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Bu calismanin amaci, Tirkiye’deki iiniversitelerin hazirlik boliimlerinde goérev yapan
Ingilizce 6gretim elemanlarmin, iiretici dil becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde 6lgme ve
degerlendirme okur-yazarlik seviyesi ve iiretici dil becerilerini bigimlendirici degerlendirme
yoluyla degerlendirmeye dair bakis acilarini ve uygulamalarini incelemektir. Karma yontem
kullanilan bu ¢aligmada, veriler yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme ve “Dil Ogretiminde Olgme ve
Degerlendirme Okuryazarlig1” anketi ile toplanmistir. Calismanin nicel kismi i¢in anket,
Olmezer-Oztiirk’iin (2018) “Dil Degerlendirme ve Bilgi Olgeginden” adapte edilmistir ve
farkli {iniversitelerin hazirlik birimlerinde calisan 60 Ingilizce 6gretmeni bu anketi
tamamlamistir. Bu ¢alismanin nitel kismi iginse Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin {iretici dil
becerilerini bigimlendirici degerlendirme yontemiyle degerlendirmeye olan bakis agisim
aragtirmak amaciyla yar1 yapilandirilmig goriisme sorulari uygulanmistir ve 11 goniillii
Ingilizce 6gretmeni goriismelere katilmistir. Anketten elde edilen veriler betimsel istatistik ile
analiz edilmistir. Nitel veriler Creswell (2014)’ in sistematik i¢erik analizi kullanilarak analiz
edilmistir. Anketten elde edilen sonuglar yiizdelikler agisindan incelendiginde, Ingilizce
ogretim elemanlarinin tiretici dil becerilerini degerlendirmede genel olarak orta seviyenin
tizerinde bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme okur-yazarlik bilgisi oldugunu gostermistir. Fakat bu
seviye hem “Konugma becerisi degerlendirme maddeleri” hem de “Yazma becerisi
degerlendirme maddeleri”’nde yer alan “Degerlendirme araglar1” kategorilerinde ortalama
seviyenin altinda ¢ikmistir. Sonuglar ayn1 zamanda, 6gretim elemanlarinin bigimlendirici
degerlendirmeyi, ¢ogunlukla da gézlem aracini ve sinif ici aktivitelerini, 6grencilerin {iretici
dil becerilerini degerlendirmek i¢in siniflarinda uyguladiklarini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Bunun
disinda, Ogretmenlerin smifta iretici dil becerilerini degerlendirirken karsilastiklar
problemleri Ogrenci tabanli gosterirken, bu sorunlara ¢oziimleri ise Ogretmen tabanli
sunmuslardir. Bu calismanin sonunda, pedagojik uygulamalar ve ileride yapilacak olan
calismalar i¢in Oneriler sunulmustur.



Anahtar Kelimeler: ingilizce 6gretiminde 6lgme ve degerlendirme, yabanci dil

degerlendirme okur-yazarligi, bic¢imlendirici degerlendirme, {iretici dil becerilerini
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ABSTRACT

SELDA ARSLAN

Depicting EFL Instructors’ Language Assessment Literacy in
Assessing Productive Language Skills and Their Perceptions and
Practices on Formative Assessment of Productive Language Skills

Baskent University
Institute of Educational Science
Department of Foreign Languages
Master’s of English Language Teaching with Thesis

2022

The purpose of this study was to depict EFL instructors’ language assessment literacy in
assessing productive language skills and their perceptions on formative assessment of
productive language skills in preparatory schools in Turkey. In this mixed-method research,
the data were collected through semi-structured interview and language assessment
knowledge questionnaire (LAKQ). For the quantitative part of the study, a questionnaire was
adapted from Olmezer-Oztiirk (2018)’s “Language Assessment and Knowledge Scale” and
60 EFL instructors working in preparatory schools in different universities in Ankara
completed the questionnaire. For the qualitative part of the study, a semi-structured interview
was utilized to investigate the EFL instructors’ perceptions on assessing productive language
skills through formative assessment and 11 volunteer EFL instructors participated in the
interview. The data obtained from the questionnaire were analysed using SPSS through
descriptive statistics and the qualitative data were analysed using Creswell’s (2014)
systematic content analysis framework. The results revealed an average-above level of
language assessment literacy (LAL) of the EFL instructors in assessing productive language
skills. However, with respect to certain skills in LAL, this level was found below average in
“Assessment Tools” parts of both Items for Assessing Writing and Speaking parts. The result
also revealed that the instructors implemented formative assessment, mostly observation and
in-class activities, in their classrooms to assess their learners’ productive language skills.
Moreover, the problems they encounter in the classrooms were mostly learner-based however,
the solutions they offered were mostly instructor-based. The study also provided some
pedagogical implications and suggestions for further studies.

Key Words: English Language assessment, language assessment literacy, formative

assessment, assessing productive language skills
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CHAPTER 1

1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents and discusses the background of the study, statement of the
problem, purpose of the study, the research questions, significance of the study, and

definition of key terms.
1.1. Background of the Study

English, considered to be one of the most widely spoken languages in the world, is
used for many different purposes including education, business, and trade. It is considered a
lingua franca as it is “a language widely adopted for communication between two speakers
whose native languages are different from each other’s and where one or both speakers are
using it as a “-second language-"" (Harmer, 2001, p. 1). Since English has appeared in every
field of life, the demand for teaching and learning English has increased accordingly and this
demand has brought with it different learning and teaching methods and approaches. As the
world changes, the methods and approaches to teaching and learning English adapt
themselves to those changes. Both teachers and learners shape these renewed methods and
approaches for themselves. Testing and assessment is perhaps one of the most affected
educational components by these changes, requiring adaptations and adjustments in how the

language performances of learners are assessed (Sahin, 2019).

Testing and assessment can be seen as inseparable components in language education.
Whenever there is teaching, there is also assessment and testing. Tosuncuoglu (2018) states
that “assessment includes information about student awareness, understanding, perception
and attitude to learning” (p. 165), representing an attempt to meet learners’ needs. It is
implemented for various reasons, such as showing how many learners have accomplished
their learning objectives, which learners have difficulties with their learning, and which
techniques are better or more useful in teaching language (Tosuncuoglu, 2018). Brown
(2003), on the other hand, defines testing simply as “a method of measuring a person’s
ability, knowledge or performance in a given domain” (p. 3). In other words, a test, as a
component of assessment, is applied to see what learners can achieve or have achieved.
Hughes (2003), further, states that testing influences both teaching and learning. This impact
known as “backwash” may be either harmful or beneficial (Hughes, 2003). Harmful

backwash may happen when the contents of tests and techniques differ from the goals of the



course while beneficial backwash may happen when the goals of the course are in line with
the contents of tests and techniques (Hughes, 2003). Assessment clearly does not only
include tests as assessment tools; it also includes teacher observations, quizzes, projects,
learner diaries, and portfolios (Hughes, 2003). Therefore, teachers do not only use tests to
assess learners; they also use other different tools according to specific instructional goals
and learning objectives.

There are different types of assessment according to different purposes. As one type
of assessment, summative assessment is generally applied at the end of a teaching-learning
procedure to understand what learners have learned and how much they have achieved.
According to Dolin, Black, Harlen and Tiberghien (2018), “the aim of summative
assessment is generally to report on students’ level of learning at a particular time, rather
than to impact on ongoing learning, as in the case of formative assessment” (p. 61). As
another type of assessment, formative assessment is carried out by teachers to understand
the improvement of learners, how much they have learned, and what they still need to learn,
and teachers use that information to change their teaching plans with a strong emphasis on
providing feedback to learners (Hughes, 2003). Brown (2003) explains formative assessment
as follows: “most of our classroom assessment is formative assessment: evaluating students
in the process of “forming” their competencies and skills with the goal of helping them to
continue that growth process” (p. 6). Formative assessment which is an ongoing process
aims to facilitate both learning and teaching processes and requires feedback. Examples
include portfolios, dairies, teacher observations, project works, self-assessment and peer-
assessment (Hughes, 2003). This need for assessment also raises the issue of the assessment

literacy of teachers.

Assessment literacy (AL) is a general term referring to skills and knowledge regarding
testing and assessment, how to prepare assessment instruments in a reliable and valid way,
how to apply and score tests and the usage of assessment techniques applied in the classroom.
“Although there is not currently a universally agreed upon definition of the term, assessment
literacy can be defined as the creation and use of the spectrum of assessment techniques and
instruments as part of the teaching-and-learning process” (Gareis, & Grant, 2015, p. 8).
Jannati (2015) states that “teachers' knowledge of assessment or assessment literacy has a
great effect on the quality of education” (p. 27). Being assessment literate can provide
beneficial backwash. According to Elshawa, Heng, Abdullah, and Rashid (2016), when

learners and teachers know the test and its goals together with its format, beneficial

2



backwash can take place and in order to ensure the development of learners’ learning, in line
with positive backwash, teachers should have AL. In other words, a teacher’s AL level may
have an influence on learners’ success and learning in a course. When beneficial backwash
takes place in a classroom, the teaching and learning processes might be more advantageous
for both teachers and learners, which might result in incremented success levels of learners.
AL is a general term applicable in every field related to assessment, but there is one specific

term for the area of language learning and teaching: “language assessment literacy”.

“Language assessment literacy (LAL), as a term specific to the field of language
teaching and learning refers to the knowledge, skills and principles that stakeholders
involved in assessment activities are required to master in order to perform assessment tasks”
(Inbar-Lourie, 2017, p. 257). Scarino (2013) explains that in second language education,
teachers’ knowledge and training experiences related to assessment are very important. The
more teachers know about how to assess learners, the better the outcomes may be in the
classrooms, because a teacher with LAL may know what to assess and how to assess what
learners know and can do. This may also help to decrease the level of anxiety and stress
among learners, which may result in increased success levels of learners both in the
classroom and on tests. Based on the results of successful assessment practices, teachers can
identify common mistakes and not-internalized language topics and do remedial teaching.
LAL also encompasses skills and knowledge regarding appropriate and accurate assessment
tools for assessing different language skills because it is important to use the appropriate
assessment tools for specific language skills. LAL provides teachers with the necessary
information about what kind of assessment tools should be used to assess different language
skills and gain accurate and reliable results from learners for each language skill after the

implementation of those assessment tools (Hughes, 2003).

When educational systems are taken into consideration, it is known that the Turkish
educational system is highly exam-oriented (Hatipoglu, 2016) with various high stake tests
with different purposes in different phases of education (e.g., High School Entrance Exam,
University Entrance Exam- Basic Proficiency Test, Field Proficiency Test, Foreign
Language Test, and Proficiency exams for preparatory schools). In the context of LAL, such
tests generally include multiple-choice questions intended to assess different language skills.
However, traditional assessment methods “such as multiple choice, matching, fill-in the
blank and true-false questions and classical examinations with few open-ended questions”

do not really assess learners’ “higher order cognitive skills, informative and affective
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behaviors within a short time frame” (Birgin & Baki, 2009, p. 681). In the Turkish context,
there are universities (state and private) with preparatory schools that mainly offer intense
English courses to learners with the aim of introducing grammar and vocabulary together
with listening, reading, speaking, and listening skills (Cetinavci & Topkaya, 2012). This aim
is generally met with the help of separate courses and sometimes it is met by combining
some skills in one course “such as speaking —listening”” (Cetinaver & Topkaya, 2012, p.
83). However, these schools generally focus most on teaching grammar and vocabulary at
the expense of eventually neglecting productive language skills (Cetinavci1 & Topkaya,
2012) -because of high emphasis on grammar and vocabulary that might be related to
teachers’ and learners’ educational background and beliefs on language learning- which
signals that studies related to assessing productive language skills need to be carried out with
the aim of demonstrating how important they are and why they should not be neglected. This
is one of the reasons why assessing productive language skills appropriately and accurately
is perhaps one of most the important issues in foreign language education. There are a lot of
assumptions made about how to assess these skills. For instance, Luoma (2004) says that
“from a testing perspective, speaking is special because of its interactive nature” (p. 170).
Speaking as a language skill may be considered different from other language skills because
it is interactive, requires turn-taking, and indispensably encompasses listening and other
dynamics of spoken interaction. Luoma (2004) further adds that speaking is typically tested
live, where the discourse of the test may not be totally certain, just as even if speakers have
the same roles and goals and the conversation is about the same topics, the conversations are
never exactly the same. For the skill of writing, according to Kroll (1998), “...the underlying
concern with L2 students in our English-speaking institutions is to find ways to insure that
their proficiency in English is adequate to meet their needs as degree candidates™ (p. 232)
but she further notes that “skill in writing is clearly only one aspect of such proficiency” (p.
232). Weigle (2002) affirms that “in choosing or designing a writing test, the logical place
to begin is considering what we plan to use the test for” (p. 40). Crusan, Plakans, and Gebril
(2016) support the idea that good assessment practices are crucial for writing. Both of these
productive language skill types require different assessment techniques and tools to be
implemented in classrooms. In some universities, there are testing units that prepare tests for
learners, and teachers do not need to prepare their own tests. However, tests are not the only
tools that teachers can use to assess learners in classrooms. Assessment may not be
implemented through tests or quizzes, but observing learners in the classrooms can also be

considered as a type of assessment allowing teachers to understand how learners cope with
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these productive language skills. Therefore, learning processes for productive language
skills may be provided smoothly with the aid of teachers’ high levels of LAL, which will
eventually provide internal knowledge about the instruments to be used, the techniques to
be implemented, how to implement formative assessment tools inside and outside the

classroom, and how to interpret the scores.

With all this information in mind, the purpose of this study was to depict the LAL of
instructors of English as a foreign language (EFL) in assessing productive language skills
and their perceptions of the assessment of productive language skills through formative

assessment.
1.2. Statement of the Problem

Teachers are one of the key components of education and they are responsible for
delivering instruction efficiently and effectively and implementing assessment to understand
whether given instruction is delivered successfully to learners or not. With this aim,
throughout teaching and learning processes, assessment is applied by teachers to see both
how the learning process continues and how much learners gained in those processes. In
order for teachers to be able to integrate assessment into their teaching properly, they should
be assessment-literate since assessment and teaching are intertwined. When foreign language
teaching is taken into consideration, language teachers should be aware of the importance
LAL, which has been highlighted by many scholars (e.g., Fulcher, 2012; Inbar-Lourie, 2017,
Inbar-Lourie, 2008a; Khadijeh & Amir, 2015; Tosuncuoglu, 2018; Scarino, 2013). It is
crucial in both teaching and learning English because the more important assessment is, the
more important LAL is, as well. However, a great number of researchers have demonstrated
that the LAL levels among EFL instructors are insufficient (Olmezer-Oztiirk & Aydin, 2019;
Olmezer-Oztiirk, 2018; Tsagari & Vogt, 2017; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). Research carried out
on LAL with pre-service EFL teachers revealed low LAL levels as well (Cetin-Argiin, 2020;
Sariyildiz, 2018; Sahin, 2019; Tamerer, 2019). In addition to LAL, formative assessment,
which is an important component of LAL, has been depicted as crucial by many scholars
(Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & Wiliam, 2004; Black & Wiliam, 2010; Cauley &
McMillan, 2010). When integrated with teaching, it can enhance a powerful teaching and
learning environment and provide different opportunities for both learners and teachers to

see their strengths and weaknesses with the help of mutual feedback.



As described in the previous section, Turkey is an exam-oriented country (Hatipoglu,
2016). Teachers are responsible for the assessment of their learners and they need to apply
different assessment tools in that process. From primary schools to universities, teachers are
expected to prepare and design their own assessment tools to understand the situations of
learners. However, in some universities, there are testing development units (TDU) that
prepare tests for learners so that teachers do not need to design their own. Tests, however,
are not the only tools that a teacher can utilize to understand how proficient a learner is in
English and various assessment tools to be implemented in classrooms depending on
variables such as the needs of learners. For teachers to know about these assessment tools,
they require LAL regardless of whether they have to prepare their own tests or not. When
the related literature is reviewed, it is seen that the LAL levels of EFL instructors are
generally low and they need related training related in this regard. In particular, assessing
productive language skills can be one of the most demanding works in language teaching
because it takes long time due to fact that they fall under the category of subjective tests, and
classrooms are often crowded. Also, teachers may not provide enough opportunities for
learners to practice those skills in the classrooms for similar reasons such as time and
practicality. While assessing productive language skills, there are many components that a
teacher must take into consideration, such as, fluency, accuracy, and the use of different
vocabulary items, for the skill of speaking or language use, punctuation, and context for the
skill of writing. The problem, however, lies in the fact that EFL teachers receive insufficient
training in assessment and testing to perform valid and reliable assessments of these types
(Stiggins, 2002; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014; Tsagari & Vogt, 2017) which ultimately leads to
deficiencies in AL (Brookhart, 2001).

The aforementioned studies address both pre-service and in-service teachers’ lacks and
needs in terms of LAL and formative assessment. These studies have investigated language
skills as a whole instead of focusing on one or two specific language skills. In other words,
in the related literature, there are several studies about LAL and formative assessment
including mostly learners and pre-service EFL teachers (e.g., for LAL: Cetin-Argiin, 2020;
Hatipoglu, 2015; Sahin, 2019; Tamerer, 2019; for FA: Biiyiikkarci, 2010; Sari, 2019;
Sonmez, 2013; Yurtdakal, 2015) however, to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, in
Turkey, there remains a need for a study investigating the LAL levels of EFL instructors’
who work in preparatory schools in terms of assessment of productive language skills and

their perceptions of assessing productive language skills through formative assessment. This



study attempts to fill in this niche to contribute to the field of foreign language teacher

education and language testing and assessment.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to depict EFL instructors’ language assessment literacy in
assessing productive language skills and their perceptions on assessing productive language

skills through formative assessment in preparatory schools.

1.3.1. Research Questions

The following main research questions have been formulated in line with the research

purpose:

1. What is the EFL instructors’ level of language assessment literacy in assessing

students’ productive language skills in English?

2. What are the EFL instructors’ perceptions on assessing productive language skills

through formative assessment?

3. How do the EFL instructors implement formative assessment tools in their

classrooms?

4. What problems and challenges do the EFL instructors encounter while assessing

learners’ productive language skills in English?
5. What do the ELF instructors suggest as solutions for the stated problem/s?

1.4. Significance of the Study

There is an increasing demand for both teaching and learning English and this demand
reflects itself in the need for assessment and testing. Since teachers are one the key
components of the process of education, they should be aware that they need to improve
themselves in assessment and testing to be more confident in the classroom while assessing
learners’ language skills (Sahin, 2019). They need to have knowledge about what to assess
and how to assess in a reliable and valid way. For that, they need to improve their LAL,
which allows teachers to be knowledgeable about the implementation of different assessment
tools, which assessment tools meet the needs of the learners, and how teaching and learning

processes advance.



Preparatory schools in Turkey offer mostly English courses to learners which provides
opportunities for them to improve academically. Since the main focus of these schools is to
teach English, they need to focus on language skills together with their sub-components such
as grammar and vocabulary. However, as Cetinavci and Topkaya (2012) stated, these
schools mostly focus on grammar and vocabulary and might neglect productive language
skills. That can be considered the reason why this present study focused on EFL instructors
in preparatory schools and their LAL levels in assessing productive language skills together
with perceptions application of formative assessment. This research can be considered
important in several ways. First, it aims to depict EFL instructors’ LAL in assessing
productive language skills together with their perceptions of assessing productive language
skills through formative assessment. It is believed that the study will accordingly contribute
to the understanding of EFL instructors’ perceptions of assessing productive language skills
through formative assessment and how they implement formative assessment tools in
classrooms. Second, it is believed that this study will shed light upon the problems and
challenges EFL instructors’ encounter while assessing productive language skills and their
suggestions and possible solutions for those problems. Third, the findings of this study may
increase the awareness of how important it is to develop and improve the LAL of EFL
instructors and teachers. Finally, this study may provide insights for teachers, policy makers,
and learners about how to implement formative assessment in classrooms to assess

productive language skills.

1.5. The Definition of Key Terms

Research related to language testing and assessment shows that there are different
terms that may be used interchangeably or conceptualized differently by various scholars.
Followings are the key terms and their definitions as conceptualized by the researcher
herself.

Assessment: According to Brown (2003), ‘“assessment is an ongoing process that
encompasses a much wider domain. Whenever a student responds to a question, offers a
comment, or tries out a new word or structure, the teacher subconsciously makes an

assessment of the student's performance” (p. 4).

Measurement: “measurement in the social sciences is the process of quantifying the

characteristics of persons according to explicit procedures and rules” (Bachman, 1990, p.
18).



Testing: Testing measures “a person's ability, knowledge, or performance in a given

domain” via tests” (Brown, 2003, p. 3).

Evaluation: “the fundamental use of testing in an educational program is to provide

information for making decisions, that is, for evaluation” (Bachman, 1990, p. 54).

Assessment Literacy (AL): Stiggins (1995) explains that assessment literate teachers know
“what they are assessing, why they are doing so, how best to assess the achievement of
interest, how to generate sound samples of performance, what can go wrong, and how to

prevent those problems before they occur” (p. 240).

Language Assessment Literacy (LAL): “language assessment literacy (LAL) refers to the
knowledge skills and principles that stakeholders involved in assessment activities are

required to master in order to perform assessment tasks” (Inbar-Lourie, 2017, p. 257).

Formative Assessment (FA): Black and Wiliam (2010) defines formative assessment as
“...activities that provide information to be used as feedback to modify teaching and learning
activities. Such assessment becomes formative assessment when the evidence is actually

used to adapt the teaching to meet student needs” (p. 82).

Summative Assessment (SA): Taras (2005) explains summative assessment as “the process
of assessment leads to summative assessment, that is, a judgement which encapsulates all

the evidence up to a given point” (p. 468).



CHAPTER 2

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, a review of literature on language assessment literacy and formative

assessment for productive language skills is presented in detail.
2.1. Assessment

Teaching is a general term that concerns every field of education. According to Azis
(2012), “teaching is complex; it involves elements such as curriculum, subject matter and
epistemology, teaching and learning, and also assessment and evaluation” (p. 41).
Assessment is an umbrella term and an expansive field in language teaching. It is considered
as “one of the cornerstones of the educational process but perceptions and needs related to
assessment are evolving and changing and might be context dependent” (Hatipoglu, 2015,

p.111). This massive field includes testing and testing types as well. As Can (2017) explains:

“As an ongoing process, assessment is a comprehensive field of study, which is closely related to
such terms as testing, evaluation, measurement and so on; accordingly, there have always been
various definitions of the term, assessment, with regard to different perspectives and contexts” (p.
6).

