢aligan 542 6gretmen
tarafindan cevaplanmistir. Ogretmenlerin bu &lgekteki maddelere verdikleri cevaplar incelendiginde,
katilimcilarin 6lgegin genelinden 60 iizerinden 25 aldigi ve bu ortalamanin toplam puanin yarisindan
anlamli derecede diisiik oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Tek 6rneklem testinin sonuglari da goz Oniine
alindiginda, dil 6gretmenlerinin dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgilerinin yeterli olmadigi sonucuna
ulagilabilir. Katilimcilarin her bir beceriyi 6lgme bilgisi incelendiginde, en yiiksek ortalamayir okuma
bilgisini 6l¢gmede, en diisikk ortalamayi ise dinleme bilgisini dlgmede aldiklar1 goriilmiistiir. Yani, dil
Ogretmenlerin en ¢ok bilgili olduklari alan okuma bilgisini 6l¢gme iken en az bilgili olduklari alan dinleme
bilgisini 6lgme olmustur. Katilimeilarin en ¢ok okuma bilgisini 6l¢gmede iyi olduklar1 ortaya konsa da,
genel ortalamalar ve istatistiki bulgulara bakildiginda, &gretmenlerin en yiiksek ortalamaya sahip
olduklari beceri de bile 6lgme degerlendirme bilgilerinin yetersiz oldugu goriilmistiir. Tek 6rneklem testi,
her bir beceri i¢in yapilmistir ve sonuglar katilimcilarin her bir beceri igin ortalama puanminin toplam
puanin yarisindan anlamli derecede diisiik oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, Pearson korelasyon analizi
sonuglarina gore, degiskenler arasindaki biitiin korelasyon degerleri anlamlilik gostermektedir. Biitiin
becerilerin hem kendileri arasinda hem de tepe kavram dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgisi ile yiiksek ve
olumlu korelasyon gosterdigi c¢alismanin bulgular1 arasindadir. Bu da su anlama gelmektedir.
Katilimeilarin herhangi bir beceride 6lgme degerlendirme bilgisinin artmast hem diger becerilerdeki
O0lcme degerlendirme bilgilerinin artmasina hem de tepe kavram olan dilde 6lgme degerlendirme
bilgisinin artmasim saglayacaktir. Bu da dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgisinin biitiinciil bir kavram
oldugunu ve bu kavrami olusturan alt basliklarin da birbirleriyle iligkili oldugu sonucunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Ayrica, en yiiksek korelasyon okuma ve dinleme bilgisini 6lgme arasindayken (,816), en
diisiik korelasyon yazma ve konusma bilgisini 6lgme arasindadir (,547). Bunlara ek olarak, 6lgme
degerlendirme ofisi ¢alisan1 olup olmama haricinde higbir demografik degiskenin 6gretmenlerin dilde
6leme degerlendirme bilgisi lizerinde etkisinin olmadigi da ¢alismanin istatistiki bulgular1 arasindadir.
Olgme-degerlendirme ofis calisani olanlarin ortalamalarinin bu ofiste olmayanlardan daha yiiksek oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Diger demografik 6zelliklerin, mesleki tecriibe, 6grenim ge¢misi, mezun oldugu lisans
programi, 6zel veya devlet tiniversitesinde ¢aligmasi, lisans egitiminde ayr1 bir 6lgme degerlendirme dersi
almasi, 6lgme degerlendirme ile ilgili konferanslara ve mesleki gelisim programlarina katilmasinin,
katilimcilarin dilde 6lgme degerlendirme bilgileri tlizerinde bir etkisi goriilmemistir. Son olarak,
katilimcilarin kendini her beceri bazinda 6z algilarimin 6lgme degerlendirme bilgileri tizerinde bir etkisi
olup olmadigina bakildi ve sonuglar anlamli bir farkliligin olmadigini ortaya g¢ikardi. Sonuglar,
katilimcilarin bitylik cogunlugunun kendilerini her beceriyi degerlendirmek igin yeterli ve ya ¢ok yeterli
gordiigiinli, yetersiz secenegini secgenlerin yok denecek kadar az oldugunu gostermistir. Bu da
Ogretmenlerin kendilerini dilde 6l¢gme degerlendirme konusunda nasil algiladiklar1 ve 6lgegin sonuglarina
gore ¢ikan ortalamalar arasinda biiyiik bir farkliligin oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmustir.

Ogretmenler kendilerini her beceri i¢in yeterli gérmelerine ragmen, sonuglar dgretmenlerin dilde
Ole¢me degerlendirmede biiyiik bir eksiginin oldugunu gostermistir. Sonug olarak, bu ¢alismanin bulgulari,
yiiksek Ogrenimde calismakta olan dil 6gretmenlerinin 6lgme degerlendirme bilgilerinin yetersiz
oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Bu sonuglar, dgretmenlerinin giiclii ve zayif ydnlerinin belirlenmesine
yonelik bulgular ortaya koymaktadir. Bunlar goz 6niine alinarak, 6gretmenlerin her bir beceriye iligkin
ihtiyaglart belirlenip, 6gretmenlere 6l¢me degerlendirmede mesleki gelisim programlart hazirlanmalidir
ve ihtiyaglar dogrultusunda mesleki gelisimlerine yardimer olunmalidir. Dilde 6lgme degerlendirmeye
odaklanan konferans sayisi yok denecek kadar azdir, bu konferanslarin ¢ogu 6l¢me degerlendirmeyi dil
bazinda degil de daha genel olarak odaklanmaktadir. Oncelikle, dilde 6lgme degerlendirmeye odaklanan
konferanslarin sayis1 artirtlmali ve yiiksekdgrenim kurumunda calisma dil 6gretmenlerinin bu tiir
konferanslara katilimlar1 tesvik edilmelidir. Ayrica, lisans programindaki o6lgme degerlendirmenin
yetersiz kaldig1 da ¢alismanin sonuglar1 arasindadir. Daha kapsamli ve pratige dayali birden fazla dilde
o0leme degerlendirmeye iliskin ders agilmasi, lisans 0grencilerinin 6lgme degerlendirme alaninda daha
bilgili olarak meslege baglamalarina yardimci olacaktir. Bu ¢alisma birgok ¢alismaya zemin
olusturmaktadir. Bu 6lgek kullamlarak Milli Egitim’de calisan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin ve Ingilizce
Ogretmenligi programinda 6grenim géren lisans Ogrencilerinin de dilde &lgme degerlendirme bilgisi
seviyeleri ortaya konabilir. Ayrica, dil 6gretmenlerinin bildiklerinin ne kadarmi kullanabildikleri ve
pratiklerinin ne kadar farkinda olduklar1 da arastirilabilir.
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