Testing and assessment are understood to be two different terms. Bachman (1990)
defines a test as a measurement tool that is supposed to be used to understand one’s attitude.
Andhika (2011), on the other hand, states that testing is defined “as the narrowest in scope.
It is one of the techniques for collecting the data or scores” (p. 94). Norris (2006) defines
assessment as “the systematic gathering of information about student learning in support of
teaching and learning” (p. 579). Ezir (2013) depicts the difference between testing and
assessment by stating that assessment is a general term that encapsulates information about
what students can achieve and how, covering “many ways and methods of information
gathering, formal and informal, at different times and in different contexts” (p. 38), while
testing, on the other hand, is an element of assessment by way of collecting information
about students and it focuses on “finding the norm” (p. 38). They may be different terms
however, they are both inseparable parts of education and they have a strong relationship.

Without one, the other would not survive on its own.

Together with changes in the educational system, the types of assessment have also

changed. While grammar-translation method was popular, assessment was applied by that
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method’s rules. According to Larsen-Freeman and Anderson (2013), “written tests in which
students are asked to translate from their native language into the target language or vice
versa are often used. Questions about the target culture or questions that ask students to apply
grammar rules are also common” (p. 20). As a result of some factors that led people to
question and reject the grammar-translation method, the method changed (Richards &
Rodgers, 2014). The “direct method”, in opposition to the grammar-translation method, was
adopted, and assessment practices also changed. In the direct method, students use the target
language with the help of oral and written skills (Larsen-Freeman & Anderson, 2013). Since
today the new era is called as “communicative approach” era, assessment has changed one
more time. Richards and Rogers (2014) state that “the Communicative Approach in language
teaching starts from a functional theory of language- one that focuses on language as a means
of communication” (p. 87). While traditional assessment, based on pen and paper exams,
was once popular, today alternative assessment methods can be more preferred. Together
with the “communicative approach”, a student-centered teaching approach is applied in
classrooms more often. One of the positive outcomes of teaching in a student-centered
classroom is that students have much more control of their learning than they do in teacher-
centered classrooms. With this change, teachers have transitioned new techniques. As Kaya
(2020) explains, “teachers’ role in the classroom is to make use of assessment practices in
order to improve learning by adapting existing techniques in assessment to meet the needs
of their students” (p. 14).

While it is important to assess learners, it is even more important for teachers to know
what to consider while assessing learners. According to Harris and McCann (1994), there
are five elements to consider while performing assessments. First, assessments should be
carried out “constructively” with a focus on the achievements of students rather than failure
(p- 4). The second element is “reliability,” which focuses on consistency and fairness, while
the third element, “validity,” focuses on establishing certain objectives and reaching them
through assessment (p. 4). The fourth element is “practicality,” which supports the idea that
assessment tools should not be too time-consuming, and the final element is
“accountability,” signalling that “as professionals, teachers should be able to provide
learners, parents, institutions and society in general, with clear indications of what progress
has been made and if it has not, why that is so”” (p. 4). These five elements should be taken
into consideration when assessment takes place in the classrooms in terms of realizing the

objectives of the course and gaining better results from students. Assessment is an important
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component that enables teachers to have an idea about what learners are capable of doing
and provides feedback. According to the feedback that teachers receive, the learning
environment and assessment tools may be changed to maintain a better atmosphere for
learners to internalize the target language. As Ballidag (2020) summarizes, “an accurate
assessment will motivate students in return and facilitate the learning environment for both

students and teachers” (p. 5).

All things considered, assessment and teaching are complementary elements in foreign
language education. Assessment is a broad term covering tests as measurement instruments
and the importance of assessment in education is not negotiable since it is crucial in efforts
of learners to learn the target language and it plays an important role “in the process of
learning, and connects students to new knowledge using their current abilities™”
(Tosuncuoglu, 2018, p.166).

2.2. Assessment Types

There are many different assessment types, including formative assessment, summative
assessment, self-assessment, and peer assessment. In this study, formative assessment (FA)
and its differences from summative assessment (SA) when necessary will be considered. The
basic difference between SA and FA is that their focuses are on different things. SA is mainly
applied at the end of the term, while FA is typically applied throughout the term consistently

and continuously.
2.2.1. Summative Assessment

SA is one of the assessment types generally applied at the end of the term to see what
students can achieve after a certain period of time. According to Harlen (2007), “summative
assessment is carried out for the purpose of reporting the achievement of individual students
at a particular time” (p. 16). SA is associated with more learning aims that may be reached
with time and it may be applied via testing (Harlen, 2007). Dixson and Worrell (2016)
explain that “summative assessments are almost always graded, are typically less frequent,
and occur at the end of segments of instruction” (p. 156). They further add that “examples
of summative assessments are final exams, state tests, college entrance exams (e.g., GRE,
SAT, & LSAT), final performances, and term papers” (p. 156). Taras (2005), on the other
hand, explains that “the process of assessment leads to summative assessment, that is, a
judgement which encapsulates all the evidence up to a given point” (p. 468). According to

Brookhart (2001), “for grading and other times of accountability, teachers do indeed collect
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and use summative assessment information” (p. 157). Dolin, Black, Harlen, and Tiberghien
(2018) state that SA “involves collecting, interpreting and reporting evidence of learning”
and that “interpretation of evidence is in relation to the goals that students are intended to
have achieved at a certain point, such as the end of a year, semester or stage” (p. 62). There
are different assumptions made about SA; it may be positive and beneficial for both teachers
and students or it may have some negative effects. According to Solgun-Giinel (2014), SA
is an instrument used by teachers after the education process and students are expected to
respond to the learning aims. It also helps teachers understand what learners have learned

from their instructions throughout the semester.

Yiiksel and Giindiiz (2017) emphasize the usage of SA, stating that regardless of how
important it is to ensure the continuity of the teaching-learning process in a better way, SA
is still applied most of the time. Biggs (1998) further argues that SA gives rise to backwash
and this backwash is generally believed to be negative:

“The backwash from SA is generally agreed to be negative, generating ego-related and other non-
task priorities that in turn create a surface approach, where the learner uses lower cognitive level

activities than those actually required, so that performance is low level and fragmentary” (p. 106).

SA which is generally applied at the end of the term may cause problems for learners
such as decreased motivation on the grounds that it is applied only once as an opportunity
for learners to show what they have learned throughout the term. This may be good for them,
or it may cause stress and anxiety. According to Perera-Diltz and Moe (2014), on the other
hand, SA has an advantage of holistic evaluation and integration occurring one time. They
also note the negative side of SA; if a learner cannot do his or her best with a selected SA
type, an accurate assessment of the learners’ learning is not possible and learners’

enthusiasm and eagerness for the process of learning might be reduced.
2.2.2. Formative Assessment

Black and Wiliam (1998) state that FA does not have a widely accepted definition but
maybe understood as “encompassing all those activities undertaken by teachers, and/or by
their students, which provide information to be used as feedback to modify the teaching and
learning activities in which they are engaged” (pp. 7-8). Biiyiikkarci (2010) says that “in
general terms, formative assessment, also known as assessment for learning, on-going
assessment, or dynamic assessment, is concerned with helping pupils to improve their

learning” (p. 21). Clark (2012) states that “formative assessment is connected by two
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contiguous assessment objectives: assessment for learning (AfL) and assessment as learning
(AaL)” (p. 5). Cauley and McMillan (2010) state that “formative assessment is a process
through which assessment-elicited evidence of student learning is gathered and instruction
is modified in response to feedback” (p. 1). FA, unlike SA, is not applied at the end of the
term. Instead, it is applied consistently and continuously throughout the term. According to
Black (1993), FA entails close relationships between instructors and learners. It is a
significant means of making learning possible, and especially deeper learning (Rushton,
2005). Sadler (1989) affirms that “formative assessment is concerned with how judgments
about the quality of student responses (performances, pieces, or works) can be used to shape
and improve the student's competence by short-circuiting the randomness and inefficiency
of trial-and-error learning” (p. 120). FA is generally used to reach learning goals and improve
learners’ learning. According to Okten (2009), FA is used to understand the exact situation
of the students and what should be done for improvement, and it provides both teachers and
students with information on what and how much students are learning and how well the
learning takes place. Teachers use FA for different purposes. Stiggins and DuFour (2009)

explain the main reasons why teachers prefer FA in classrooms as follows:

“Teachers and schools can use formative assessment to identify student understanding, clarify what
comes next in their learning, trigger and become part of an effective system of intervention for
struggling students, inform and improve the instructional practice of individual teachers or teams,
help students track their own progress toward attainment of standards, motivate students by building
confidence in themselves as learners, fuel continuous improvement processes across faculties, and,

thus, drive a school’s transformation” (p.640).

FA has several advantages. One of the advantages FA facilitates is that it allows
learners to control and be aware of what they learn. In other words, it facilitates self-
regulated learning. According to Afitska (2014), FA can allows students to evaluate and
observe their own improvement and what they do. Uysal-Kurtulmus (2018) claims that
“formative assessment or assessment for learning has become of a great value in education
with the increase in learner-centered and goal oriented learning” (p. 13). Moreover, Stull,
Varnum, Ducette and Schiller (2011) state that “in formative assessment, students become
active participants with their instructors, sharing learning goals and understanding how their
learning is progressing, what steps they need to take and how to take them” (p. 30). As
learners are active participants, they may be more eager to learn or reach learning goals.
Teachers’ attitudes and constructive feedback lead learners to find their own way in this

process, and thus learn how to deal with the obstacles they face while trying to reach learning
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goals. As grades are not the primary concern of FA, learners may feel less stress and more

control at the same time.

The second advantage of FA is that, unlike SA which focuses on results, there is a
strong emphasis on the process, which gives learners opportunities to correct or improve
themselves. They may have a chance to observe themselves in learning and teaching
processes. According to Dogru (2020), FA may be used to provide a process for learning
and teaching and it may also aid students in their learning processes; instead of teachers,
students should be the focal point here. Kaya (2020), on the other hand, states that “Both
students and the teacher have an active role in formative assessment” (p. 14). Boston (2002)
affirms that if “teachers know how students are progressing and where they are having
trouble, they can use this information to make necessary instructional adjustments, such as
reteaching, trying alternative instructional approaches, or offering more opportunities for
practice” (p. 1). This may result in increased levels of success among the students. Wiliam
(2006) argues that for assessment to be formative, it does not matter how long the feedback
process is, where the assessment takes place, who applies it or who is responsible for it; what
Is important is to obtain the information, clarify it in terms of needs of learning, and use it to

make improvements so as to meet the needs of learning better.

The third major advantage of FA is that throughout the whole teaching-learning
process, feedback is given by teachers and/or learners. This helps learners see how much
they have improved. Wiggins (2012) defines feedback as a term “used to describe all kinds
of comments made after the fact, including advice, praise, and evaluation” (p. 1). Feedback
should certainly be provided however, it must be conveyed in a meaningful context and in
an appropriate format. Wiggins (2012) suggests that effective types of feedback are “goal-
referenced; tangible and transparent; actionable; user-friendly (specific and personalized);

timely; ongoing; and consistent” (p. 2). Gedye (2010), on the other hand, states that:

“The least restrictive way of viewing formative assessment is that it is assessment which provides
the learner with information that allows them to improve their learning and performance. In this
sense, an end-of-module, graded assignment may be formative if the student receives good quality
feedback on how they might improve their work, whilst a mid-semester, ungraded assessment may

not be formative if all the feedback says is, “good work, well done”” (p. 40).

As noted by Gedye (2010), for feedback to be effective, while applying FA, it is
important to provide the feedback in an appropriate form. Providing learners with only one
type of feedback may not completely help teachers to reach the learning goals that they set.
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Irons (2008) defines FA as, “any task or activity which creates feedback (or feedforward)
for students about their learning. Formative assessment does not carry a grade which is
subsequently used in a summative judgement” (p. 7). lIrons (2008) further emphasizes that
feedback must be comprehensible and conveyed in a way that allows learners to apply the
feedback in order to achieve “the learning outcomes or reaching the required standard”” (p.
23). Moreover, feedback should be presented to encourage learners to start seeking find any
learning problems (Irons, 2008). Tunstall and Gsipps (1996) also state that “feedback from
teachers to children, in the process of formative assessment, is a prime requirement for
progress in learning”” (p. 389). They clarify that FA is a procedure whereby teachers assess
or criticise the performances or productions of learners to construct and advance their
capabilities. It is clear that feedback is beneficial and should be provided by teachers to
improve learners’ understanding and learning. Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) refer to

seven benefits of good feedback:

e  “helps clarify what good performance is (goals, criteria, expected standards);

facilitates the development of self-assessment (reflection) in learning;

delivers high quality information to students about their learning;

e encourages teacher and peer dialogue around learning;

e encourages positive motivational beliefs and self-esteem;

e provides opportunities to close the gap between current and desired performance;
e provides information to teachers that can be used to help shape teaching” (p. 205).

Even though there are many opportunities provided by feedback, it should also be noted that
giving detailed feedback may become highly time-consuming as Wingate (2010) cautions.
Teachers should be careful while giving feedback in terms of finding an appropriate form
and considering the time they can devote to it per learner. So as to avoid problems in the
classroom, teachers should clarify the goals and those goals should encourage all learners,

even those with low-motivation, to pursue the learning process (Wingate, 2010).

All things considered, FA is crucial with regard to enabling learning and providing
feedback as one of its main components (Rushton, 2005). Moreover, when teachers
recognize how learners improve themselves and where they have problems, they can utilize
that information to make required alterations such as remedial teaching, the adoption of
different instructional approaches or methods, and the offering more chances, which might

improve the success of learners (Boston, 2002).
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2.2.3. Distinctions Between FA and SA

FA and SA are different from each other as described by Harlen and James (1997).
While SA “takes place at certain intervals when achievement has to be reported” (p. 372),
for FA, they state that:

“it has to take into account several instances in which certain skills and ideas are used and there will
be inconsistencies as well as patterns in behaviour; such inconsistencies would be ‘error' in

summative evaluation, but in formative evaluation they provide diagnostic information” (p. 372).

According to Brookhart (2001), while FA is exclusive and focuses on learners’ needs,
SA is an answer to “external pressures and constraints, and the need for accountability”
(p.157). Hattie (2003) refers to the difference between FA and SA by stating that “...the
timing of the interpretations has major implications for the quality of the interpretations from
both” (p. 6). It is clear that the main distinction between these two assessment types lies in
which parts of the teaching-learning process they emphasizes. While FA focuses on

processes, SA generally focuses on results. Glazer (2014) explains this as follows:

“Formative assessment is any task that provides feedback to students on their learning achievements
during the learning process. Summative assessment is used for evaluation, in which there is limited
or no feedback beyond the achievement report, and is usually a numerical or letter grade score” (p.

277).

Hughes (2003) describes the difference between FA and SA by touching upon the
points to those that Glazer (2014) mentions. Hughes (2003) clarifies that the focal point of
FA is the process of learning and it is applied by teachers to understand how learners deal
with the learning procedure and how much they have improved, and allowing that to be used
to alter teaching plans if necessary. He also explains that the feedback given throughout the
whole process, observations, and portfolios, as well as informal tests and quizzes, are used.
SA, on the other hand, is applied at the end of teaching-learning process to understand what
learners have achieved so far and teachers use formal tests to measure learners’ performances
(Hughes, 2003). According to Brown (2003), the aim of FA is to supervise the learning
process and provide appropriate feedback in terms of learners’ performances while the aim
of SA is to evaluate what a learner has achieved which generally happens at the end of a
term. According to Dixson and Worrel (2016), the characteristics of formative and

summative assessments differ in the following ways:
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Table 2.1. Characteristics of Formative and Summative Assessments

Characteristics

Formative Assessment

Summative Assessment

Purpose

To improve teaching and
learning

To diagnose student difficulties

Evaluation of learning outcomes

Placement, promotion decisions

Formality

Usually informal

Usually formal

Timing of Administration

Ongoing, before and during

Cumulative, after instruction

instruction

Developers Classroom teachers to test Classroom teachers to test
publishers publishers

Level of stakes Low-stakes High-stakes

Psychometric Rigor Low to high Moderate to High

Types of questions asked

What is working
What needs to be improved

How can it be improved

Does student understand the
material

Is the student prepared for next
level of activity

Examples

Observations

Homework

Question and answer sessions
Self-evaluations

Reflections on performance

Curriculum-based measures

Projects

Performance assessments
Portfolios

Papers

In-class examinations

State and national tests

Note. Adopted from “Formative and Summative Assessment in the Classroom, by Dante D.
Dixson & Frank C. Worrell, 2016, Theory Into Practice, 55(2), p.153-159. Copyright 2010

by The College of Education and Human Ecology, The Ohio State University.
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According to Dolin; et al. (2018), there are certain steps to be taken in both FA and SA
which generally differ:

Table 2.2. Dimensions of assessment purposes and practices

Formative — Summative
Informal Formal Informal Formal Summative
Formative Formative Summati
ve

Major Focus

What are the next steps in

What has been achieved to date?

learning?
Purpose To inform To inform To monitor To record achievements of

next steps next steps in progress individuals

in teaching teaching and against

and learning plans

learning
How evidence As normal Introduced Introduced Separate task or test
collected part of class into normal into normal

work class work class work
Basis of Student- Student and Criterion Criterion-referenced
judgement and criterion- and student-

criterion- referenced referenced

referenced
Judged by Student and Teacher and Teacher Teacher  or  external

teacher student examiner
Action taken Feedback to Feedback to Feedback to Report to student, parent,

students students and students other teachers, etc.

and teacher into teaching and into

plans teaching
plans

Epithet Assessment Matching Dip stick Assessment of learning

for learning
Examples of Verbal Written Response to Synoptic report on
feedback feedback feedback on informal achievement of course
modes on-the-fly classroom test or quiz goals

work

Note. Adopted from “Exploring relations between formative and summative assessment”, by
Dolin, Black, Harlen, & Tiberghien, 2018, In Transforming assessment (pp. 53-80).
Springer, Cham.
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When the two figures above are taken into consideration, the differences between FA
and SA can be clearly seen in detail. In Table 2.1., the characteristic differences between FA
and SA described by Dixson and Worrell (2016) are shown. They identify eight different
evaluation criteria and each criterion takes shape according to the type of assessment. There
is a difficulty level for each assessment type and some example activities are specified for
both FA and SA.

Table 2.2 provides a deeper analysis of the differences between FA and SA as indicated
by Dolin et al. (2018). In contrast to Table 2.1., there is an “epithet” line in Table 2.2 that
shows the different names used for each assessment type and there are four categories
divided among formal formative/summative and informal formative/summative headings.
In this schema, Dolin, et al. (2018) highlight how teachers can collect information for each
assessment type, and it is clearly understood that in FA, feedback is given to the learners. In
SA, in contrast, reports are given not only to learners but also to other teachers and parents.
The purposes of FA and SA as clarified in Tables 2.1 and 2.2 are clarified also reflect the
differences observed by Hughes (2003), as FA focuses on the learning process while SA

focuses on results.

Another difference between these two assessment types is specified by Wiliam and
Black (1996), who state that “...all assessments can be summative (i.e. have the potential to
serve a summative function), but only some have the additional capability of serving
formative functions” (p. 544). Therefore, it is important for teachers to specialize their
teaching goals and materials. They need to determine teaching and learning goals first and
then they need to find a way to use FA and SA throughout the semester with appropriate

materials and feedback considered as important parts of those assessment types.

2.3. Assessment Literacy (AL)

Assessment takes place in every field of education. Brown (2003) defines assessment
as “an ongoing process that encompasses a much wider domain” (p.4). Moreover, he states
(2003) that teachers are assessing learners’ performances, sometimes subconsciously, while
they attempt to answer questions or form new sentences. If this is the case, then teachers are
required to make use of different sorts of assessment materials to evaluate learners’
knowledge and harmonize different kinds of assessment instruments to both strengthen their
own guidance and evaluate learners’ improvement; therefore, teachers need to advance and

sustain an accurate awareness of assessment exercises and ideologies to ensure that
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assessments boost and evaluate learners’ knowledge while maintaining effective feedback
(DeLuca & Klinger, 2010). Brown (2003) highlights the relationship among tests,
assessment, and teaching (See Figure 2.1.). This importance of assessment raises the issue
of AL.

Figure 2.1. Tests, assessment, and teaching

Note. Adapted from “Language Assessment: Principles and Classroom Practises” by
Brown, D.H., 2003, p. 5. Pearson ESL.

Webb (2002) defines AL as “the knowledge of means for assessing what students know
and can do, how to interpret the results from these assessments, and how to apply these
results to improve student learning and program effectiveness” (p. 1). When assessment
takes place appropriately, it helps teachers, learners and testers have information about
learners’ performances and to what extent learning goals are achieved in classrooms;
therefore, it should be harmonized with teaching, building a relationship wherein assessment
serves to advise and develop teaching and this mutual relationship cannot develop if teachers
do not have sufficient background or education in assessment to improve, choose, and make
use of tests and understand their results (Malone, 2013). This demonstrates that AL is as

important as assessment itself.

Together with the educational changes occurring in the 21st century, the
responsibilities that both teachers and learners have are also changing. According to Fulcher
(2012), the 21st century is an era in which teachers have duties for testing and assessment
and, “the range and number of stakeholders who require a level of assessment literacy has
grown” (p. 115). Therefore, teachers are expected to be aware of what is changing in the

educational system and how those changes affect testing and assessment because each
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change brings something new to the field and new responsibilities for both teachers and
learners. Popham (2011) states that “AL consists of an individual’s understandings of the
fundamental assessment concepts and procedures deemed likely to influence educational
decisions” (p. 267). For teachers, Tsagari and Vogt (2017) say that “they are expected to
exploit the increased variety of assessment procedures such as alternative forms of
assessment that have become part of “mainstream” practices in many educational contexts”
(p. 42). Yastibas (2018), on the other hand, explains that assessment-literate teachers are
required to be careful in their efforts to cope with both theoretic and applied dimensions of
assessment efficaciously. It is important that be assessment-literate in regards to both having
theoretic knowledge and applying that knowledge in the classroom with the help of the

necessary assessment tools.

Stiggins (1991a) discusses two different groups while explaining assessment literacy:
assessment-illiterate and assessment-literate individuals. He claims that assessment illiterate
teachers do not have an understanding of what it takes to develop “high quality achievement
data” and do not assess the data they have. (p. 535). Moreover, they acknowledge “data at
face value and can easily be intimidated and by a complicated presentation of test scores”
(p. 535). Briefly, assessment-illiterate teachers are deficient in the means of being crucial
users of data for assessments (Stiggins, 1991a). On the other hand, Stiggins (1991a) explains
that assessment-literate teachers “have a basic understating of the meaning of high and low
quality assessment and are able to apply that knowledge to various measures of student
achievement” (Stiggins, 19914, p. 535). Stiggins (1995) also highlights the fact that people
who are conscious of the possible negative effects of false assessment do not allow learners
to be in a position in which their achievements may be measured wrong. He suggests five
standards to complete understanding of the concept of AL and sound assessment: “starting
with clear purposes, focusing on achievement targets, selecting proper assessment methods,
sampling student achievement and avoiding bias and distortion” (Stiggins, 1995, pp. 240-
242). The American Federation of Teachers, the National Council on Measurement in
Education, and the National Education Association (1990) jointly clarified several standards

for teachers’ responsibility for proficient assessments:

e deciding appropriate assessment methods for their own teaching plans
e having an ability to improve appropriate assessment methods for their own teaching

plans;
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e having an ability administer, mark, and read the results of the assessment methods
created by themselves or other people;

e making use of the results of the assessment methods while drawing a conclusion about
learners, designing their teaching, improving the syllabus, and schools

e having an ability to create valid procedures for grading learners;

e interacting with learners, parents, and educators about the results of assessments
applied; and

e identifying improper assessment methods and the usage of assessment knowledge.

Considering those standards, it is clear that teachers are responsible for both theoretical and

practical knowledge related to testing and assessment instruments, preparing appropriate

tests, and administering and assessing them.

The importance of AL lies in the answers to the questions that teachers should ask
themselves. These questions are highlighted by Stiggins (1991a) as follows:

1. “What does this assessment tell students about the achievement outcome we value?

2. And what is likely to be the effect of this assessment on students?” (p. 535).

The answers obtained from these questions reflect the knowledge of assessment-literate
teachers. In other words, answering these questions reveals whether or not teachers are aware
of sound assessments and how they apply and evaluate them. Assessment-literate teachers
have an awareness of what to do and what not to do together with why and how to do it.
According to Siegel and Wissehr (2011), “a teacher with AL can gather information,
communicate with students about the status of their understanding, use this information to
set immediate and long-term goals, and adjust instruction based upon the results of
classroom assessments” (p. 374). Stiggins (1999) similarly explains that assessment-literate
teachers can “connect assessments to clear purposes, clarify achievement expectations, apply
proper assessment methods, develop quality assessment exercises and scoring criteria and
sampling appropriately, avoid bias in assessment, communicate effectively about student
achievement, and use assessment as an instructional intervention” (pp. 25-26). Pastore and

Andrade (2019) claim that:

“an assessment literate teacher understands and differentiates the aims of the assessment, and
articulates a sound, cyclical process of collection, interpretation, use evidence, and communication
of feedback. In this way, assessment information can be used to make inferences about student

learning, inform decisions about curriculum, and adjust instruction” (p. 135).
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There is another perspective that teachers should take care of their own assessment
education in terms of helping both themselves and learners go further. Popham (2009) thinks
that “it seems that AL is a commodity needed by teachers for their own long-term well-
being, and for the educational well-being of their students” (p. 11). In short, AL entails
understanding assessment, assessment tools and how to use them to improve learners’

learning and teachers own development.
2.4. Language Assessment Literacy (LAL)

Assessment plays a crucial role in every field of education. In English language
education, the teaching and learning processes might be challenging for both teachers and
learners since they require intensive knowledge in different areas including culture, syntax,
semantics, and pragmatics. Both teachers and learners are expected to have knowledge about
those areas to transfer for teaching and learning to be realized successfully. AL, on the other
hand, is a more general term with LAL. In other words, LAL is just one branch of AL and
Giraldo (2018) explains that “language as a construct for assessment is what differentiates
LAL from its generic term” (p. 183). He adds that “knowledge, skills, and principles in
language assessment coexist with teachers’ ways of thinking and acting upon the act of

assessment” (p. 185). According to Kremmel and Harding (2020):

“Given the widespread use of language assessments for decision-making across an increasing
number of social domains (education, immigration and citizenship, professional certification), it has
become vital to raise awareness and knowledge of good practice in language assessment for a wide

range of stakeholder groups” (p. 100).

LAL is related to the way in which teachers think about assessment and what they do
to assess their learners’ language performances. It is also noted by Berry, Sheehan and
Munro (2019) that since assessment can affect and improve learning processes, it is
important for teachers to be able to gather various teaching, learning, and assessment
exercises. Accordingly, it is important that teachers be aware of what to do and what not to
do when it comes to language assessment. Inbar-Lourie (2017) explains that “LAL has
drawn considerably from the literature and research on general AL, while attempting to set
itself apart as a knowledge base that incorporates unique aspects inherent in theorizing and

assessing language-related performance” (p. 259). LAL refers to

“the knowledge, skills and abilities required to design, develop, maintain or evaluate, large-scale
standardized and/or classroom based tests, familiarity with test processes, and awareness of

principles and concepts that guide and underpin practice, including ethics and codes of practice. The
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ability to place knowledge, skills, processes, principles and concepts within wider historical, social,
political and philosophical frameworks in order to understand why practices have arisen as they
have, and to evaluate the role and impact of testing on society, institutions, and individuals”
(Fulcher, 2012, p.125).

Inbar-Lourie (2008a) explains that “the language assessment knowledge base in fact
comprises layers of assessment literacy skills combined with language specific
competencies, forming a distinct entity that can be referred to as ‘language assessment

literacy’ (henceforth, LAL)” (pp. 389-390).

As can clearly be understood from these definitions proposed by different researchers,
LAL is a major concept including sub-components such as testing and classroom-based
assessment (Sahin, 2019). It is important for teachers to be aware of how they can make use
of practices of classroom based assessment to advance learning “such as assigning grades,
providing feedbacks to learners and modifying teachers’ teaching and learners’ learning are
all intended to renew, keep track and record learners’ performance in the classroom so as to
enable teachers to enhance learners’ learning” (Lan & Fan, 2019, p. 120). Pill and Harding
(2013), on the other hand, have a different perspective on this subject and they discuss the
existence of different types of literacies such as “media literacy, and health literacy,” while
LAL symbolises a particular type of literacy including skills of reading and writing (p. 382).
In short, “LAL thus refers to stakeholders’ ability to understand, interpret, and use the
language testing concepts within their specific professional context” (Deygers & Malone,
2019, p. 2). Taylor (2013) asserts that due to the multifaceted nature of effects of testing in
education, teachers have varying LAL levels and the ways in which they deal with
assessment issues vary as well. Recognizing the range of proper stakeholders and assessing
their particular requirements in relation to meanings given to test scores in their own contexts
and; how those scores might be used have become important in settings where assessment
has a major role (Taylor, 2013). As Taylor (2013) further explains:

“AL/LAL development activities may need to be integrated within professional development
programmes or briefing sessions for other stakeholder groups, such as civil servants or politicians.
In each case, the primary content relevant to the needs of that stakeholder group (e.g., will it be
measurement theory? practical know-how? ethical principles?) has to be extracted and translated

into a language that particular group can access and understand” (p. 407).
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Figure 2.2. Levels of AL/LAL differentiated according to stakeholders’ constituency

—/

Language (pachers olicy makers

/

Course instructors Test makers

il
General public Researcher

Note. Adopted from “Communicating the theory, practice and principles of language testing
to test stakeholders: Some reflections” by Taylor, L., 2013, Language testing, 30(3), p. 403-
412. Copyright 2013 by The Author(s).

According to O’Loughlin (2013), “its relevance is not restricted to language testing
specialists and language teachers but also to educational policy developers and test users,
such as university admissions staff” (pp. 363-364). As can be understood from Figure 2.2.,
there are three levels of LAL and AL, the core, intermediary, and peripheral levels which is
consistent with the position taken by O’Loughlin (2013). The core of this model represents
researchers’ and test makers’ requirement for training in language testing and assessment.
At the intermediary level, language teachers and course instructors are located and at the
peripheral level are the general public and policy makers.

Yastibas (2018) describes the importance of LAL for teachers, providing four main
reasons: “teachers as the agents of assessment, language assessment training, assessment and
testing cultures and educational and political reforms” (p. 23). Teachers have many
responsibilities in terms of ensuring that their instructions are in line with learning
procedures which is an important aspect of language assessment. While making decisions
about the content of lessons, materials to be used, and learning tasks, teachers can consider
the strengths and weakness of the options that are accessible to them; they may proceed
according to experience, their understanding of learning, the development of language, and
the proficiency of language with what they believe to be the most convenient beneficial
option and as a part of their profession, teachers observe learners all the time, which gives

rise to the improvement of their understanding of learners’ development and their intuitions
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about particular learning outcomes and general performance (Rea-Dickins, 2004). Here it
may be considered that teachers are at the centre of the language learning procedure,
similarly to be more general teaching procedures. Being in the centre of the learning
procedure carries with it many responsibilities for teachers, such as preparing appropriate
assessment tools, improving them, applying them, grading work, and evaluating results.
Moreover, they need to understand the effects of the assessment they carry out in order to
see the difference between appropriate assessments and poor quality assessment. Language
teachers are expected to carry out assessments carefully and efficiently and this may be why

they are seen as “agents of assessment” (Rea-Dickins, 2004).

Yastibas (2018) further states that language assessment training is a significant part of
assessment practice. According to Yan, Zhang, and Fan (2018), “assessment includes all
activities related to the development, validation, and use of language assessments for various
purposes” (p. 158). Jeong (2011), on the other hand, advocates that “as more educational
systems place greater assessment demands on teachers, the more support should be provided,
and the first step is to provide teachers with appropriate professional development courses”
(p. 19). The importance of language assessment training is emphasized by various
researchers (Stiggins, 1991b, 1999; Jeong, 2013; Lam, 2015). Stiggins (1991b) stresses that
for teachers to identify learners’ needs, give sound grades, and evaluate the effect of remedial
instruction with the help of sound assessments, they need assessment training. He (1999)
states that “productive classroom assessment training promotes an understanding of, an
ability to apply, and a commitment to meeting standards of valid and reliable classroom
assessments” (p. 24), which is an aim for language classes and teachers to achieve. Jeong
(2013) asserts that as teachers should be assessment-literate in classroom practices, they
should be given proper teacher training in assessment. VVogt, Tsagari and Spanoudis (2020)
suggest that when providing the LAL training with the aim of improving LAL levels of
instructors, “various contextual factors, characteristics, needs and traditions” (p. 18) should

be taken into consideration. Lam (2015), on the other hand, approaches this topic as follows:

“language assessment training is not an only means to foster LAL; however, it is
indispensable for equipping pre-service teachers with fundamental knowledge, skills, and
principles in handling both large-scale and classroom-based assessments efficiently and
mastering how to utilize these assessment outcomes to promote student learning through

continuous professional learning (i.e., a community of practice)” (p. 191).
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Language assessment training is given as a course for both pre-service and in-service
teachers. However, in spite of its importance, Yastibas (2018) argues that the training being
given is not satisfactory. Little time is allocated for the theory and practice of assessment in
language education programs at the graduate level; even though there are many books about
language testing and assessment, most of them are considered either highly theoretical or
overly specific for language teachers who are trying to comprehend the fundamental

principles and practices of assessment (Taylor, 2009).

According to Yastibas (2018), “educational theories affect language assessment and
evaluation directly by creating two different cultures related to language assessment and
evaluation: assessment culture and testing culture” (p. 25). Teachers’ roles are obvious in
the testing culture: they are powerful and they create tests (or use already prepared tests),
they observe the classroom to prevent cheating, and they keep the records of the grades of
learners and moreover, in this culture, there is an important rule that requires only teachers
to know both the questions and answers that is of what are referred to as secure tests
(Kleinsasser, 1995). In Table 2.3, both learners and teachers’ roles in assessment culture are

outlined.

Table 2.3. Comparing a Culture of Testing with a Culture of Assessment

Comparing a Culture of Testing with a Culture of Assessment

Culture of Testing Culture of Assessment
Roles Roles
Teacher (test giver) is sole authority. Teacher (assessor) and learner are in a conversation about
Teacher's job is to keep test uncontaminated. learning.

Teacher is a judge, evaluator, and scorekeeper in an economy of | Student has an active role in own learning and assessment.
grades. Student and teacher collaborate to build assessments, create
Student is powerless, mystified by the testing process. connections.

Students are self-appraisers, co-appraisers with teachers and

other assessors.
Rules Rules
Student goes it alone. Teaming, cooperation, collaboration are valued.
Paper-pencil tests predominate. Worthwhile assessment takes many forms: paper-pencil tests,
Teacher is the sole audience. performance-based assessments, demonstrations, exhibitions.
Teacher owns the test. Assessment has multiple audiences, e.g., self, peers, teachers,

parents, others.

Rituals Rituals
Testing episodes interrupt learning. Learning is for the test. Distinctions between learning and assessment are blurred.
Testing is mysterious, an ordeal sometimes requiring extra sleep | Worthwhile assessments are celebrations. Assessments are

and nutrition, a tradition that is seldom questioned or challenge. demystified; student knowledge about assessments and the

assessment process increases.

Note. Adapted from “Assessment culture and national” by Kleinsasser, A. M., 1995, The
Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and Ideas, 68(4), p.205-210.
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As seen in the Table 2.3., Kleinsasser (1995) categorizes some features within the
categories of culture of testing and culture of assessment revealing some important
differences between these two cultures. According to this categorization, there are three main
features of roles, rules, and rituals and each feature provides clear information. While there
iIs a weak image of learners and a very strong image of teachers in testing culture, in
assessment culture, this image is completely different in terms of giving learners a more
powerful image and distributing responsibilities to both teachers and students (Kleinsasser,
1995). Inbar-Lourie (2008b) adds that the term assessment culture was coined as a reaction
to the term testing culture and it refers to a broader and more theoretical structure for
assessing knowledge: “assessment culture refers to educational evaluation practices that are
compatible with current ideologies, social expectations, attitudes and values” (p. 285). In
contrast to the traditions of testing culture, by seeing “external and internal assessment as
dichotomous and detached, assessment cultures acknowledge the value of broadening the
assessment construct by augmenting assessment from different sources and from different
informers” (Inbar-Lourie, 2008b, p. 288). It is important that teachers be aware of what was

done before and what is currently being done in terms of assessment and testing.

Education does not take place only to help improve students’ understanding,
knowledge, abilities, and attributes in quickly changing world and another important aim of
education is to improve the capacities that support learning, thus allowing learners to make
use of the advantages of several new forms of learning opportunities (Broadfoot, 2005).
According to Brindley (2008), educational reforms have “origins in the identification of

aspects of an educational system that are viewed as problematic such as:

o falling standards of students achievement

e poor performance by students in international comparisons

¢ lack of national standardization in assessment

o lack of comparability of outcomes across different educational systems
o lack of transparent accountability reporting

e public concerns about teacher competence” (p. 365).

Furthermore, while describing the role of testing in educational reform, several points

should be taken into consideration:

e  “the social and political context of reform
e the process by which it is implemented and adopted

e its effect on teaching and learning” (Brindley, 2008, p. 365).
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Therefore, it might be said that educational reforms cover the whole concept of testing
and assessment to make education better. Language education, on the other hand, requires
that well-established specific goals be set by teachers and that those goals be realized
accordingly. Since educational reforms make use of testing and assessment to realize their
aims (Yastibas, 2018), language teachers are also responsible for setting and obtaining some
goals aimed at increasing learners’ success. Educational reforms may be required if there is
a decrease in learners’ achievements. Therefore, it is important to balance the success levels
of the learners and the aims of teachers. In other words, teachers’ aims should be directed

toward increasing success levels.

With these different definitions and claims in mind, it can be said that instructors and
other stakeholders generally try to adapt the concept of LAL without altering its the basic
features so as to have both theoretical knowledge and practice in the classroom and help

learners improve themselves in terms of language learning.

2.5. Assessing Productive Language Skills

For any language, there are two types of language skills: receptive language skills and
productive language skills. While receptive language skills include reading and listening
skills, productive language skills include writing and speaking skills. It is important to
acknowledge that receptive language skills do not require learners to produce anything but
rather only to understand what they read or hear. This is in contrast to productive language
skills; productive language skills, which require learners to both understand a situation and
produce something reasonably in line with that situation. In other words, with receptive
language skills, learners receive knowledge passively and then perhaps try to produce spoken
language in dialogues; the same procedure may be applied for productive language skills,
which are also referred to as active language skills, but in this case, learners are expected to
exert more energy while producing something either orally or in writing; but, these two
categories of language skills are both indispensable parts of teaching and learning processes
(Golkova & Hubackova, 2014). Golkova and Hubackova (2014) says:

“When one starts learning a foreign language, he surely and subconsciously is exposed to both
categories of language skill. As mentioned before, productive skills - also called active skills - mean

the transmission of information that a language user produces in either spoken or written form” (p.

478).
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According to Matthews (1990), when assessing productive skills, all responsibility is
given to assessors. She adds that “this is especially the case where the assessor plays a dual
or even triple role, acting as a plausible, sympathetic interlocutor and an efficient

administrator, as well as assessor” (p. 117).

Assessing productive language skills may require both teachers and learners to be
critical and careful about the procedure of assessment on the grounds that productive
language skills may not involve only a single valid answer, as is generally the case for
receptive language skills. While assessing receptive language skills, there is typically one
correct answer for any question asked; however, in the assessment of productive language
skills, answers may vary according to the questions, which may require learners to change

their points of view or offer teachers a new perspective.

2.5.1. Assessing Speaking Skill

Speaking is one type of productive language skill and it is an indispensable part of a
language since it allows people to communicate orally. In language education, this skill is
one of the important skills to teach and learn. However, while assessing speaking, some
problems may arise regarding reliability. Learners’ speaking skills are generally evaluated
in face-to-face interactions between an assessor and a speaker and moreover, the assessment
may simultaneously depend on speech features such as fluency and accuracy, and the gender
of the learner, and the language level and characteristics of the assessor; in addition, during
these interactions, the specific tasks and questions directed to learners might also have
effects on their performances (Ahmed & Alamin, 2014). According to Luoma (2004),
although “assessment developers are the key players in the speaking assessment cycle, the
examinees, interlocutors, raters and score users also have a role to play in the activities” (p.
4). Luoma (2004) further explains that speaking is one of the crucial skills in language
teaching curricula which makes it a significant item to be assessed even though such
assessments are difficult since there are various factors that affect teachers’ ideas about how
well a person can speak the target language, and since teachers expect results to be correct
and convenient for their goals. Knight (1992) states that “we recognize the importance of
relevant and reliable assessment for providing vital information to the students and teachers
about the progress made and the work to be done” (p. 294). Therefore, speaking might be
one of the most difficult language skills to assess (Hughes, 2003; Ginther, 2012). Correct
evaluations of speaking skills might be difficult and it takes a great amount of time and effort
to get valid and reliable outcomes, but that might be considered a necessity if there is
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backwash or if a test is very important, and moreover, it should also be considered that the
selection of the contents, the levels of the rubrics, and the techniques applied in testing
speaking may all depend on the needs of institutions (Hughes, 2003).

The aim of teaching spoken language is to improve the skill of communicating in the
target language successfully requiring understanding and production at the same time and
moreover, at the beginning of spoken interactions in the classroom, teachers do not need any
formal tests; rather informal observations will provide diagnostic information for them
(Hughes, 2003). Roever and Kasper (2018), on the other hand, highlight the relationship
between speaking and listening and state that it is not possible to separate speaking and
listening with the understanding that listening helps speakers to produce meaningful and
appropriate sentences. While assessing speaking, it is important to take listening into
consideration so as to determine whether learners comprehend enough of what they hear to
respond to the teacher appropriately. Brown (2003) suggests that speaking as a productive
skill might be monitored directly but that such monitoring can be influenced by the accuracy
and impact of learner’s listening skills, which weakens the reliability and validity of
speaking tests. Therefore, the relationship between speaking and listening cannot be ignored
and the fact that listening has an effect on speaking should be considered at all times. It is
also important to acknowledge that the effect of listening might be negative. The correlation
between these skills will be either good or bad depending on a given learner’s listening skill.
However, in some situations learners’ listening skills are not included in assessments of their
speaking skills, such as in cases of monologues or reading aloud, because these activities do
not require an interlocutor. This creates an environment for learners in which they do not
need to use their listening skills to be able to produce something oral. Hughes (2003) states
that there are three procedures for teachers in the process of assessing speaking skills. First,
teachers prepare some tasks that provide a representative model of the speaking tasks that
they expect learners to achieve; second, the tasks that the teachers prepared should produce
behaviours that symbolize the learners’ skill and finally, the scores given to those behaviours
might be reliable and valid (Hughes, 2003).

The basic format of speaking in the classrooms is question and answer. Teachers ask
some questions and expect students to provide some answers. Brown (2003) states that there
are five different speaking types that teachers can utilize to assess learners’ speaking skills:
“imitative, intensive, responsive, interactive and extensive” (pp. 141-142). Imitative tasks

generally focus on repetition and may involve repetition tasks that require learners to repeat
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a sentence or a structure that the teacher has uttered (Brown, 2003). Scoring, according to
Brown (2003), is generally based on accuracy in pronunciation and the intonation of learners.
While learners repeat words or sentences, teachers generally focus on how the learners
pronounce the words, and how good their intonation is. Figure 2.3 illustrates Brown’s (2003)

scoring scale for repetition tasks demonstrating how teachers evaluate learners’ speech.

Figure 2.3. Scoring scale for repetition tasks

2 Acceptable pronunciation
1  Comprehensible, partially correct pronunciation

0  Silence, seriously incorrect pronunciation

Note. Adopted from “Language Assessment: Principles and Classroom Practises” by
Brown, D.H., 2003, p. 145. Pearson ESL.

As seen in Figure 2.3., there are three potential scores when considering how learners
pronounce words or sentences. It is important for learners to be understandable while
speaking. The intensive type of speaking, on the other hand, involves short sentence
structures (Brown, 2003). According to Brown (2003), in this case, learners are supposed to
produce only one short sentence to demonstrate their linguistic abilities. The intensive type
of speaking encompasses tasks that include reading aloud, sentence or dialogue completion,
and picture-cued tasks, and what is important in the assessment of this type of speaking is
comprehension and whether learners are able utilize the targeted grammar or vocabulary
correctly (Brown, 2003). The responsive type of speaking requires interaction between an
interlocutor and a speaker (Brown, 2003). In this case, tasks that teachers can apply to assess
learners’ speaking ability include question and answer, and paraphrasing tasks. In contrast
to the intensive type of speaking that requires the production of only one sentence, learners
may produce more than one sentence, but the amount will still generally be limited (Brown,
2003). The fourth type of speaking identified by Brown (2003) is interactive speaking, also
called “interpersonal” (p. 167). This type of speaking requires learners to speak longer.
Assessment tasks for interactive speaking consist of interviews, role-plays, games, and
discussions (Brown, 2003). The final type of speaking is extensive speaking; it requires
learners to be able to produce more complex sentences and the assessment tasks include

presentations, story-telling with pictures, retelling stories, and translation (Brown, 2003).
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Thornbury (2005) explains that “testing, both informally and formally, takes place at
the beginning and at the end of most language courses, as well as at various times during the
course itself” (p. 124). Thornbury (2005) also mentions some types of spoken tests, such as
“interviews, live monologues, recorded monologues, role-plays and collaborative tasks and
discussions” (pp. 125-126) which are similar to the tasks described by Brown (2003). These
types of tests may be used at the beginning of the term to understand what learners know
and before the learning process takes place, and what they are able to do can be observed.
They may also be used at the end of the term to assess what learners have learned and the
extent to which they can reflect their learnings orally. These types of tests may also be used
in the classroom throughout the term to observe learners. Thus, teachers can apply at least
one of these test types to assess learners’ speaking performances. While assessing speaking,
teachers evaluate specific criteria such as accuracy, fluency, grammar and vocabulary. In the
assessment of speaking, there are two types of scoring: “holistic” and “analytic”. Holistic
scoring can be considered as less detailed but more time-saving. It is used to assess speaking
skill as a whole and it is generally applied when the evaluation needs to be done immediately;
however, it may not provide learners with feedback and it is generally used for individual
improvement (Ulker, 2017; Aleksandrzak, 2011). Analytic scoring, on the other hand, can
be considered as more time-consuming and more detailed. Analytic scoring gives
information about what a learner has accomplished and it can also provide feedback for both
learners and teachers thus learners can identify their weaknesses in the target language and
teachers can gain opportunities for remedial teaching (Mukminatien, 2015). Backlund,
Brown, Gurry, and Jandt (1982), on the other hand, suggest that:

e Assessment of speaking should be realized in a natural environment instead of a planned
environment.

e Assessment of speaking should also include observations by teachers.

e The assessment tool should be a scale that includes criteria measuring how learners use
the language, how they organize their ideas, how they create utterances to respond in a
relevant way, and how they use their voices (intonation, pitch, accent, etc.). The
assessment should be carried out by teachers who are trained in using, grading, and
explaining the scale.

e While the tool is being improved, assessment ought to be confirmed.

e A confirmation study should be carried out when the tool is first improved.
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With this information in mind, it can be said that assessing speaking may be difficult
since there might be problems of reliability and validity issues as speaking is a relatively
subjective skill. While teachers try to assess learners’ speaking skills, they need to be very
careful and consider what elements can affect the assessment environment. Different
speaking assessment tasks for different purposes should be conducted in the classroom.
Anything that may compromise reliability and validity should be eliminated.

2.5.2. Assessing Writing Skill

Writing is another productive language skill. Students are expected to convey their
messages or what they know about a topic in writing. Writing has gained popularity in terms
of providing communication throughout the whole world and it is one of the most important
components of a language since it renders communication possible even when oral
interactions are impossible. Therefore, it is vital to teach and learn this productive language

skill since it helps both learners and teachers communicate around the world.

There are three different types of writing which are classified as “academic writing,
job-related writing, and personal writing” (Brown, 2003, p. 219). Academic writing consists
of “essays, compositions, academically focused journals, theses and dissertations” (Brown,
2003, p. 219). According to Brown (2003), while job-related writing includes “letters, e-
mails, schedules, advertisements, and annuals”, personal writing includes “letters, e-mails,
messages, diaries, personal journals, and fictions” (p. 219). According to Fahimi and Rahimi
(2015), writing, among other language skills, has drawn attention owing to the
communication needs arising in different places in the world. They further state that writing
should be taught early and that skill should be assessed and marked. Brown (2003) explains
that there are four types of writing performance including “imitative, intensive (controlled),
responsive, and extensive” (p. 220). These types of writing performances help teachers
determine which assessment type is most appropriate for learners. While imitative tasks,
which generally focus on assessing learners’ skills in producing written symbols in a
language, include “copying, listening cloze selection tasks, picture-cued tasks, form
completion tasks, and converting numbers and abbreviations to words” (Brown, 2003, pp.
222-223), intensive (controlled) tasks mainly include “dictation and grammatical
transformation tasks” (pp. 225-226). Responsive and extensive tasks, on the other hand,
include “paraphrasing, guided question and answer, and paragraph construction tasks”
(Brown, 2003, pp. 234-235). As can be understood clearly from the assessment types that

each performance task has, imitative writing generally focuses on how students are able to
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produce letters and symbols writing. Intensive (controlled) writing focuses on grammar and
correct usage of structures that have been taught. Responsive and extensive writings, on the
other hand, focus on more intense types of writing where learners are supposed to create

longer sentences and even paragraphs.

It is vital for teachers to devote time to writing tasks in classrooms. However, it may
sometimes be hard for teachers to carry out classroom writing tasks because of time
limitations. As a result, written tasks may often be ignored. Dempsey, PytlikZillig and
Bruning (2009) claim that even though writing is one of the best known skills in the world,
it is often ignored since it requires a complex and varied set of abilities and the learning of
those abilities requires teachers who are qualified and have the self-confidence to support
learners’ improvement toward literacy while giving accurate instruction and guiding those
learners. Writing tasks may seem easy to apply, but teachers need to give clear instructions
and determine what to assess and how to assess it. This also requires that teachers be more
careful and have an ability to include writing tasks in the classroom with well-prepared
instructions and the integration of different skills. Javed, Juan and Nazli (2013), on the other
hand, claim that writing achievement is used for various goals and that ensuring guidance
for learners both inside and outside the classroom, giving grades, matching students and
tasks appropriately, and evaluating programs are regarded as significant points in the
assessment of writing. While assessing writing, first, teachers should determine the goal and
the assessment type that is convenient for the learners. The goal clarifies which criteria
teachers should apply in a writing task. Bachman and Palmer (1996) explain that goal setting

means making decisions about what to do and involves three mean features:

e determining the type of the task(s), whether language use tasks or test tasks
e selecting one or more tasks from a group of probable tasks; and
e making a decision about accomplishing the task(s) or not.

Together with the types of writing and writing performances (Brown, 2003), setting a
goal has become an indispensable part of this procedure. Teachers, after deciding which
types of writing and performance would be better for learners, should determine the goal,
which is an important part of assessment. However, some problems might occur throughout
the writing assessment procedure. According to Zheng and Yu (2019), problems related to
writing assessments have altered and become more complex, or perhaps the complex
problems “...behind writing assessment have finally become evident, after a century in

which they have been concealed by special interests and technical problems” (p. 1). White
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(1994) also supports the idea that the problems occurring in the assessment of writing have
altered and become more complex. Moreover, White (1994) asserts that teachers grow
disappointed and angry when assessment, which they may consider an unnecessary political
tool, is very time-consuming and encroaches upon their teaching time. People occasionally
consider writing as only a part of teaching and learning grammar and structure which
eventually minimizes the significance of writing skills and hampers their improvement
(Fareed, Ashraf & Bilal, 2016). However, writing not only includes grammatical rules and

structures; it includes vocabulary, punctuation, meaning, and organization as well.

In the assessment of writing, two types of approaches are prominent: direct and indirect
assessment (Breland, 1983; Stiggins, 1982). Direct assessment in writing is associated with
directly observing learners’ writing procedures and it is generally evaluated by English
teachers who are trained in making evaluations about writing skills while indirect assessment
in writing is associated with indirectly observing learners’ writing procedures and generally
includes multiple-choice questions, which are intended to comprehend learners’ writing
skills through grammar and sentence structures (Breland, 1983). Breland (1983) describes
some of the direct assessment types for writing tasks as “letters, narrative, descriptive,
argumentative, expressive, role-playing, and diary entry” (pp. 2-3). Holistic and analytic
scoring can also be applied to evaluate written tasks. Stiggins (1982) accounts for this by
clarifying the differences between these types of assessments and in the context of writing
assessment. He states that even though these two types differ in form and provide different
types of information for written tasks, they may both be very beneficial in terms of providing
necessary information for making decisions in educational contexts such as instructional
management and selection. According to Stiggins (1982), direct assessment requires learners
to actually write in response to a given prompt, and in a later stage, the composition skills of
the learners are evaluated by certain performance-based criteria while indirect assessment,
on the other hand, offers learners multiple-choice questions, which lead teachers to
understand whether learners can write appropriately or not through grammar and sentence

structure; actual writing is not needed.

Writing may be assessed by both FA and SA. FA has gained more popularity in
English language classrooms recently since SA is believed to be insufficient owing to the
fact that it fails to utilise the formative capability of assessments to improve learning; on the
other hand, formative approach focuses on analysis and the opportunities that assessment
offers to advance both teaching and learning (Guadu & Boersma, 2018). Lee (2011),
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explains that FA might take place directly in writing classrooms or through peer evaluation,
feedback through portfolios, and conferencing. The chief goal of FA is to guide and advance
learners’ learning by giving them information relevant to the gap between their present
performance and the aimed performance (Wingate, 2010). To close that gap, feedback
should be offered in the classroom, but the feedback given by teachers might only be as good
as the information that has been established thus, the quality of the prompt that a teacher
utilizes to decide the actual situations of learners is a crucial part of a successful feedback
circle (Furtak & Ruiz-Primo, 2008). Feedback, as an indispensable part of FA, can provide
many opportunities for both learners and teachers as long as it takes place within teaching
and learning procedures. One of these opportunities is remedial teaching. Teachers might
make use of FA to identify their learners’ exact stage of learning advancement in writing.
Therefore, it can be easier for both learners and teachers to detect problematic subjects and,

if possible, remedial teaching might take place.

Hughes (2003) suggests that there are several formative writing tasks that teachers can
implement in classrooms, such as portfolios, diaries, teachers’ observations, projects, and
quizzes. Apart from formal tests applied to evaluate learners’ writing skills, informal tests
or tasks can be applied regularly to see how learners deal with the language. While it is
important to set tasks, scoring is also an important part of this process. Once again, two
approaches influence scoring: holistic scoring and analytic scoring. The first thing that
teachers should do is set tasks that can be reliably scored. According to the tasks, one of the
two approaches can be chosen for scoring. Holistic scoring is a fast, qualitative process for
either sorting or scoring the writing tasks of learners and it is not constructed to adjust or
alter the products or to identify deficiencies; instead, it is a procedure intended to give a
value to a writing task according to predetermined criteria (Charney, 1984). It is hard to
develop a holistic rubric but this facilitates easier and quicker assessments since it entails the
assignment of a single score for the whole written product (Beyreli & Ari, 2009). Moreover,
rubrics for holistic scoring are generally short, and do not contain particularized criteria for
evaluation, and enable a written task to be scored after reading it once therefore, it serves the
universities well in the context of cost/benefit analyses; moreover, these rubrics are
commonly applied for assessing written performance in major assessment contexts, which
makes holistic scoring popular for written performance in tests such as the Test of English
as a Foreign Language (Ghalib & Al-Hattami, 2015). Analytic scoring, on the other hand, is

believed to provide more detailed information about learners’ performances on written tasks
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(Ahour & Mukundan, 2009) and an analytic scoring rubric generally contains some writing
elements relevant to learners’ verbal, grammatical, and discourse competence (Ghalib & Al-
Hattami, 2015).

With this information in mind, it can be said that assessing writing might be difficult
since it is a subjective skill and may give rise to problems of reliability and validity. Teachers
should be careful while choosing tasks to meet learners’ needs and find a correct type of
scoring rubric. Moreover, anything that might be an obstacle to reliability and validity should

be eliminated.

2.6. Studies Related to LAL Conducted in Turkey and Throughout the World

The concept of LAL is gaining popularity among researchers; “...researchers have
turned their attention to this concept having realized the significance of effective and
efficient testing and assessment practices for better and quality teaching and learning”
(Sahin, 2019, p. 26). Several studies about LAL have been conducted in Turkey (Cetin-
Argiin, 2020; Hatipoglu, 2015; Kaya, 2020; Olmezer-Oztiirk, 2018; Sariyildiz, 2018;
Sevilen-Yilmaz, 2021; Sahin, 2019; Tamerer, 2019; Yastibag, 2018).

In her master’s thesis, Cetin-Argiin (2020) aimed to explore the language assessment
knowledge of 154 participating pre-service English teachers. Her results demonstrated that
pre-service English teachers have average levels of knowledge about LAL and require more
detailed and inclusive training about it. Upon analysing skill-based, it was found that reading
and speaking skills were above average while writing and listening skills were below
average. In another study, Hatipoglu (2015) investigated what pre-service EFL teachers in
English Language Teaching (ELT) departments knew about language testing and what they
thought their ELTE course should include with regard to content. The study was conducted
with 124 pre-service English teachers and the data were obtained with the help of a
questionnaire and interviews. The findings of her research were similar to results to those of
Cetin-Argiin (2020) in that the pre-service English teachers had limited knowledge about

testing and assessment both in general and in English.

In her master’s thesis, Kaya (2020) investigated the LAL of EFL instructors in
language preparatory programs and examined ELF instructors’ viewpoints on language
assessment and its reflections in their teaching practice. She conducted the study with 195

EFL instructors in different universities in Turkey and collected the data with the Language
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Assessment Knowledge Scale (LAKS) to measure the instructors’ language assessment
knowledge levels. She also conducted interviews with 17 instructors to determine their
perceptions of language assessment. According to the findings of the questionnaire, the EFL
instructors’ language assessment knowledge was higher than average and they were able to
apply their knowledge on their practices. Another finding of her study also revealed that
factors including demographic features did not have an influence on the instructors’

language assessment knowledge.

In another study, Olmezer-Oztiirk (2018) aimed to determine the language assessment
knowledge of EFL instructors working in higher education in Turkey. In order to see the
general picture of the situation of LAL among EFL instructors in Turkey, she developed a
scale including different items for each language skill (in total 60 items- 15 per). The LAKS
was completed by 542 EFL instructors, and for the qualitative part of the study, 11 instructors
answered the questions in detail to provide in-depth data. The quantitative data, each item
was scored either 1 or 0 thus, the highest score that an instructor could obtain was 60 while
the lowest was 0. Each correct answer was scored as 1 while “Don’t Know” was always
scored 0. When her quantitative results were analysed, it was found that the general language
assessment knowledge of the instructors was below average. Moreover, the instructors were
more competent with reading skills and less competent with listening skills. The qualitative
part of the study revealed that the education was not sufficient and the participants needed

further training.

In her master’s thesis, Sariyildiz (2018) investigated LAL levels of pre-service EFL
teachers in Turkey, trying identify their perceptions of the theoretical and practical training
for assessment that they had in their teacher education programs and whether they needed
more training in language assessment or not. Moreover, she aimed to determine how English
language teachers evaluated school experience course and English Language Testing and
Evaluation course (ELTEC). She used a mixed research design and carried out the study
with 101 fourth year pre-service teachers in the ELT department of Middle East Technical
University (METU). She conducted interviews with 25 participants; quantitative data were
gathered with the Language Assessment Literacy Survey, and qualitative data were gathered
with semi-structured interviews. According to the results of this study, the pre-service EFL
teachers had received training but still needed more basic training. Second, according to
qualitative data, the participants could not apply their theoretical knowledge of language

assessment and testing in real-life practice and neither the theory nor practice of assessment
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was encompassed in the school experience course. Finally, the results revealed that
participants were knowledgeable about the importance and contributions of ELTE course.
In her master’s thesis, Sevilen-Y1lmaz (2021) focused on examining and comparing the LAL
levels of EFL instructors working in preparatory schools in both foundation and state
universities. 336 EFL instructors were asked to participate in the study and fill out the
questionnaire with the purpose of examining and comparing their LAL levels. In addition,
10 preparatory students were interviewed to investigate their perceptions of assessment. The
findings of this study revealed that the language assessment knowledge of the instructors
was generally high, but the language assessment knowledge of the instructors working in
state schools was higher than that of instructors working in foundation schools. The
qualitative results, on the other hand, revealed that preparatory school students that
participated in the interviews generally knew about the assessment criteria and they were

aware of the importance of assessment together with its impact on their achievements.

In her PhD dissertation, Sahin (2019) investigated the current situation of the ELTEC
in English Language Teaching Education Programs while addressing LAL for potential
English teachers. She applied a convergent parallel mixed methods approach and data were
obtained with the help of various data collection instruments. The results revealed that one
Language Testing and Assessment (LTA) course was not enough to impart the necessary
knowledge, including theoretical and practical knowledge together with skills, for the
improvement of LAL. Moreover, the findings of her study highlighted that the emphasis of
the considered ELTEC was mainly on theoretical aspects rather than practical aspects and
that pre-service English teachers described their LAL training in the ELTEC was as
satisfactory, yet nevertheless demonstrated less success with regard to FA and the

assessment of productive language skills.

In another study, Tamerer (2019) aimed to investigate the LAL levels and training
needs of pre-service EFL teachers in her master’s thesis. She applied a questionnaire to 30
pre-service EFL teachers and semi-structured interviews to 10 participants and found that
the LAL levels of the participants were low and they needed training in this specific area. In
his dissertation, Yastibag (2018) aimed to explain how LAL is applied in language classes;
the study was carried out with eight Turkish EFL instructors. Yastibas used a multiple-case
study research design and collected the data with the help of different data collection
instruments such as interviews, observations, document analysis, think-aloud protocols and

focus group discussions. His research revealed that participants had a criticial attitude
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towards both assessment and evaluation. It also revealed that the pre-service training was
efficient in terms of assessment and evaluation practices of those who graduated from faculty
of education while this training was found inadequate of those who graduated from different

faculties.

When research conducted throughout the world is taken into consideration, there are
numerous studies about LAL (Jannati, 2015; Hakim, 2015; Mellati & Khademi, 2018;
Sultana, 2019; Vogt & Tsagari, 2014). Jannati (2015), for example, investigated Iranian ELT
teachers’ perceptions and practices related to assessment. She conducted the study with 18
Iranian ELT teachers and divided them into three different categories of low, medium and
high according to their teaching experience. Interviews were conducted and data were
processed with content analysis. Her findings demonstrated that the teachers were familiar
with the concepts and there was no significant relationship between teaching experience and
the ways that they perceived assessment. However, she found that even though the teachers

were assessment-literate, that literacy was not demonstrated in their practices.

In another study, Hakim (2015) aimed to explore instructors’ assessment awareness
levels and how they applied assessment tools for better learning of learners in Saudi Arabia.
A questionnaire was administered to 30 EFL instructors and it was found that all participants
had knowledge about how to use assessment tools. Moreover, although instructors’
perceptions of assessment tools were least influenced by duration of teaching experience,
instructors with more years of teaching experience were found to have clearer

understandings of the components and tools of assessment.

Mellati and Khademi (2018) tried to evaluate instructors’ levels of AL and its effect
on their current assessment practices and students’ writing outcomes. To do so, they applied
various data collection instruments. The research was carried out with 10 male EFL
instructors and 75 male college students selected from four language schools in Iran. The
findings revealed that instructors’ AL levels had an important influence on learners’ writing

SUCCeSS.

In another study, Sultana (2019) focused on determining whether English teachers in
Bangladesh were prepared to carry out a variety of tasks academically and professionally
and how these teachers perceived LAL in their teaching. To answer these questions, the
researcher conducted semi-structured interviews with 10 teachers. According to the findings,

the teachers’ knowledge was insufficient and they generally utilised traditional tests.
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Accordingly, it was deduced that teachers’ assessment knowledge was inadequate in this

Bangladeshi context.

Vogt and Tsagari (2014) investigated the current level of LTA literacy among foreign
language teachers and tried to identify their relevant training needs. They made use of a
mixed methods approach administering a questionnaires to 853 teachers and conducting
interviews with 63 teachers in selected European countries. Their findings revealed that
26.3% of the teachers stated that they had no training and 39.9% of the teachers stated that
they had a little training while 33.8% of the teachers stated that they had advanced training.
Moreover, 47.7% of the teachers stated that they needed more advanced training in the field
of LTA.

When these studies are taken into consideration, it can be concluded that EFL
instructors need training about LAL to compensate their lack in this field. Moreover, it can
be seen that while some studies on this topic have been conducted, studies on the LAL levels
of EFL instructors in higher education context especially in preparatory schools, where
learners are prepared to pass a language proficiency test including all four language skills,
regarding the assessment of productive language skills are still limited in the Turkish
context. Therefore, the present study was designed to shed light on LAL levels of EFL
instructors in assessing productive language skills as well as their perceptions of assessing

productive language skills through the application of FA.

2.7. Studies on formative assessment conducted in Turkey and Throughout the World

Despite the significance of FA and its critical role in language learning and teaching,
there is a lack of research on it in the Turkish context. While some studies have investigated
FA more generally (Arda-Ozkan, 2020; Biiyiikkarci, 2010; Gokge, 2014; Okten, 2009; Sar,
2019; Sénmez, 2015; Solgun-Giinel, 2014; Uysal-Kurtulmus, 2018); only two studies have
been identified that investigated EFL instructors’ perception of FA (Gokge, 2014; Arda-
Ozkan, 2020). The rest of the aforementioned works mostly investigated the effects of FA

on learners.

Arda-Ozkan (2020) conducted a study to determine EFL instructors’ attitudes and
practices regarding FA in English preparatory schools of universities in Istanbul. With the
participation of 144 EFL instructors working in both public and foundation universities, the

researcher found that all participating teachers acknowledged the importance of FA for
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improving learner success and involvement in educational processes. These teachers claimed
that “they have inspirational mentalities, view and objectives with respect to FA (p.92)”.
Despite their practical intentions, however, when the issue was the implementation of these
assessment techniques in the classroom, not all teachers were certain about them. Some
participating teachers reported that they could not take advantage of FA in their practices,
but most stated that they utilized FA in the classroom while teaching and assessing.
Furthermore teachers from both foundation and public universities had positive thoughts
about FA and no significant difference was found between these two groups. There are three
noteworthy conclusions that can be drawn from the results of Arda-Ozkan’s study (2020).
The first regards the implementation of FA; even though most of the EFL teachers made use
of FA in their classrooms, there were still some who did not. The second regards the EFL
teachers’ changing attitudes and practices regarding FA based on factors such as age,
undergraduate department, and professional development activities. The third regards the
teachers’ levels of FA implementation in relation to their undergraduate departments as. EFL
teachers graduating from ELT departments were more inclined to implement FA than EFL

teachers graduating from English Language and Literature (ELL) departments.

In another study, Biiyiikkarc1 (2010) aimed to identify the effects of FA on learners’
test anxiety and their preferences for assessment. The participants were chosen from ELT
departments. The researcher applied a mixed methods approach with one experimental group
(n=38) and one control group (n=48). The Test Anxiety Inventory was administered to the
participants and the findings demonstrated that FA implementation decreased the
experimental group’s anxiety levels while the control group’s anxiety levels remained the

Same.

In one of the theses on in-service EFL instructors’ perceptions of FA, Gokge (2014)
investigated whether there was a significant difference between the FA perceptions of EFL
teachers working in public and private schools in the Turkish context. Questionnaires were
administered to 100 EFL teachers from 39 different schools including 22 private and 17
public schools in Turkey to determine their perceptions of and attitudes toward assessment.
The researcher found that most of the participants understood the concept of assessment in
the same way; however, EFL teachers working in private and public schools were dissimilar

in terms of their classroom practices.
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In her master’s thesis, Okten (2009) investigated the effects of the implementation of
FA on learners’ motivation and awareness of their strengths and weaknesses together with
their beliefs about language learning and assessment. She also aimed to determine the effects
of the implementation of FA on learners’ proficiency, particularly for lower-achieving
learners. The research was designed as a case study and conducted with 10 learners using
both quantitative and qualitative data collection tools. According to the results of the
qualitative research conducted with the help of interviews and reflection papers, it was found
that most of the learners were only evaluated with written exams and they were not very
pleased about it. With the implementation of FA, learners indicated that their motivation
increased and they gained awareness of their strengths and weaknesses. It was also found

that the success level of learners increased after the implementation of FA.

In another study, Sar1 (2019) investigated to the extent to which EFL students’ anxiety
about writing skills altered with the application of FA. The study was conducted with 30
sophomore students as an action research study. The data were collected with the help of an
evaluation process survey, interviews, and field notes. The findings revealed that the
implementation of FA decreased the anxiety levels of the participating EFL students in terms
of writing skills. Similarly, Sonmez (2015) examined the effects of FA on the autonomy of
Turkish EFL students in an English preparatory school at a specific university. The research
was conducted as a case study and FA was implemented in the course of research. As data
collection tools, Sonmez (2015) utilized quantitative and qualitative methods. She
administered the Autonomy Learner Questionnaire and Assessment Preference Scale with
pre-tests and post-tests. It was found that FA had a positive effect on Turkish EFL learners’
autonomy. In another study, Solgun-Giinel (2014) investigated the effects of FA on learners’
participation in an English language program. Semi-structured interviews, a teacher journal,
teacher notes, and weekly reflection sheets were used to obtain the data. The findings

revealed that FA had positive effects on learners’ involvement in the classrooms.

Uysal-Kurtulmus (2018) explored perceptions of FA among Turkish and international
adult EFL learners in English classes with regard to gender and nationality at a foundation
university in Turkey. It was additionally aimed to investigate the ways in which those
perceptions influenced these learners’ language learning processes and how instructors
perceived these learners’ perceptions. According to the findings of the study, learners held a
positive perception of FA but a few differences were observed with regard to nationality and

gender, which affected their language learning processes to some extent. The study also
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revealed that differences between the instructors’ perceptions and learners’ perceptions of

FA and its effect on learners’ learning which might be linked to the lack of knowledge about
FA.

Turning to studies conducted throughout the world, are taken into consideration, some
additional research on FA has been conducted (Dixson & Worrel, 2016; Wiliam, 2011; Xiao
& Yang, 2019). Dixson and Worrel (2016) explained the importance of FA in their study,
stating that FA should be implemented in the course of instruction and throughout the whole
learning process to help to learners learn the material, while SA could be implemented at the
end of a chapter or a unit to evaluate how much learning has occurred. Finally, they
highlighted that instructors should be aware of the aims of their assessment and how they
will use the outcomes of the assessment results to select the best instruments to implement
for accomplishing their aims. In another study, Wiliam (2011) reviewed recent
improvements and attempts to understand FA and AfL in different ways, particularly with
regard to classroom strategies and techniques that instructors can use to develop the quality
of the outcomes of their instructional plans. He stated that even though there are many
components that still need to be developed further, there is strong theoretical work
suggesting that integrating assessment into teaching might increase learner engagement and
develop learning outcomes. In another study, Xiao and Yang (2019) investigated how FA
can promote the self-regulated learning of secondary-learners’ in the process of learning
English. They conducted their study with 16 learners and 2 instructors in a foreign language
secondary school and revealed that, with the help of the guidance of their instructors, the
participants engaged in FA and behaved like self-regulated learners. The participants
perceived the FA activities implemented in the classroom and the feedback that they
obtained as being helpful for their improvement in understanding and self-regulation

processes in English language learning.

When the studies presented here are considered, it can be concluded that few studies
have specifically focused on EFL instructors’ perceptions of FA. Moreover, the studies
conducted on this topic to date have largely involved learners, and the number of the studies
investigating the FA perceptions of EFL instructors’ in higher education setting in Turkey
regarding the assessment productive language skills is limited. Therefore, the present study
aims to shed light upon EFL instructors’ perceptions of assessing productive language skills
through FA.
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CHAPTER 3

3. METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, the research design, the participants, the research context of the study,
the data collection tool construction process and the pilot studies, the data collection

instruments, and the data analysis procedures are presented and discussed in detail.

3.1. The Research Design

This study has been designed as explanatory sequential mixed methods research study
(Creswell, 2014). Mixed methods study consists of both quantitative and qualitative data in
a study and while qualitative data are generally open-ended and do not require a preparation
for answers, quantitative data generally contain close-ended answers which can be
discovered in a questionnaire (Creswell, 2014). The logic behind the mixed methods study
is based on the fact that quantitative and qualitative methods, alone, are not enough to
understand the trends and elaboration of a condition (lvankova, Creswell, & Stick, 2006).
In other words, mixing both of the methods allows researchers to utilise the features of both
methods and gain an understanding of the situation better. Explanatory sequential mixed
methods design, on the other hand, is one of the types of mixed methods (Creswell, 2014).
This type of mixed method requires researchers to implement the quantitative research and
analyse the results first and use the results to explain them in detail with qualitative research
(Creswell, 2014).

Since the designed study was explanatory mixed method research study, first, the
quantitative data collection instrument was conducted (See Figure 3.1.). To gather
quantitative data, there are several different instruments such as questionnaires and
experiments. According to Ddrnyei (2003), questionnaires are efficient in terms of time,
effort and, financially making it possible to reach as many participants as possible to gather
data in a short time. Therefore, to obtain more quantitative data in a short time, a
questionnaire as a quantitative research instrument was preferred. As a gquantitative data
collection tool, a questionnaire was decided and it was adapted from Olmezer-Oztiirk’s
(2018) “Language Assessment Knowledge Questionnaire” to examine the level of LAL of

EFL instructors in assessing productive language skills.
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Qualitative research, on the other hand, includes several different data collection tools
such as interview, observation and asks researchers to involve in the study for long-term so
as to have a natural situation and in this type of research, the researcher listens, observes, or
asks some questions to people (Stainback & Stainback, 1989). Qualitative data provide
researchers with great details and context and reflects the contextual setting and what lies
there (Libarkin & Kurdziel, 2002). Thus, as a second data collection tool, semi-structured
interviews designed by the researcher herself were conducted and carried out with EFL
instructors to elaborate the results and to collect the qualitative data to uncover EFL

instructors’ perspectives on formative assessment in assessing productive language skills.
Stages of Explanatory Sequential Mixed Methods Design

Figure 3.1. Three Basic Mixed Methods Design

Quantitative Qualitative
Data Data
Collection Follow up Collection LT :
and Analysis with and nterpretation
(QUAN) Analysis

(QUAL)

Note. Adapted from “Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Methods
Approaches (4th Edition)” by Creswell, J. W., 2014, p.220. SAGE Publications.

3.2. The Participants

The data for this study were collected from only one group: English language
instructors working at preparatory schools in private and state universities in Ankara. The
EFL instructors working at preparatory schools at the universities in Ankara were requested

to fill out the questionnaire several times in three months during 2020-2021 academic year.

In total, 60 EFL instructors from 9 different universities (49 female and 11 male)
participated in the study. The age of the participants ranged from 24 to 60 years old, with a

mean age of 34.76 and had between 1 week to 31 years of teaching experience. The
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participants graduated from different departments such as ELT (n.24), ELL (n.21), ACL
(n.7), TI (n.5), Linguistics (n.2) and Others (Biology, n.1).

Table 3.1. Demographic information of the EFL instructors

Gender of the Participant

Name of the University Female Male  Total
Ankara University 2 1 3 State
Atilim University 10 2 12 Private
Baskent University 16 2 18 Private
Gazi University 2 1 3 State
Hacettepe University 5 0 5 State
Middle East Technical University 2 0 2 State
Ostim Technical University 5 1 6 Private
TED University 5 3 8 Private
University of Turkish Aeronautical 2 1 3 Private
Association

Total 49 11 60

In the second part of the study, a semi-structured interview was carried out with the
EFL instructors. The main aim of the interview was to reveal what instructors thought about
formative assessment in assessing productive language skills. Among the EFL instructors
who filled out the questionnaire, 11 EFL instructors agreed for an interview (9 female, 2
male). These instructors were chosen by looking at the number of correct answers that they
supplied (high, average and low). The age of the participants ranged from 24 to 55 with a
mean age of 32,54. Each interview lasted about 25 minutes, thus the researcher completed
the whole interview session in 5 hours 19 minutes. The interviewees were informed about
the general purpose of the study and that anonymity would be maintained. Moreover, their

consents were taken to record the whole interview.

The data collection procedure was carried out online because of the COVID-19
pandemic. The researcher utilised Google forms to collect the quantitative data and arranged

Zoom meetings to conduct interviews.
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3.3. Data Collection Instruments

This study was a mixed research study, and the data were gathered through two
different data collection instruments: Language Assessment Knowledge Questionnaire

(LAKQ) and semi-structured interviews.

3.3.1. Language Assessment Knowledge Questionnaire (LAKQ)

As this study was an explanatory sequential mixed study, first, the questionnaire was
administered to the EFL instructors. Language Assessment Knowledge Questionnaire was
adapted from the questionnaire that Olmezer-Oztiirk (2018) used in her study and before
implementing the questionnaire, the necessary permission was taken (See Appendix 1). The
questionnaire that the researcher used in her study consisted of 60 items with 0.91 reliability.
For each language skill, there were 15 questions. However, since the focus of this study was
on productive language skills, reading and listening skills parts were removed from the
questionnaire. At first, in total, there were 30 questions, 15 questions for each language skill.
However, the study was too specific, therefore the researcher added more questions for each
skill in line with the research questions to obtain more valid and reliable outcomes. First, the
researcher added 17 questions to items for assessing writing skill part and then she added 25
questions to items for assessing speaking skill part. The original questionnaire includes

Likert-scale items and has three different sections that each aims different purposes.

The first part of the questionnaire was demographic information part (See Appendix
2) which has 23 questions aiming to reveal EFL instructors’ background information such
as age, gender, experience etc., and their educational background. The second part of the
questionnaire included items for assessing writing skill part which has 32 questions aiming
to reveal how much EFL instructors are literate about assessing writing skills of the learners
and the last part of the questionnaire included items for assessing speaking skill which has
40 questions aiming to reveal how much EFL instructors are literate about assessing learners’
speaking skills. The statements had only one correct answer. Therefore, “Don’t Know” and
“Not Sure” answers were not assumed as correct. The in-service EFL teachers were asked
to tick “True”, “False”, “Don’t Know” and “Not Sure” for the statements related to these

two productive language skills.
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3.3.2. Semi-Structured Interviews

Semi-structured interviews with EFL instructors working at preparatory schools in the
universities in Turkey, Ankara were carried out and recorded. Before recording the
interview, permission was taken from each participant. To prepare the interview questions,
the researcher took Hughes (2003) and Brown (2003)’s books as examples and constituted
the questions according to their books. The semi-structured interview data depicted the
qualitative part of this particular study. Semi-structured interview provides an opportunity
to interviewees to elaborate on the issues asked by the interviewer; namely, the interviewer
guides and leads together with follow up questions and allows interviewees to elaborate on

issues (Dornyei, 2007).

The interviews were carried out in English. Each interview was recorded, and they
lasted approximately 26.36 minutes. During the interviews, the participants were asked
questions about their educational background, their work and field experiences, how they
implemented assessment in language classes, how they implemented formative assessment,
their opinions on formative assessment, the problems and challenges they encountered when
assessing productive language skills, and if they had possible solutions for the stated problem

() (see Appendix 3 for the interview questions).

3.4. Data Collection Procedure

In the process of a research study, it is crucial to evaluate the data collection
instruments before implementing the actual study. Especially, in social sciences, this
evaluation carries great importance since human beings are the focal points in those studies.
To evaluate the data collection instruments, pilot studies are carried out. Pilot study might
be defined as a study which is carried out as pre-testing of a specific data collection tool such
as a questionnaire and interview (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2002). The aim of the pilot
studies is to figure out whether there are any problems in the questionnaires or interviews
before the participants carry out them and the researcher collects the main data. Moreover,
one of the advantages of administering a pilot study is that it may allow researchers to see
where the actual study may be unsuccessful and if the chosen instruments and methods are
improper or very complex (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2002). On the other hand, pilot
studies try to detect and clarify any ambiguous parts which are presented in the data

collection tools (Sahin, 2011). In the contrary case, the desired answers may not be obtained
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from the instruments. Therefore, the aim of the first pilot study was to obtain information
about the length, format, and the wording of the questions and if there were any ambiguous
statements in the questionnaire. With this aim in mind, the researcher first developed a
Likert-scale questionnaire to depict EFL instructors’ LAL level in assessing productive

language skills.

3.4.1. Constructing the LAKQ before the pilot study

The four stages followed after deciding the statements which would take place in
LAKQ are listed below:

Stage 1: First, the necessary permission to implement the questionnaire was taken from
Olmezer-Oztiirk (See Appendix 1). Before the LAKQ was administered to the pilot group,
the questionnaire was specialised in line with the aim of the study. Normally, there were 60
statements (15 statements for each skill), however, since this study only included productive

language skills, only 30 statements were included (writing and speaking skills statements).

Stage 2: Before the LAKQ was administered to the pilot group, a demographic part was
added by the researcher (see Table 3.2.) and since 15 statements for each skill might not
provide sufficient and satisfactory results, some statements for each skill were added by
being utilized from different researchers (i.e. Backlund, Brown, Gurry & Jandt, 1982;
Hughes, 2003; Luoma, 2004; Stiggins, 1982; Weigle, 2002) by the researcher herself.

Stage 3: Before the LAKQ was administered to the pilot group, one expert opinion was
asked to evaluate the statements in the questionnaire to ensure that they were not ambiguous
and unclear. A Turkish-English bilingual (who has a PhD in language assessment and testing
and works on testing and assessment and has 12 years of experience teaching to non-native
speakers of English) evaluated the statements in terms of the language use and clarity. Based
on the feedback received from the expert, some questions were added to the demographic
part, some wording and order changes were made in the statements and some of the
statements were removed since they did not contribute to the whole aim of the study.

Table 3.2. An example of a question included in the demographic part of the questionnaire
before the pilot study

Demographic Part of the Questionnaire

Age:
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Table 3.3. An example for the changes made on the questions asked in the demographic
part of the questionnaire before the pilot study

Demographic Part of the Questionnaire

7. How long have you been teaching English? (former version)
0-5 years O
6-10 years
11-15 years

0
O
16-20 years O
21-25 years O

U

More than 25 years

(Former version).

7. How long have you been teaching English? (Latter version)

This change was made (See Table 3.3.), based on the feedback received, since the range
of the years would not be necessary for the study and the mean of the question could not be
possible to be calculated. However, what was important for the study was to obtain the actual
year/years. Therefore, it would be easier to see the exact year of experience and calculating

the mean of the question was possible.

Table 3.4. An example for statement included in the questionnaire before the pilot study

Items for Assessing Writing True False Don’t Know

19. Writing exams that only O O O
include language use is enough
to understand learners’ writing

ability.

Table 3.5. An example for statement included in the questionnaire before the pilot study

Items for Assessing Speaking True False  Don’t Know

30. Speaking skill can be assessed through an O O O

indirect test such as close tests.
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Table 3.6. An example for the changes made on the statements before the pilot study

Items for Assessing Writing True False  Don’t
Know

24. Feedback may lack the skill of providing O O [
learners with opportunities to close the gap
between their current and desired performance

(Former version).

24. Feedback is necessary to provide learners O O O
with opportunities to close the gap between
their present and desired performances (Latter

version).

Table 3.7. An example for the changes made on the statements before the pilot study

Items for Assessing Speaking True False  Don’t
Know

9. Itissignificant if interviewers or raters are not O O O

trained (Former version).

9. Whether the interviewers or raters are trained O O O
for the speaking exams or not does not affect the
reliability of the scoring. (Latter version).

As it is seen clearly, some new statements were included to obtain a detailed answer
for each skill and some necessary changes were made on the wording and the order to sustain
more clear and unambiguous statements (See Table 3.4., 3.5., 3.6., 3.7. respectively). With
the additional statements, for items for assessing writing skill, there were 32 statements while
for items for assessing speaking skill, there were 40 statements. In total, there were 72
statements and when the questions in the demographic part were added, there were 81
questions and 1 e-mail request before it was implemented to the pilot group (see Appendix
4).
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3.4.2. Piloting LAKQ with the EFL Instructors

After finalizing the procedure of the questionnaire, it was sent to 10 English language
instructors working at preparatory schools in three private universities through an online
platform for the pilot study. First, the researcher received permission from each participant
to record each session on Zoom. Then, each participant was asked to fill out the
questionnaire. When they finished the questionnaire, the researchers obtained instructors’
ideas and opinions about the statements, wording, format, length, and the questionnaire as a
whole unit by asking some questions. The questionnaire took approximately 20 minutes of

the participants.

As the questionnaire consisted of 3 main categories (demographic part, items for
assessing writing part and items for assessing speaking part), the outcomes of the pilot study
were analysed under these 3 categories.

3.4.2.1. Demographic Part

After the participants submitted the questionnaire, the researcher asked some questions
and obtained the participants ideas. The first question the researcher asked was if the
participant had any questions or any suggestions for demographic part of the questionnaire.
Most of the answers were positive and moreover, they stated that the questions were all
necessary and logical. Some of the participants suggested some ideas about the questions.
The questions were reorganized and some new questions were added in line with the needs
and suggestions indicated by the participants (See Table 3.8. and 3.9. below to see the

changes in the questions in the demographic part of the questionnaire).

Instructor 2: “In the demographic part, the education part which asks if we have
taken courses related to testing and assessment in MA and PhD, since | did not take
it, I left it blank. You can reorganize it. You can give an instruction in parentheses
like “If you haven’t taken any courses, write this”. (...) Moreover, since | have not
graduated yet (MA), | was indecisive about writing the name of the university and
the department. Maybe you can reorganize it like “graduate from/ are you currently
studying”. (...) Other than that, the rest of the questions were necessary for you. |

think they were logical”.
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Table 3.8. A question change in the demographic part made after the pilot study

Demographic Part

6. Which university and department did you graduate from (MA)? (Former version)

6. Which university and department did you graduate from/are you currently studying
(MA)? (If you do not hold an MA degree or if you are not studying, please leave it

blank). (Latter version).

8. Which university and department did you graduate from (PhD)? (Former version)

8. Which university and department did you graduate from/are you currently studying
(PhD)? (If you do not hold a PhD degree or if you are not studying, please leave it

blank). (Latter version).

Table 3.9. Questions in the demographic part added after the pilot study

Demographic Part

14. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general through formation, CELTA and/or DELTA?

15. If yes, how many courses have you received?

3.4.2.2. Items for Assessing Writing Part

The researcher asked the participants if there were any ambiguous or unclear sentences
in this part. Most of the participants stated that terminology was difficult but other than that
the statements were necessary and helped them realize how important assessment was. Some
stated that a few questions were unclear, created ambiguity and including some strong
adjectives which led the participants into choosing wrong answer (See Table 3.10. below to
see the statement including strong adjective in the items for assessing writing part of the

questionnaire). (See Appendix 6 for the changes in the statements).

Instructor 2: “In the writing part, I only noted technical stuff. However, there was
a question including “best way” and it made me think on it more. (...) I realized
that after that question, some of the questions included “best” while some of them
did not. As | told you, that term was stuck in my head because when you say “best”,
it becomes something different. (...) For example, you say “can be assessed” for

some of the questions, yes | approach it positively however, for that question, even
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though I approached positively, I picked False since it includes “best way”. I don’t
know how I can say it, and I don’t know if you have some certain lines in your study
and in your questionnaire or not, if you don’t, you can alter it ““a good way” or “one
of the good ways”. If you do it like that, | definitely choose True because you know,
every techniques has its pros and cons. (...) So, you can form a standardization
according to what you want in your questions. Either make them include “best” or
make them include “one of the good ways”. But I don’t know if you especially

assess that like if it is the best or not”.

Table 3.10. Statement including strong adjective

Items for Assessing Writing True False Don’t
Know
7. Classroom assessment of learning in terms of writing is [J O O

best served through analytic scoring rather than holistic

scoring (original version).

3.4.2.3. Items for Assessing Speaking Part

The researcher asked the participants if there were any ambiguous or unclear sentences
in items for assessing speaking part. Most of the participants stated that this part was easier
than the other part. Some stated that a few questions were unclear, created ambiguity and
including some strong adjectives which led the participants into choosing wrong answer (See
Table 3.11. below to see the changes in the statements in the items for assessing speaking

part of the questionnaire).

Instructor 10: “About the speaking part, there is item 4. Here, it was about
interlocutor, right? So, interlocutor is there and the student is there. It means this,
right? I just want to be clear. It is ended at the time the task doesn’t continue because
the student couldn’t give the correct answer but there are some parts they should be
going on and you stop it. It is now clear when you explain it because | was thinking
that it could be something like this there are some specific answers and students
couldn’t reach this level and then you just end the task. 12" question... There is
“contrived”. I don’t know. I wasn’t used to that term. I did not know. Other than
that, yes, it was nice. The questions were clear | guess and there were only 3 options

and that was nice. [ don’t remember the numbers of the questions. (...) I felt writing
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questions are more because | took so much time but the speaking was better. I think
it was nice, there was no problem. Thank you for your effort, that was well-designed
(As a suggestion) Maybe the other teachers who are away from the field maybe the
literature graduates, they could have some problems with “contrived” for example.
But other than that, it was nice. We know that how to assess speaking and writing
and we could answer the questions”.

Table 3.11. Statement change in the items for assessing speaking part made after the pilot
study

Items for Assessing Speaking Skill True False Don’t
Know
11. The results of the speaking assessment should be [ O O

communicated to learners and parents (former version).

11. The score of the speaking assessment with feedback [ O O
should be communicated to learners to provide them with
feedback (latter version).

15. Feedback should be adapted according to the audience ] O O

(former version).

15. Feedback should be adapted according to the learners [ O O
(latter version).

26. Oral presentation, when it is recorded, may decrease the ] O O

stress level of learners. (Former version)

26. Oral presentation, when it is recorded during the lesson, ] O O

may decrease the stress level of learners (Latter version).

In the pilot study, in total, there were 10 instructors working at three different private
universities in Ankara. There were 2 male and 8 female instructors. According to the
feedback received by each instructor, necessary changes were made on the statements in the
questionnaire and added some questions. Through the addition of some questions, in
demographic part, 23 questions were constituted, in items for assessing writing part, 32
questions were constituted and in items for assessing speaking part, 40 questions were
constituted. In total, there were 94 questions and 1 e-mail request. The final version of the

questionnaire can be seen in Appendix 5.
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3.4.3. Constructing the semi-structured interview questions for the EFL

instructors

Four stages that were followed after deciding the questions which would take place in

the semi-structured questionnaire are listed below:

Stage 1: First, while preparing the questions, Brown (2003) and Hughes (2003)’ books were
taken as example and depending on the research questions of this thesis, some certain
questions were added. The researcher added demographic questions first to reveal EFL
instructors’ background information such as age, gender, experience etc., their educational
background in general and their educational background related to language testing and
assessment and formative assessment.

Stage 2: Before the semi-structured interview was administered, two expert opinions were
asked to evaluate the questions in the semi-structured interview to ensure that they were not
ambiguous and unclear and whether they achieved the aim of this thesis or not. A Turkish-
English bilingual (who has a PhD in language assessment and testing and works on testing
and assessment and has 12 years of experience teaching to non-native speakers of English)
and a Turkish-English bilingual (who studies on language assessment and testing and has a
3 years of experience teaching to non-native speakers of English) evaluated the questions in
terms of language use, clarity, and comprehensibility. Based on the feedback received from
the experts, some questions were added to eight categories of the interview, some wording
and order changes were made in the questions and some of the questions were removed since
they did not contribute to the whole aim of the study (See Table 3.12. for examples for
included questions in different categories and see Table 3.13. for examples for changes in

the questions in different categories).
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Table 3.12. Examples for question included in the interview before implementing

1% Category: Educational Background

e Did you take any courses about testing and assessment in English or any other courses

related testing and assessment? If yes, when and how many?

2"d Category: Work and Field Experience

e Have you worked in a testing unit before? If yes, how long have you worked? And in
what kind of assessment practices have you involved in?

3" Category: Application of Assessment in Language Classes

e How do you assess your students’ speaking skills in English?
e  What are your assessment criteria in assessing students’ speaking skills?
e How do you assess your students’ writing skills in English?

e What are your assessment criteria in assessing students’ writing skills?

4™ Category: Application of Formative Assessment

e What types of materials and in-class activities do you implement to teach and
practice writing skills?

5t Category: Opinions about Formative Assessment

e What is the place of “providing feedback” in the assessment procedure?
e Do you provide feedback for your students speaking and writing productions

during in-class activities? If yes how?

8" Category: Others

e Do you have any other comments or suggestions to add?

Table 3.13. An example for a change made on the question in the interview before
implementing

4™ Category: Application of Formative Assessment

e What types of materials do you use in the classroom to allow speaking to take place?

(former version)

e What types of materials and in-class activities do you implement and practice speaking

skills? (Final version)

As it is seen clearly, according to the feedback received from the experts, some new

questions were included to obtain a detailed answer for each skill and some necessary

60



changes were made on the wording and the order to sustain more clear and unambiguous
questions in the interview. With the additional questions, in total, there were 30 questions,

which consist of sub-questions as well, and 8 categories (See Appendix 3).

3.5. Data Analysis Procedure

This thesis has been designed as explanatory sequential mixed methods research. More
specifically, two different data were obtained from the EFL instructors at different times.
First, the researcher implemented the questionnaire to obtain quantitative data. The data
obtained from the questionnaire were analysed through SPSS (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences). Second, the researcher implemented semi-structured interviews to obtain
qualitative data. The data obtained from the semi-structured interviews were analysed with
the help of content analysis.

3.5.1. Quantitative Data Analysis

As this research has been designed as explanatory sequential mixed method research,
two different data were analysed differently. First, the researcher implemented questionnaire
to obtain quantitative data from EFL instructors. The obtained data were analysed through
SPSS by running descriptive analysis. In the questionnaire, there are three different parts;
demographic part, items for assessing writing skill part and items for assessing speaking skill
part. Participants’ demographic information such as gender and educational background and
their LAL level were analysed through descriptive statistics. The aim of the questionnaire
was to examine the level of LAL of EFL instructors in assessing productive language skills.
For this purpose, the LAKQ questionnaire designed by Olmezer-Oztiirk (2018) was adapted.
Two parts (reading and listening skills) from the scale were removed since they were not
related to the main aim of this study; however, some certain statements were added later for
writing and speaking skill parts. 32 items were determined for assessing writing skill part
while 40 items for determined for assessing speaking skill part after an elaborated process.
The items were designed in “true, false, don’t know” format but after the pilot study, the

format changed and “not sure” choice was added.
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3.5.2. Qualitative Data Analysis

A fine qualitative research utilizes an organized and rigid approach targeting to reply
questions that deal with people’s thoughts and feelings about an event, and moreover, it
might focus on the reason why an event has happened the way it has (Seers, 2012).
According to Seers (2012), qualitative data generally focus on texts and may contain images
as well. Qualitative data analysis includes a process of alteration of the qualitative data into
more clear, comprehensible, perceptive and reliable analysis through some certain analytic
procedures (Gibbs, 2007). For this study, the qualitative data were gathered through semi-
structured interviews and the obtained data were analysed by content analysis. With this in
mind, qualitative data analysis of this study (semi-structured interviews) was carried out
using qualitative content analysis merging the steps suggested by Creswell (2014, p.197-
200) as demonstrated in Figure 3.2.

Figure 3.2. Data Analysis in Qualitative Research

—

Interpreting the Meaning of Themes/Descriptions

4

Interrelating Themes/Description (e.g., grounded
theory, case study)

i i

Valldatlng the Themes Description
A

Accuracy of the |

Information Coding the Data (Hand or Computer)

A

Reading Through All Data

T

Organizing and Preparing Data For Analysis

T

Raw Data (Transcripts, field notes, images, etc.)

Note. Adapted from “Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Methods
Approaches (4th Edition)” by Creswell, J. W., 2014, p. 197. SAGE Publications.
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The qualitative data analysis of this research compromised these steps:

The Step 1 was “Organize and prepare the data for analysis” (Creswell, 2014, p.197). First,
the researcher transcribed the interviews recorded via Zoom after each interview and the

responses were written. Each participant tried to contribute to the research.

The Step 2 was “Read or look at all the data” (Creswell, 2014, p.197). After finalizing
transcribing the raw data, the researcher watched each video and checked transcriptions so
as not to lose a datum. Thereupon, all of the answers given for each interview question were
read three times before coding the data. After the third reading of the dataset, in the fourth
cycle, with regard to the research questions of the study, the researcher jotted down some

ideas and notes in the process.

The Step 3 was “Start coding all of the data” (Creswell, 2014, p.197). In this step, the
researcher coded the data with a word or sentence representing each category in the
responses. While the researcher analysed the interview data, she tried to combine a general
premise coding based on the interview questions. The answers of the participants were
analysed in line with these coded categories. In order to establish a valid and reliable coding,
the researcher went over the obtained data, data analysis and the interpretation of the results.
After finalizing the codes and categories, the researcher analysed the structured interviews
one by one and tried to create a reasonable information patterns from these categories and
codes. Then the researcher looked at the frequency of the codes to expand the interpretations
that encompass the consistency and find out the components underlying the research
questions that were formulated for this research. So as to ensure the reliability of the results,
data analyses were checked by one coder (i.e. an academic specialized in LTA). In the end,
the presentation of the categories and the codes, tables and figures were developed for a

detailed discussion.
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CHAPTER 4

4.  FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

The findings of this study together with discussion are presented under each research

question of this study. The research questions and the data collection tools that the researcher

utilized to answer each are given below in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1. The Research Questions and the data collection tools used to explore the
answers

Research Questions

Data Collection Tools

What is the EFL instructors’ level of

language assessment literacy in
assessing students’ productive language

skills in English?

Language Assessment Knowledge
Questionnaire (LAKQ)

2- What are the EFL instructors’ Semi-Structured Interview
perceptions on assessing productive (Questions — Part 5; 1, 2, 2.1,
language skills through formative 2.1.1,3,4)
assessment?

3- How do the EFL instructors implement Semi-Structured Interview
formative assessment tools in their (Questions- Part 3; 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6,
classrooms? 7,8—-Part4;1,2, 3, 3.1)

4- What problems and challenges do the Semi-Structured Interview
EFL instructors encounter while (Questions Part 6; 1, 2)
assessing learners’ productive language
skills in English?

5- What do the ELF instructors suggest as Semi-Structured Interview

solutions for the stated problem/s?

(Questions — Part 7; 1)
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4.1. Research Question 1: What is the EFL instructors’ level of language assessment

literacy in assessing students’ productive language skills in English?

The first research question of this study is “What is the EFL instructors’ level of
language assessment literacy in assessing students’ productive language skills in English?”
In order to be able to answer this question, descriptive analysis was implemented. The
questionnaire was filled out by 60 EFL instructors working in preparatory schools in Ankara
and the findings that were derived from their answers are presented in tables below
respectively and the bold ones refer to the correct answers.

Table 4.2. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Writing Part: Category Scoring

CATEGORY 1: SCORING n %
1. Giving two options to learners and asking them to write  True 32 53,3%
about one ensure reliable and valid scoring. False 8 13,3%
Don't Know 8 13,3%
Not Sure 12 20,0%
2. Analytic scoring is used to see the strengths and True 49 81,7%
weaknesses of learners. False 2 3,3%
Don't Know 7 11,7%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
3. The parts of a scoring scale and the scores in each partdo  True 12 20%
not change for different levels of learners. False 40 66,7%
Don't Know 6 10%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
4. When there is a huge difference between the scores of the  True 24 40,0%
two raters, the same raters score the written work again. False 30 50,0%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 4 6,7%
5. Holistic scoring is used to see whether the learner is True 36 60,0%
proficient or not at the end of the term. False 8 13,3%
Don't Know 9 15%
Not Sure 7 11,7%
6. Analytic scoring leads to greater reliability than holistic ~ True 25 41,7%
scoring in writing. False 14 23.3%
Don't Know 12 20,0%
Not Sure 9 15,0%
8. Mechanical errors (e.g. spelling and punctuation) are True 25 41,7%
dealt with in the assessment of later stages of a written False 28 46,7%
work. Don't Know 5 8,3%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
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9. While scoring a writing test, the expectation of raters True 16 26,7%

does not have an influence. False 40 66.7%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
10. The complex relation among writing task variables, True 5 8,3%
rater variables and scoring criteria does not have any effects —F5se 47 78.3%
on the scoring the writing tests. Don't Know 6 10.0%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
11. While planning a scoring rubric for writing, factors True 8 13,3%
including who will use the rubric and what aspects of False 49 81.7%
writing are crucial are not taken into consideration. Don't Know 2 3.3%
Not Sure 1 1,7%
15. lIrrelevant ideas are ignored in the assessment of initial ~ True 17 28,3%
stages of a written work in process writing. False 33 55,0%
Don't Know 4 6,7%
Not Sure 6 10,0%

Items for assessing writing part were divided into categories. The first category is
“Scoring” and there are 11 questions (See Table 4.2.). In the 1% statement, it was seen that
the instructors could not differentiate the items that are valid for valid scoring because only
8 (13.3%) EFL instructors answered it correctly which also demonstrated that 52 (86.6%)
EFL instructors could not choose the correct option. In the 2" statement, it was found out
that the awareness of the EFL instructors of knowing that the analytic scoring is implemented
to see the learners’ weaknesses and strengths was high with a percentage of 81.7%. In the
3 jtem, it was found out that the EFL instructors’ awareness of the fact that the parts of the
scoring scale and scores in each part can change according to learners at different levels was
average with a percentage of 66.7%. In the 4™ statement, it was found out that only 50% of
the EFL instructors knew that when it comes to score a written work, if there is a
disagreement between the raters, there needs to be another rater to score the written work in
terms of providing reliability and validity. In the 5" statements, it was found out that while
60% of the instructors knew that holistic scoring is implemented to see if learners are
proficient at the end of the term or not, 40% of the instructors did not know. In the 6%
statement, it was found out that only 41.7% of the EFL instructors were aware of the
difference between analytic and holistic scoring in terms of providing reliability which was
higher in analytic scoring; however, the majority of the instructors (58.3%) were not aware
of this difference. In the 8" statement, it was found out that only 41.7% of the EFL instructors

knew that mechanical parts are taken into consideration at the later stages of assessment of
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a written work while the majority of the instructors (58.3%) did not know this. In the 9™
statement, it was found out that 66.7% of the EFL instructors knew that when assessing a
written work, the expectation of the rater has an effect. In the 10" statement, it was found
out that 78.3% of the EFL instructors knew that the complex relation among writing task
variables, rater variables and scoring criteria have an effect on scoring. In the 11" statement,
it was found out that 81.7% EFL instructors, which is a high percentage, knew that when
planning a scoring rubric for writing, there are some factors that should be taken into
consideration such as the person who will use the rubric and what aspects of writing are
crucial. In the 15 statement, it was found out that 55% of the EFL instructors knew that in
process writing, irrelevant ideas are not ignored in the assessment of initial stages of a written
work.

Table 4.3. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Writing Part: Category Formative Assessment

CATEGORY 2: FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT

n %
7. Classroom assessment of learning in terms of True 31 51,7%
writing is carried out in a more reliable way through  ggjse 12 20,0%

analytic scoring rather than holistic scoring.

Don't Know 11 18,3%
Not Sure 6 10,0%
16. In the assessment of writing, the assessment True 44 73,3%
method should be chosen according to instructional Egjse ) 13,3%
decisions. DontKnow 5 8,3%
Not Sure 3 5,0%
17. Utilising the results of writing assessment, while True 56 93,3%
making decisions about learners and teaching plans, Eglse 2 3,3%
carries great importance. Don't Know 1 17%
Not Sure 1 1,7%
24. Feedback is necessary to provide learners with True 59 98,3%
opportunities to close the gap between their present pg1ge 1,7%
and desired performances. Don't Know 0 0%
Not Sure 0 0%
25. Providing feedback after carrying out the writing True 58 96,7%
tasks not only helps teachers collect information about  F5se 3,3%
Iearne_:rs _but also helps them carry out remedial Don't Know 0 0%
teaching if necessary.
Not Sure 0 0%
30. Portfolio is considered as one of the good True 55 91,7%
instruments for writing assessment. False 1 1,7%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
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31. Self-assessment is a required tool to assess True 46 76,7%

learners’ writing skills. False 9 15,0%
Don't Know 0 0,0%
Not Sure 5 8,3%

For this category, which is about formative assessment, there were 7 statements in
total (See Table 4.3.). In the 7™ item, it was found out that 51.7% of the EFL instructors
knew that analytic scoring is a more reliable way than holistic scoring in terms of classroom
assessment of learning with regards to writing implementation. In the 16" statement, it was
found out that 73.3% of the EFL instructors knew that when assessing writing, the
assessment method should be opted for according to instructional decisions. In the 17
statement, it was found out that 93.3% of the EFL instructors, which is a high percentage,
knew that it is important to utilise the results of the writing assessment when making
decisions about learners and teaching plans. In the 24! statement, it was found out that 98.3%
of the EFL instructors, which is a high percentage, knew that it is necessary to provide
learners with feedback to help them close the gap between their present and desired
performances. In the 25" statement, it was found out that 96.7% of the EFL instructors knew
that after implementing writing tasks, providing feedback help teachers collect information
about learners and do remedial teaching if necessary. In the 30™" statement, it was found out
that 91.7% of the EFL instructors knew that portfolio is one of the good instruments for
writing assessment. In the 31 statement, it was found out that 76.7% of the EFL instructors

knew that self-assessment is a necessary instrument to assess learners’ writing skills.
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Table 4.4. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for

Assessing Writing Part: Category Reliability and Validity

CATEGORY 3: RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

n %
12. Learners are required to write about at least 2 tasks ~ True 8 13,3%
in the exam rather than 1 task. False 33 55,0%
Don't Know 12 20,0%
Not Sure 7 11,7%
13. Giving restrictive prompt/guidelines for the True 23 38,3%
writing task is avoided. False 32 53,3%
Don't Know 4 6,7%
Not Sure 1 1,7%
18. Valid and reliable assessment of writing can be True 40 66,7%
best ensured when it is integrated with other language False 13 21, 7%
skills. Don'tKnow 3 5,0%
Not Sure 4 6,7%
19. Writing exams that only include language use is  True 3 5,0%
enough to understand learners’ writing ability. False 54 90%
Don't Know 3,3%
Not Sure 1,7%
20. Clarity in task demand is a required factor in the True 58 96,7%
writing tasks for learners. False 1 1,7%
Don't Know 1 1,7%
Not Sure 0 0%
21. Writing tasks should be prepared as much True 48 80%
authentic as possible. False 8 13,3%
Don’t Know 1 1,7%
Not Sure 3 5,0%
22. Validity may not be sustained if writing tasks True 25 41,7%
measure learners’ creativity and imagination. False 26 43,3%
Don't Know 4 6,7%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
23. In writing tasks, the prompts that guide learners True 37 61,7%
about what to do in the task should include full pgise 13 21,7%
fﬁgttzr;ies so that they can understand how to carry out Don't Know 3 5,0%
' Not Sure 7 11,7%
26. Giving learners an opinion or a topic and asking True 37 61,7%
them to discuss that opinion is a valid way of assessing  Fg|se 13 21.7%
their writing skills. Don't Know 5 3.3%
Not Sure 8 13,3%

In this category, which is about reliability and validity, there were 9 questions (See
Table 4.4). In the 12" statement, it was found out that 86.7% of the EFL instructors did not
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know that giving 2 writing tasks in exam is necessary to provide reliability and validity while
only 13.3% of the EFL instructors chose the correct answer. In the 13" statement, it was
found out that 53.3% of the EFL instructors knew that giving limited prompts or guidelines
in writing tasks is necessary to provide reliability and validity. In the 18" statement, it was
found out that 66.7% of the EFL instructors knew that integrating other language skills to
assess writing can be a good way. In the 19" statement, it was found out that 90% of the
EFL instructors knew that language use is not enough to comprehend learners’ writing skills
in writing exams when reliability and validity is taken into consideration. In the 20%
statement, it was found out that 96.7% of the EFL instructors knew that clarity in writing
tasks is important with regards to reliability and validity. In the 21 statement, it was found
out that 80% of the EFL instructors knew that writing tasks should be authentic. In the 22"
statement, it was found out that only 41.7% of the EFL instructors knew that writing tasks
do not provide validity if they assess creativity and imagination of the learners while a
majority of the instructors (58.3%) did not know it. In the 23" statement, it was found out
that only 21.7% of the EFL instructors knew that writing tasks should not include prompts
with full sentences that guide learners about what to do in the tasks in terms of providing
reliability and validity; however, a majority of the instructors (78.4%) did not know it. In the
26" statement, it was found out that only 21.7% of the EFL instructors knew that giving an
opinion or a topic to learners and asking them to discuss it is not a valid way of assessing

their writing skills; however a majority of the instructors (78.4%) did not know it.
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Table 4.5. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Writing Part: Category Assessment Tools

CATEGORY 4: ASSESSMENT TOOLS

n %
14. In controlled writing, learners have the chance to  True 20 33,3%
convey new information. False 29 48,3%
Don't Know 5 8,3%
Not Sure 6 10,0%
27. Using visuals which guide learners for writing True 8 13,3%
poses a problem. False 34 56,7%
Don't Know 7 11,7%
Not Sure 11 18,3%
28. Writing skill might be assessed indirectly through  True 23 38,3%
multiple choice questions. False 30 50,0%
Don't Know 3 5,0%
Not Sure 4 6,7%
29. Providing a reading text is a way of assessing True 30 50,0%
writing skills. False 17 28,3%
Don't Know 6 10,0%
Not Sure 7 11,7%
32. Non-interactive writing tasks (e.g. changing verbs  True 17 28,3%
in a paragraph from present to past tense) require Egjse 26 43,3%
e e e s st 7
y P ' Not Sure 10 16,7%

interactive tasks (e.g. brainstorming) do necessarily
require.

When “assessment tools category” is taken into consideration, it is seen that there are 5
statements (See Table 4.5.). In the 14" statement, it was found out that only 48.3% of the
EFL instructors knew that learners do not provide new information in controlled writing
while 51.6% of the instructors did not know it. In the 27" statement, it was found out that
56.7% of the EFL instructors knew that making use of visuals can help learners for writing
while 43.3% of the instructors did not know it. In the 28" statement, it was found out that
only 38.3% of the instructors knew that multiple choice questions are indirect assessment
tools for writing assessment however, a majority of the instructors (61.7%) were not aware
of this fact. In the 29" statement, it was found out that 50% of the EFL instructors knew that
a reading text can be used as a writing assessment tool. In the 32" statement, it was found
out that only 43.3% of the instructors knew the difference between non-interactive tasks and

interactive tasks while 56.7% of the instructors did not know it.
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Table 4.6. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Speaking Part: Category Reliability and Validity

CATEGORY 1: RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

n %
1. When the interlocutor does not understand the True 42 70,0%
Iearl?ler, giving that feeling or saying it poses a False 12 20.0%
probiem. Don't Know 6 10,0%
Not Sure 0 0,0%
2. Giving learners one task is enough to assess True 1,7%
speaking skills. False 53 88.3%
Don't Know 1 1,7%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
3. Interlocutors’ showing interest by verbal and True 23 38,3%
nonverbal signals poses a problem. False 28 46,7%
Don't Know 3 5,0%
Not Sure 6 10,0%
5. Ininterlocutor-learner interviews, the teacher has True 24 40%
the chance to adapt the questions being asked. False 26 43,3%
Don't Know 4 6,7%
Not Sure 6 10,0%
8. Carrying out the interview in a quiet room with True 21 35%
an acoustic may not help learners focus on the False 23 38.3%
questions. Don't Know 5 8,3%
Not Sure 11 18,3%
9. Whether the interviewers or raters are trained for True 5 8,3%
the speaking exams or not does not affect the pgise 54 90%
reliability of the scoring. Don't Know 0 0%
Not Sure 1 1,7%
10. In productive performance, the oral stimulus True 28 46,7%
does not have to be particular so that learners can  ggjse 18 30,0%
give diverse answers. Don't Know 11.7%
Not Sure 11,7%
12. Speaking assessment of learners should take True 22 36,7%
place in naturalistic rather than planned False 22 36,7%
situations. Don't Know 5 8,3%
Not Sure 11 18,3%
13.  While the instrument for assessing speaking is True 44 73,3%
being improved, assessment should be verified in  g51ge 10,0%
terms of providing inter-rater reliability. Don't Know 5 8,3%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
14. A confirmation study is not necessary to be True 6 10,0%
conducted when the instrument is first being False 39 65,0%
developed. Don't Know 8 13,3%
Not Sure 7 11,7%
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33. The interlocutor gives the score when the learner  True 11 18,3%

is in the exam room. False 43 71.7%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 4 6,7%
36. Only teachers who have been trained in True 37 61,7%
practising, scoring, and interpreting the rating scale False 15 25.0%
shguld be responsible for the assessment of speaking Don't Know 9 3.3%
skills.
Not Sure 6 10,0%

Items for assessing speaking part were divided into categories. The first category is
“Reliability and Validity” and according to this category, there are 12 questions (See Table
4.6.). In the 1% statement, it was found out that only 20% of the EFL instructors knew that
giving a feeling or saying that they do not understand the learner does not pose a problem
with regards to reliability and validity in speaking assessment while majority of the
instructors (80%) did not know it. When the 2" statement was analysed, it was found out
that 88.3% of the EFL instructors knew that giving one speaking task is not enough in terms
of maintaining reliability and validity. In the 3" statement, it was found out that only 46.7%
of the EFL instructors knew that showing interest verbally or non-verbally does not pose a
problem in terms of reliability and validity of speaking assessment. When the 5™ statement
was analysed, it was found out that 40% of the EFL instructors knew that they have a chance
to adapt the questions in the interview while 60% of the instructors did not know this. In the
8t statement, it was found out that only 38.3% of the EFL instructors knew that interview in
a quiet room with an acoustic might help learners focus on the questions while majority of
the instructors (61.6%) did not know it. When the 9" statement was analysed, it was found
out that 90% of the EFL instructors knew that whether or not interviewers or raters are
trained for speaking exams affect the reliability of the scoring. In the 10" statement, it was
found out that only 30% of the instructors knew that oral stimulus should be particular for
learners while 70% of the instructors did not know the answer. In the 12" statement, it was
found out that only 36.7% of the EFL instructors knew that assessment of speaking should
take place in natural situations rather than planned situations while 63.3% of the instructors
did not know it. When the 13" statement was analysed, it was found out that 73.3% of the
EFL instructors knew that when the instrument for speaking assessment is improved,
assessment should be verified in terms of maintaining inter-rater reliability. In the 14™"
statement, it was found out that 65% of the EFL instructors knew that confirmation study is
necessary to be implemented when the instrument is being developed. In the 33" statement,
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it was found out that 71.7% of the EFL instructors knew that score should be given after the
learners leave the exam room. In the 36™ statement, it was found out that 61.7% of the EFL
instructors knew that only the teachers trained in practicing, scoring and interpreting the
rating scale should be responsible for the speaking assessment in terms of reliability and
validity.

Table 4.7. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Speaking Part: Category Summative Assessment

CATEGORY 2: SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENT

n %

1. When it becomes apparent that the learner cannot  True 22 36,7%
reach the criterion level during the speaking False 28 46,7%
exam, the task is ended. Don't Know 1 1,7%

Not Sure 9 15,0%

7. In a speaking exam, production and True 51 85,0%

comprehension are assessed together. False 7 11,7%
Don't Know 1 1,7%

Not Sure 1 1,7%

28. Paired interaction tasks in speaking exams may True 48 80%
result in domination of one learner over another. False 5 8,3%
Don't Know 4 6,7%
Not Sure 3 5,0%

When summative assessment category is taken into consideration, it is seen that there
are 3 questions (See Table 4.7.). In the 4™ statement, it was found out that only 36.7% of the
EFL instructors knew that when it becomes obvious that learners cannot reach the criterion
level throughout speaking exams, the task is ended while majority of them (63.4%) did not
know it. When the 7 statement was analysed, it was found out that 85% of the EFL
instructors knew that in speaking exams, comprehension and production are assessed
together. In the 28" statement, it was found out that 80% of the EFL instructors knew that
in speaking exams, paired interaction tasks might result in domination of one learner over

another.
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Table 4.8. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Speaking Part: Category Assessment Tools

CATEGORY 3: ASSESSMENT TOOLS

n %
6. In interactive tasks, more than two learners pose a True 17 28,3%
problem. False 22 36,7%
Don't Know 9 15,0%
Not Sure 12 20,0%
17. Asking learners to repeat a word, phrase or a True 20 33,3%
sentence is a way of assessing speaking skills. False 34 56,7%
Don't Know 1 1,7%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
20. In peer interaction, random matching is avoided. =~ True 9 15,0%
False 40 69%
Don't Know 3 5,0%
Not Sure 8 13,3%
21. Structured speaking tasks are generally True 49 81,7%
implemented to assess linguistic features of a pEgise 1,7%
language, especially pronunciation and grammar. Don't Know 5 8.3%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
30. Speaking skill can be assessed through an indirect True 3 5,0%
test such as cloze tests. False 44 73.3%
Don't Know 7 11,7%
Not Sure 6 10,0%
31. Phoneme discrimination (a kind of activity carried True 20 33,3%
out to show the difference between the sounds- e.9., False 29 36,7%
mlnlmal palr practice (.shlp—shee_p)) is an example of Don't Know 8 13.3%
direct testing for assessing speaking.
Not Sure 10 16,7%
39. Grammatical competence (understanding and True 10 16,7%
using grammar, vocabulary, spelling etc. accurately) pgjse 48 80,0%
does not contribute to learners’ fluency. Don't Know 0 0%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
40. Strategic competence (appropriate use of True 57 95,0%
communication strategies to compensate lack of pEglse 3,3%
knowlnge in L2) helps learners use the language Don't Know 0 0%
appropriately and effectively.
Not Sure 1 1,7%

When “assessment tool category” table is examined, there are 8 questions (See Table
4.8.). In the 6" statement, it was found out that only 28.3% of the EFL instructors knew that
more than two learners in an interactive task pose a problem while majority of the instructors
(71.7%) thought the opposite. When the 17" statement was analysed, it was found out that
only 33.3% of the EFL instructors knew that repetition is a way of assessing speaking while
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62.7% of them did not know it. In the 20" statement, it was found out that only 15% of the
EFL instructors knew that random matching is avoided in peer interaction while 87.3% of
them did not know it. When the 21% statement was analysed, it was found out that 81.7% of
the EFL instructors knew that structured speaking tasks are generally carried out to assess
linguistic features. In 30" statement, it was found out that only 5% of the EFL instructors
knew that indirect tests can be utilised such as cloze tests to assess speaking skills while
majority of the instructors (95%) did not know this. When the 31% statement was analysed,
it was found out that only 36.7% of the EFL instructors knew that phoneme discrimination
is an example of indirect testing for assessing speaking. In the 39" statement, it was found
out that 80% of the EFL instructors knew that grammatical competence contributes to
learners’ fluency. When the 40™ statement was analysed, it was found out that 95% of the
EFL instructors had satisfactory information about strategic competence.

Table 4.9. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Speaking Part: Category Formative Assessment

CATEGORY 4: FORMATIVE ASSESSMENT

n %
11. The scores of the speaking assessment with True 45 75,0%
feedback should be communicated to learners to False 5 8.3%
provide them with feedback. Don't Know 4 6:7%
Not Sure 6 10,0%
15. Feedback should be adapted according to the True 49 81,7%
learners. False 7 11,7%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
16. Reading aloud is a technique used to assess True 23 38,3%
speaking skills. False 30 50,0%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
18. Discussion among learners is a way of assessing True 52 86,7%
speaking skills. False 4 6,7%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 2 3,3%
19. When the focus is to assess speaking skills, role  True 45 75,0%
plays are used. False 7 11,7%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 6 10,0%
22. Short answer questions try to measure learners’ True 45 75,0%
comprehension of the questions asked and ability to Fgge 5 8,3%
provide relevant information in response. Don't Know 5 8.3%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
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23. In the assessment of speaking, appropriate True 53 88,3%

speaking assessment methods should be chosen for False 3 5,0%

instructional plans.

Don't Know 1 1,7%
Not Sure 3 5,0%
24. Speaking assessment should include teachers’ True 43 71,7%
observations of the learners’ oral language EFglse 7 11,7%
productions in the classes. Don't Know 1 17%
Not Sure 9 15,0%
25. Mimicry (repetition of series sentences after the True 22 36,7%
teacher or examiner) is one of the techniques used to  Fgjse 25 41,7%
assess speaking skills of learners. Don't Know 5 8.3%
Not Sure 8 13,3%
26. Oral presentation, when it is recorded in the True 22 36,7%
lesson, may decrease the stress level of learners. False 22 36,7%
Don't Know 4 6,7%
Not Sure 12 20,0%
27. Self-assessment is reliable even if it is used in the ~ True 20 33,3%
early stages. False 21 35%
Don't Know 6 10,0%
Not Sure 13 21,7%
29. Peer-assessment is a way of assessing learners’ True 42 70,0%
speaking skills. False 10 16,7%
Don't Know 3 5,0%
Not Sure 5 8,3%
38. Analytic scoring does not provide feedback for True 4 6,7%
learners. False 40 66,7%
Don't Know 10 16,7%
Not Sure 6 10,0%

When this “formative assessment category” table is examined, there are 13 questions
(See Table 4.9.). When the 11™ statement was analysed, it was found out that 75% of the
EFL instructors knew that the scores of the speaking assessment should be communicated to
learners to provide feedback. In the 15" statement, it was found out that 81.7% of the EFL
instructors knew that feedback should be adapted according to learners. In the 16" statement,
it was found out that only 38.3% of the EFL instructors knew that reading aloud is a
technique implemented to assess speaking skills of the learners while a great number of the
instructors (61.6%) did not know this. When the 18" statement was analysed, it was found
out that 86.7% of the EFL instructors knew that discussion is a way of assessing speaking
skills. In the 19'" statement, it was found out that 75% of the EFL instructors knew that role

plays are used when the focus is to assess speaking skills. In the 22" statement, it was found
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out that 75% of the EFL instructors knew that short answer questions try to measure learners’
comprehension of the questions asked and if they can provide relevant information in
response. When the 23 statement was analysed, it was found out that 88.3% of the EFL
instructors knew that when assessing speaking, appropriate speaking assessment methods
should be chosen for instructional plans. In the 24" statement, it was found out that 71.7%
of the EFL instructors knew that observation should take place in speaking assessment of
learners. In the 25" statement, it was found out that only 36.7% of the EFL instructors knew
that mimicry is one of the techniques implemented to assess speaking skills of learners while
63.3% of the instructors did not know this technique. When the 26" statement was analysed,
it was found out that only 36.7% of the EFL instructors knew that when oral presentation is
recorded in the lesson, it may increase the stress level of learners while majority of learners
thought the opposite. In the 27" statement, it was found out that only 35% of the EFL
instructors knew that self-assessment in not reliable if it is used in early stages. In the 29'"
statement, it was found out that 70% of the EFL instructors knew that peer assessment is one
of the ways of assessing learners’ speaking skills. When the 38" statement was analysed, it
was found out that 66.7% of the EFL instructors knew that analytic scoring provides
feedback for learners.

Table 4.10. The Frequency of the Answers provided by the EFL instructors for Items for
Assessing Speaking Part: Category Scoring

CATEGORY 5: SCORING

n %
32. Using holistic and analytic scales at the same time  True 21 35,0%
poses a problem. False 17 28.3%
Don't Know 12 20,0%
Not Sure 10 16,7%
34. A checklist is a means of scoring oral presentations  True 51 85,0%
in in-class assessment. False 3 5,0%
Don't Know 5 8,3%
Not Sure 1 1,7%
35. Analytic rubrics provide detailed, focused, and True 53 88,3%
precise assessment of speaking skills. False 4 6,7%
Don't Know 2 3,3%
Not Sure 1 1,7%
37. Analytic scoring provides teachers with more True 42 70,0%
beneficial diagnostic information about learners’ pFg|se 5 8,3%
speaking skills. Don't Know 5 8.3%
Not Sure 8 13,3%
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When this “scoring category” is taken into consideration, it is seen that there are 4
questions (See Table 4.10.). In the 32" statement, it was found out that only 28.3% of the
EFL instructors have knowledge about scoring. When the 34" statement was analysed, it
was found out that 85% of the EFL instructors knew that checklist is a means of scoring oral
presentations in in-class assessment. In the 35" statement, it was found out that 88.3% of the
EFL instructors knew that analytic scoring provides detailed, precise and focused assessment
of speaking skills. When the 36" statement was analysed, it was found out that 70% of the
EFL instructors knew that analytic scoring provides instructors with beneficial diagnostic

information about learners’ speaking skills.

The answers of the participants were analysed through descriptive statistics and the
percentages for each statement together with the correct answers are presented on the tables.
When analysed thoroughly, it can be seen that some statements were answered correctly and
had a high percentage while some statements were answered incorrectly including the wrong
answer together with Don’t Know and Not Sure answers and had a low percentage. When
the categories for “Items for Assessing Writing” part are taken into consideration, it can be
seen that out of 32 items, it can be said that “Items for Assessing Writing” part level was
average. When the categories for “Items for Assessing Speaking” are taken into
consideration, it can be seen that the level is average as well. When each item is analysed
based on the percentages, it can be concluded that the overall LAL level of instructors in
assessing productive language skills is above average (50%). However, this level was found
below the average in some specific categories (e.g. Items for Assessing Writing: Assessment
Tools category indicates a low level: 47,32%- Items for Assessing Speaking: Assessment
Tools Category demonstrates low level: 46,87%). This finding shows that even though the
overall items show average percentages which is in line with the level of LAL of the EFL
instructors, some specific parts show low percentages therefore, instructors may need more
trainings related to these categories. This finding is in line with the Kaya’s findings (2020).
Kaya (2020) conducted a study with a purpose of revealing the LAL knowledge of the EFL
instructors working in preparatory schools in Turkish context. 195 EFL instructors from
different universities participated Kaya’s study and a questionnaire was implemented to
obtain the data. According to the findings of the study, it was found out that instructors
participating the study had extensive knowledge of language assessment but there is only
one contradict about this study. In Kaya’ study (2020), speaking skill was found to be the

lowest while in this study, the situation is the opposite. In a similar study, Sevilen-Yilmaz

79



(2021) administered a study with EFL instructors working in preparatory schools. 336 EFL
instructors working in state and foundation universities participated in the study and filled
out the questionnaire. The findings of her study revealed that instructors had high level of
LAL. When analysed skill-based LAL, it was also found that LAL level in assessing writing
skill was not significantly higher while it was found that LAL level in assessing speaking
skill was significantly higher. In another study, Cetin-Argiin (2020), on the other hand,
conducted a study with pre-service EFL instructors aiming to find out language assessment
knowledge of them. In her study, it was found out that LAL level is below the average and
when analysed in terms of productive language skills, it was depicted that LAL level in terms
of writing skill was below the average while in speaking, it was above the average. However,
when the literature related to this very topic is analysed, it can be understood that a great
number of studies found low levels of LAL. First, Mede and Atay (2017) conducted a study
with a purpose of investigating the assessment literacy of EFL instructors working in
preparatory schools in Turkey and it was found out that Turkish EFL teachers were lack
training on classroom focused testing and assessment and this eventually turned into a need
for training in Turkish EFL context related to testing and assessment which also depicted
that EFL instructors’ knowledge on LTA was limited. In another study, Olmezer-Oztiirk
(2018) conducted a study with EFL instructors working in higher education system in Turkey
aiming to find out the general LAL level of the participants. In her study, it was found out
that the general LAL level of the EFL instructors was low. When productive language skills
parts were analysed, it was found out that both writing and speaking parts were below the
average. Hatipoglu (2015) conducted a study with pre-service EFL instructors aiming to find
out what pre-service EFL instructors in ELT departments knew about language testing and
what they thought their ELTE course should include with regards to content. The findings
of her study demonstrated that the pre-service EFL instructors in ELT departments had
limited knowledge regarding this field. It can be understood that the findings of this study
were at variance with the findings of the studies in the related literature. There might be
several reasons for this situation. This study consists of 60 participants working in
preparatory school in Ankara. However, Mede and Atay (2017) conducted their study with
350 participants working in preparatory schools in universities in Turkey and all these
participants graduated from ELT departments. The reason of the contradict might derive
from the fact that this study’s population was limited and narrowed down to Ankara context
only while Mede and Atay (2017) spread their study throughout Turkey. When Olmezer-

Oztiirk’ study (2018) was taken into consideration, it can be seen that the researcher also
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conducted her study in universities in Turkey and the number of the participants was 542
which is a lot higher than this study’ participant number. The reasons behind this variance
might be the difference between the number of the participants in the studies, different

contexts where the studies were conducted.

4.2. Research Question 2: What are the EFL instructors’ perceptions on assessing

productive language skills through formative assessment?

The second research question of this study is “What are the EFL instructors’ perceptions
on assessing productive language skills through formative assessment?”” The first interview
question related to this research question was “In your opinion, what is formative
assessment, how can you define it?”. The aim of this question was to find out the idea/ideas
that EFL instructors hold for formative assessment and whether they are aware of it or not.
The findings demonstrated that most of the instructors had an idea what formative

assessment is and what kind of tools it incudes.

Table 4.11. EFL Instructors’ Definitions for Formative Assessment

Category Codes Frequency

Definitions made based on the Process-based 6

characteristics of formative  Consistency

assessment Feedback oriented
Increasing motivation of learners
No necessity of giving grades
Assessment for learning

Others No idea

PN N

When the Table 4.11. is taken into consideration, the first category is “definitions made
based on the characteristics of formative assessment”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 10 defined
formative assessment according to its characteristics and the most stated definition was

based on its “process-based” feature. To illustrate this, a quotation was given as an example:

Instructor 1. “Formative assessment, | can say that these are the things which
we apply in process. (...) So, they can be accepted as formative assessment
because they are not at the end or in the beginning (...)”.

The second category is “others”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 1 stated that they had no

idea about formative assessment as stated in the quotation below:
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Instructor 4: “Actually, I’ve looked that up. But since as I said I've taken my
testing class in Turkish, formative assessment means nothing to me right now

and I am also tired (...)".

The other interview question related to this research question was “Do you provide
feedback for your students speaking and writing productions during in-class activities? If
yes, how?” (See Table 4.12.). The aim of this question was to find out whether EFL
instructors give feedback or not for learners’ speaking and writing productions during in-
class activities and if they do, how they deliver it. The findings illustrated that most of the
instructors provide feedback when it comes to assess speaking and writing skills of learners.

Table 4.12. EFL Instructors’ Perceptions on Providing Feedback for Students’ Speaking
and Writing Productions during In-Class Activities

Category Codes Frequency

Feedback for Speaking Skill Immediate feedback 4
Delayed feedback 9

Repeating the mistake 1

Direct feedback 1

By giving scores 1

Hinting 1

Feedback for Writing Skill Writing error codes 3
1

4

2

1

1

Indirect feedback
Delayed feedback
Immediate feedback

By giving scores

Others Coxtext specific reaction for giving
feedback

The first category is “feedback for speaking skill”. Out of 11 instructors, 10 stated that
they made use of different types of feedback when it came to learners’ language productions
in English. The most stated type of feedback given for speaking skill was “delayed feedback”
which includes mostly “writing the mistake on the board”. To illustrate this, a quotation was

given as an example;

Instructor 1: “(...) | write the common mistakes on the board or sometimes | write

the common mistakes on my notebook. Then in the end, | share the common mistakes
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on the board and | want them to correct them so | try to raise their self-awareness

of their mistakes. That was for speaking (...)".

The second category is “feedback for writing skills”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 10
mentioned different feedback types that they gave in the classroom. The most stated

feedback type was “delayed feedback”™ as clearly stated in the quotation:

Instructor 11: “While in class, while | was monitoring the class, in activities, |
always monitor class and | have a notebook. | take notes. (...) I just give them

delayed feedback at the last 5 minutes of the lesson (...) ”.

The last category for this question is “Others”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 1 stated that
they implemented feedback according to the type activity and the number of people in the

classroom. To illustrate this, a quotation was given as an example;

Instructor 3: “It depends on the activity and the number of people in the class
(...)"%

The other interview question related to this research question was “How do your
students tend to react to the feedback you provide for their oral and written productions?”’
(See Table 4.13.). The aim of this question was to find out the reaction of the learners when
feedback is given for their speaking and writing productions during in- class activities. The
findings indicated that learners mostly have a positive attitude towards given feedback for

their oral language productions.

Table 4.13. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Given Feedback

Category Codes Frequency
Positive High motivation to learn from 5
feedback

Asking for feedback for their 2
productions

Afraid of making mistakes 1
Negative Disinterested in feedback 1
Decrease in motivation in students” 1
engagement
Others Students’ characteristics 3
Depending on the feedback type 1
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As clearly seen in the table 4.13., the EFL instructors stated different answers that were
collected under three categories. The instructors generally stated that they obtain positive
reactions, which takes place in the first category, from their learners such as “high motivation
to learn from feedback, asking for feedback for their productions and afraid of making
mistakes”. The most stated one was “high motivation to learn from feedback” which includes
“keeping feedback for later use, eager to learn and giving importance to feedback™ as clearly

stated in the quotation below:

Instructor 2: “(...) Even if you do not provide any feedback, they ask “Teacher,
where is my feedback?” or “Are you going to give me feedback?” because they
are responsible for these assignments in their exams so there is a concern for

grades. And for speaking, actually, | have not received any negative reaction.
(..)".

Moreover, the instructors touched upon some negative reactions that they obtain from
their learners such as “disinterested in feedback™ and “decrease in motivation in students’

engagement”. To illustrate this, a quotation is given as an example;

Instructor 11: “(...) Sometimes, strong ones, they really don’t like it. They feel

like they are better than the rest of the class like they are the best. (...)".

Out of 11 EFL instructors, 4 stated that the reactions obtained from their learners
change in line with the characteristics of the learners, the type of the given feedback as

clearly stated in the quotation below:

Instructor 9: “Actually it depends on correction. We have many techniques as |
said. (...) It depends on the students’ characteristics firstly. If he is a or she is a
shy student, we should determine the correction way very carefully. Because when
you correct this learner directly, you can lose your learners. That is why it depends

on my learners’ characteristics as I said and the level”.

The other interview question related to this research question was “What is the place
of “providing feedback” for students’ oral language productions in teaching?” (See Table
4.14.). The aim of this question was to find out the perceptions of the EFL instructors on
giving feedback for their learners’ oral language productions in teaching. The findings
exhibited that most of the EFL instructors consider feedback as necessary for oral language

productions.
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Table 4.14. EFL Instructors’ Perceptions on “Providing Feedback” for Students’ Oral
Language Productions in Teaching

Category Codes Frequency

Necessary Preventing fossilization 3
Improving learners 3
Stimulating learning 2
Engaging learners in a topic 1

Unnecessary To avoid speaking anxiety 1

When the instructors were asked about their perception on providing feedback for their
learners’ oral productions and out of 11 EFL instructors, 10 stated that providing feedback
for learners’ oral production is necessary. The most stated answers were “preventing

fossilization and improving learners” as stated in the following quotation:

Instructor 3: “Well, I think it is very important. Because if we don’t give feedback,

they can’t improve or what’s the role of the teacher? To give feedback (...)".

Regardless of the high number of instructors stating that providing feedback is
necessary for learners’ oral productions, there was only one instructor who was at variance
with these claims by stating that giving too much feedback may disturb the learners and
minimise the amount of their eagerness to speak which was linked with avoiding speaking
anxiety as clearly stated in the quotation below:

Instructor 4: “(...) | try not to disturb my students with the feedback for oral

productions. I don’t know if I make any sense”.

The final interview question related to this research question was “What is the place of
“providing feedback” for students’ written language productions in teaching?” (See Table
4.15.). The aim of this question was to find out the perceptions of the EFL instructors on
giving feedback for their learners’ written language productions in teaching. The findings
revealed that all EFL instructors participating the interview consider feedback as necessary

for written language productions.
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Table 4.15. EFL Instructors’ Perceptions on “Providing Feedback” for Students’ Written
Language Productions in Teaching

Category Codes Frequency

Necessary Preventing fossilization 2
Improving learners 3
Stimulating learning 4
Preparing learners for the exam 1

When the instructors were asked about their perception on providing feedback for their
learners’ written productions and out of 11 EFL instructors, 11 stated that providing

feedback for learners’ written production is necessary as stated in the following quotation:

Instructor 5: “(...) We need to provide written feedback. Not just correcting their
mistakes but maybe letting them see their mistakes together with the teacher.
Maybe trying to discover what’s wrong. (...) So, it would be like a guided
correcting | would say maybe. We need to guide them, make them discover and

then help them at times”.

4.3. Research Question 3: How do the EFL instructors implement formative

assessment tools in their classrooms?

The third research question of this study is “How do the EFL instructors implement
formative assessment tools in their classrooms?”. The interview question related to this
research question was “How do you assess your students’ language skills in English?”” (See
Table 4.16.). The aim of this question was to find out how EFL instructors implement
formative assessment tools in their classrooms. The findings demonstrated that formative
assessment tools are implemented more in the classrooms with the aim of assessing learners’

language skills.
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Table 4.16. EFL Instructors’ perceptions on how to assess their students’ language skills in
English

Category Codes Frequency

TDU materials TDU prepares

Summative assessment tools proficiency exams
formative assessment test

speaking exam

Formative assessment tools Observation
quizzes
writing activities
speaking activities
homework
portfolio
grammar tests
ICQs & CCQs
in-class activities

brainstorming

P P N P P N W NN W Ow R, o w

weekly writing assignments

As seen in table (Table 4.16.), formative assessment was implemented more than
summative assessment. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 3 of them stated that TDU (Testing
Development Unit) prepared the materials used in the classroom as one of the instructors

clearly stated in the quotation:

Instructor 1: “Actually, | do not prepare the testing materials individually. Our
testing unit prepares it and we have two achievement exams in one course and
there are two writing quizzes during 8 week course but this has changed after the

pandemic (...)".

In that vein, summative assessment no matter how less it was mentioned took place in
the interviewees’ answers. There were different answers as seen in the table 4.16 but most
occurred summative assessment types were proficiency exams including final exams, mid-
term exams, progress tests and achievement tests, and with speaking exam as one of the

instructors clearly stated in the following quotation:

Instructor 3: “Arschool, okay. At school, we have final exam and mid-term exam
and there are written parts and before each and every exam, we have

standardization sessions where we come together and marked exam papers (...).
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When it comes to speaking assessment, again we have standardization sessions
before each and every mid-term and final and before proficiency exam because

speaking and writing the students are awarded 25 points (...)".

For formative assessment, according to the interview, no matter how the answers
varied, observation was found to be the most implemented tool in the classrooms, followed

by quizzes and homework, as can be seen in one of the instructors answer:

Instructor 4: “(...) When teaching young learners, even a look or even an “okay”

means fine. (...) You can understand it from their vocabulary usage, grammatical
usage if it is a written form if it is not, you can also see it in the confidence, in the
position that they are taking in the class. (...). That’s why I always observe my

students and | try to see their improvement in the process”.

In addition, the instructors were specifically asked “How do you assess your students’
speaking skills in English?” According to the answers of the instructors, the researcher
constituted three different categories and tried to make a deeper analysis to find out the codes
(See Table 4.17.). The findings indicated that the instructors implement formative

assessment tools more.

Table 4.17. EFL Instructors’ preferences on how to assess their students’ speaking skills in
English

Category Codes Frequency

Summative Speaking exams 4

Assessment tools

Formative Assessment Observation 3
tools In-class activities 9
Presentation 1
Listening activities 1
Question-answer sessions 4
Others Dependency on the course book 2

When instructors’ preferences on how to assess speaking skills of learners were asked,
they stated various answers and these answers formed three different categories including

several different codes. The first category was summative assessment category. As can be
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seen in the table, speaking exams were implemented in the classroom to assess learners’
speaking skills as summative assessment tool. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 4 stated that they
implemented speaking when assessing learners’ speaking skills as one of the instructors

clearly stated in the quotations:

Instructor 1: “Via our speaking assessment at the end of the term and at the end
of the half of the term. They are given some tasks and they talk about these tasks.
Sometimes they are given some pictures and they are supposed to explain what is
going on on the photo. That kind of activities. Actually, 1 do not assess their

speaking skills in classroom. We observe but we do not grade (...)".

For formative assessment, in-class activities were mentioned the most. The instructors
utilized the one of the forms of formative assessment, which was in-class activities including
brainstorming, speaking activities, picture description, repetition, group work and peer work,
for this particular case in the classroom as one of the instructors clearly stated in the

quotation:

Instructor 7: “(...)For speaking, again, at the beginning, short conversations
with their peers or maybe by group work if they are not ready to speak if they

don’t trust themselves enough (...)".

The last category for this question was “Others” and here, the code was dependency
on the course book. Instructors stated that the book has lots of activities so that they have

implemented them in their classrooms that can be seen in the following quotation:

Instructor 6: “Well, most of the time | try to use all kinds of speaking activities in
the course book. | never skip them and the other thing even from the very beginning
of the semester, | take our speaking exam as a model and I try to apply it as many

times as possible (...)".

In addition, the instructors were asked “What are your assessment criteria in assessing
students’ speaking skills?”” Most of the instructors stated that they implemented rubric based

on different parts while assessing their learners’ speaking skills in English (Table 4.18).
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Table 4.18. EFL Instructors’ perspectives on their assessment criteria in assessing learners’
speaking skills

Category Codes Frequency
Rubric based on Language Use Accuracy 17

Fluency 5
Rubric based on Content and Content 3
meaning Task achievement 1
Observation Observation 3

As seen in the table 4.18., there are three different categories formed according to the
answers of the interviewees: Rubric based on Language Use, Rubric based on Content and
Meaning and observation. Accuracy was the most implemented criterion which includes
grammar, vocabulary usage and pronunciation followed by fluency in the first category
which is rubric based on language use. In rubric based on content and meaning, the most
frequently stated answer was content. In addition, observation as an assessment criterion was

stated by 3 EFL instructors as can be seen clearly in the give quotation:

Instructor 5: “Okay, what is the criteria? Firstly, self-confidence I would say. A
student can be making a lot of grammatical mistakes but using his or her body
language a lot and if I can understand that student, that means a lot more than

knowing a lot of grammar (...)".

The other interview question related to the research question was “How do you assess
your students’ writing skills in English?”. The aim of this question was to understand EFL
instructors’ perceptions on assessing writing skills in English. The findings revealed that the
instructors implement formative assessment tools when it comes to writing skills of the
learners (See Table 4.19.).
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Table 4.19. EFL Instructors’ perspectives on how to assess their students’ writing skills in

English
Category Codes Frequency
Summative Assessment Achievement tests 6
Formative Assessment Quizzes 3
In-class writing activities 14
Homework 2
Others Dependency on the course book 1

The interviewees stated several different answers for that particular question. The

researcher collected the answers under three categories which are summative assessment,

formative assessment and others. This tables demonstrates that EFL instructors utilize

different tools when it comes to assessing writing skills of learners. The most stated tool was

in-class writing activities which include writing essays, writing paragraphs, writing activities

and writing e-mail. As it can be understood from the table, the instructors implement not

only formative assessment tools but they also implement summative assessment tools such

as achievement tests including mid-term exams and finals. Moreover, it was stated by some

instructors that they made use of course book. An answer for each category is given in the

quotations below respectively;

Instructor 11: “We have weekly homework. We expect them to write creative
writing, opinion essays, argumentative essays and problem solution essays
sometimes balanced opinion. We have achievement tests, mid-terms and quizzes

and homework. That’s all”.

Instructor 5: “Anything about writing, okay. If I've given them assigned piece of
writing mark. I check it according to how the student has organized his or her
writing, essay or paragraph. Maybe originality. “Is the text original?” or like just
the ones similar to every student can write? Does it have original points that get

attention? So organization, originality, use of grammar yes to some extent (...)".

Instructor 9: “Writing skills. As I said, | am a skilled teacher. I am using Skillful
and in the Skillful book, there are many writing tasks. First, we prepare our

learners with a model writing (...)"".

The other interview question related to this research question was “What are your

assessment criteria in assessing students’ writing skills?”. The aim of this question was to
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understand EFL instructors’ criteria in assessing writing skills in English. The findings
showed that the instructors make use of rubrics based on different characteristics when it

comes to assess writing skills of learners (See Table 4.20.).

Table 4.20. EFL Instructors’ Perspectives on their assessment criteria in assessing students’
writing skills

Category Codes Frequency
Rubric based on Language Grammar 11
Use Vocabulary 8
Mechanics 3
Rubric based on content and  Originality 2
meaning Organization 6
Content 6

The interviewees stated that they implemented rubrics when it came to assess writing
skills of the learners. The researcher formed two different categories named as rubric based
on language use and rubric based on content and meaning. This table demonstrates the types

of rubric that the instructors utilized.

Instructor 8: “Okay, how can I say? Firstly we need to look at the rubric, right?
This is so important and according to the rubric, we need to look at the grammar
mistakes and also some other mistake word or something like that. We need to

pay attention to this in writing assessment, okay?”.

Instructor 9: “In assessment criteria, we use generally 4 different parts. These are
organization, content, vocabulary and grammar and originality. (...) Especially
in online classes, students can plagiarize the other writers easily. That’s why we
also added “originality”. In these days, we assess our learners based on these four
| can say. But for me, let me say this one as well, the most important parts are

organization and content”.

The other interview question related to this research question was “Which of the
following do you utilize for assessing productive language skills? Portfolio/ presentation/
informal tests/ quizzes/ observation/ diary/ self-assessment/ peer-assessment/ project
works?”. The aim of this question was to understand what type of formative assessment

tool/tools EFL instructors implemented to assess writing and speaking skills in English. The
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findings indicated that the instructors made use of almost every tool that was mentioned in
the question (See Table 4.21.). Apart from these tools, some instructors gave a different tool
that was not mentioned in the question as a preference (The frequency of the implementation

of these tools can be seen in Appendix 7).

Table 4.21. EFL Instructors’ Preferences on Formative Assessment Tools

Category Codes Frequency

Formative Assessment Portfolio
Presentation
Informal Test
Quizzes
Observation
Learner Diary
Self-Assessment
Peer-Assessment
Project works
Role-play

Online Tools Google Sheets
Padlet
Kahoot
Word Wall

P P N PP, A~ WD DN O DLW

For this particular question, the interviewees opted for different formative assessment
tools that they implement in their classrooms to assess writing and speaking skills of their
learners. According to the table, the most mentioned tool was portfolio followed by quizzes
and observation while the least mentioned tool was diary followed by presentation and peer-
assessment. In addition, out of 11 EFL instructors, 4 mentioned that together with the given
tools, they also applied online tools to assess learners’ productive language skills in English

as clearly stated in the following quotations:
Instructor 2: “Portfolios and exams .

Instructor 11: “Well, sometimes like every 2 weeks | can say, | prepare some online
education tools like when it comes to productive language skills, it is hard but for
receptive skills, | prepare Kahoot, Word Wall, maybe Padlet for productive skills.

1 try to use online tools to assess them. Formatively of course. If I have time”.
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The other interview question related to this research question was “What types of
materials and in-class activities do you implement to teach and practice speaking skills?”.
The aim of this question was to find out the materials and activities EFL instructors
implemented to teach and practice speaking skills in English. The findings demonstrated that
most of the instructors implement in-class activities to teach and practice speaking skills
(See Table 4.22.).

Table 4.22. Materials and In-Class Activities Implemented by EFL Instructors to Teach
and Practice Speaking Skills

Category Codes Frequency

CDU materials Materials provided by school

Online Tools Flipgrid
Quizlet
Telegraph

Games Taboo
Games

In-Class Activities Mechanical exercises
Guided speaking activities
Acting out/Role play
Discussion
Picture description
Question-answer
Brainstorming

Scaffolding

B P R, N R RPN OO R R, NR R RPN

Self-assessment

Authentic Materials Talking about magazine news
Talking about political news
Talking about daily life
Talking about films
Watching YouTube videos and talking about them

N e N

Others Dependency on Course Book

11 EFL instructors were asked what types of materials and in-class activities they
implement to teach and practice speaking skill. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 2 stated that
together with the course book, they implemented materials provided by the school as clearly

seen in the quotation below:

Instructor 1: “I actually follow the course book and we cannot use any other thing

except our course book and the material which is provided by the school to be
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standard. Because there are lots of classrooms in the school so we have to be
standard. I just follow the course book. But sometimes | adapt the materials or |

change some parts of it”.

The second category is “online tools”; out of 11 EFL instructors, only 2 stated that they

made use of online tools as stated in the quotation:

Instructor 6: “Well 1 have my own portfolio of questions and pictures for both
Program 1 and Program 2 students. Apart from the school’s materials, I always
use them. | ask the questions. Sometimes I also use an application I don’t remember
the name right now. Flipgrid maybe. You have heard about it. | send the questions
and pictures to the students and they record their voice and they send it to me and
| give feedback to them. So, they like it. Sometimes in the class and sometimes

through these application I can assess their speaking skills ™.

Out of 11 EFL instructors, 3 mentioned that they made use of games while teaching

and practising speaking skill as can be seen in the quotation below:

Instructor 8: “Actually when we look at the speaking skills, for example
brainstorming is important in speaking. They can share everything with

brainstorming and also some games like Taboo (...) .

The other category is “in-class activities”. Most of the interviewees gave their answers
29 e

in this category. The most stated answers were “guided speaking activities”, “role play” and

“question-answer” as clearly stated in the quotation below:

Instructor 5: “Okay, generally in speaking classes, | may come up with a material
but not all the time. What I may come up with would be giving situations and just
acting out those. First myself showing that I can do it and I have confidence and
I can act like a big person or an actress or an actor. Then | involve students to
my personal area so I act out with students (...)”.Yes, usually acting out,

repetition, videos, talking about films, talking about daily life(...)".

The fourth category is “authentic material”; the instructors implemented real-life
materials in their classrooms to teach and practice speaking skills of their learners. The
instructors mentioned that they bring magazine news, political news, daily life, films and

YouTube videos in the classroom and they talk about them.

95



Instructor 4: “Actually, | try to use funny or hot topics to make the room feel
more energetic. Sometimes, it might be something political if it is not going too
far actually. Sometimes it might be about magazine news. Sometimes it might be
about their future or any kind of topic or even using my day personal day and |
am giving them a story about my life and | want to know what they think about it

or if they have gone through something similar lately or general (...)".

The last category is “others” and the most mentioned tool was “course book”. Out of
11 instructors, 4 stated that together with the other tools, their activities and materials were

mainly based on course book as stated in the quotation:

Instructor 2: “We mainly use our course books, the activities included in our
course books. But if | do not like the activity, | can adapt it. | can bring some new

ideas or topics or through the activities in the course book”.

As can be understood from the results for that question, the instructors implemented
different types of tools when it comes to assess speaking skill of learners.

The other interview question related to this research question was “What types of
materials and in-class activities do you implement to teach and practice writing skills?”. The
aim of this question was to find out the materials and activities EFL instructors implemented
to teach and practice writing skills in English. The findings revealed that most of the
instructors implement in-class activities to teach and practice writing skills (See Table 4.23.).

Table 4.23. Materials and In-Class Activities Implemented by EFL Instructors to Teach
and Practice Writing Skills

Category Codes Frequency
CDU materials Materials provided by school 2
In-Class Activities Homework 1
Free writing activities 9
Brainstorming 5
Online tools 1
Guided Writing Activities 8
Authentic Materials Newspapers 2
Articles 2
Others Course Book 4
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11 EFL instructors were asked what types of materials and in-class activities they
implement to teach and practice writing skill. The first category of the question is “CDU
materials”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 2 stated that they implemented materials provided by

the school as clearly seen in the quotation below:

Instructor 2: “We have actually extra materials that were prepared by the material
development unit for writing so we give the topics for the essay types and students

for us to write these essays so we can say extra materials”.

The second category is “in-class activities”. The most stated answer given for this
category was free writing activities” followed by “guided writing activities”. To illustrate

this, the quotation below is given as an example;

Instructor 1: “I can say the same thing. This is the same for writing as well but as
| said before, after teaching writing a paragraph or writing an essay, | try to
implement process writing like they just first write and they bring, they get some
feedback and they edit it. That is all .

The third category is “authentic materials”. Out of 11 instructors, 2 stated that they

brought newspapers and articles to the classroom as stated in the quotation below:

Instructor 7: “For the writing skills, I think generally I provide some pictures
again for the lower levels, they can compare and write about it or I show some
slides only made with pictures and | want them to write about it. (...) For upper
levels, I can just give them a piece of newspaper, article. They can read and write
aboutit (...)".

The last category is “Others” which includes “use of course book”. Use of course book
together with other materials was mentioned four times as can be seen in the quotation

below:

Instructor 6: “Well, the book has lots of activities so I don’t have any other time
to do other writing activities. So, | try to apply all the writing activities in the book.

I read the instruction and I apply the writing activity”.

The other interview question related to this research question was “Do you integrate
assessment into your teaching? If yes, how and why?”. The aim of this question was to

understand whether EFL instructors implemented assessment into their teaching and in what
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way they realized this implementation. The findings displayed that most of the instructors

integrate assessment into their teaching with different tools (See Table 4.24.).

Table 4.24. EFL Instructors’ Perceptions on Integrating Assessment into Teaching

Category Codes Frequency
Yes Through observation 8
Through homework 1
Through feedback 2
Through writing activities 1
Through giving assignments 1
Through worksheet 1
No 2
Others Depending on the type of the activity 1

The first category is “Yes”. Instructors gave several answers and the most stated
answer was integrating assessment through observation. Out of 11 instructors, 8 of them
integrated assessment into their teaching and use of observation was high when the
instructors assessed their learners while teaching. To illustrate this, a quotation was given as

an example;

Instructor 1: “Actually, | integrate assessment to my teaching but | do not grade
them. Through the observations and the interactions between me and my students.
They are all kinds of assessment | guess. When you say the name of one of my
students, I can tell anything and everything about him or her. Because all the time,
I observe them and | have some information related their learning. That is all |

cansay”.

The second category is “No”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 2 stated that they did not

integrate assessment into their teaching as stated in the quotation below:

Instructor 6: “(...) Because you know our system I mean it is a central system. So,
the Testing Unit, they describe everything, they determine everything and we apply
it. So, | think we apply what they determine. I think I can say “No” for this

question”.
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The last category formed for this question is “Others”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 1
stated that they integrated assessment according to the activity type/types. To illustrate this

statement, a quotation was given as an example:

Instructor 4: “Sometimes when it comes to pair work or group work yes, | do. But

generally not. I like my observations and I trust my guts actually”.

4.4. Research Question 4: What problems and challenges do the EFL instructors

encounter while assessing learners’ productive language skills in English?

This research questions aimed to find out the problems and challenges the EFL
instructors encountered while assessing writing and speaking skills of learners through
interview questions. The problems and challenged the EFL instructors encountered while
assessing productive language skills of learners lied in the questions 6.1 and 6.2. The
researcher jotted down the answers of each instructor studiously and constituted two
categories and codes. The findings presented that most of the instructors attached the
occurring problems while assessing productive language skills to learners (See Table 4.25.).

Table 4.25. The problems and challenges EFL Instructors Encountered While Assessing
Speaking Skills of Learners

Category Codes Frequency

Learner based problems Lack of motivation to participate 9

[EEN

Underestimating the importance of the
skill

Affective Domain Problems

Students’ personal matters

Higher students’ over dominating
Attendance problems

L1 interference

Others Crowded Classrooms
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Technological problems

As seen in the Table 4.25., there are different types of problems and challenges that
EFL instructors encountered while assessing speaking skills. According to the answers of
the instructors, two different categories were constituted named as “Learner based problems”
and “Others”. When the first category was taken into consideration, it was seen that most of

the problems and challenges that the instructors stated evolved out of learners while only
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two of the answers which are the number of students in a classroom and technological
problems evolved out of other reasons. The most encountered problems were “students’ lack
of motivation to participate”, which include reluctant to speak and reluctant to participate,
and “affective domain problems”, which include feeling shy, low self-confidence, feeling
anxious, feeling insecure and afraid of making mistake, as one of the instructors stated in the
following quotation:

Instructor 6: “Well, I think some students are very reluctant to participate in

speaking activities so, that might be a problem (...)".

The second most stated answer was “affective domain problems” when it came to

speaking in the classroom as one of the instructors stated clearly in the following quotation:

Instructor 2: “That’s a good question. Because some students shy away speaking.
They just give short answers like yes or no or they do not want to produce
sentences. They can be shy, or they think that their level is low so there can be

lots of reasons behind that (...)".

As seen in table, out of 11 EFL instructors, only 2 stated different reasons that did not

evolve out of the learners. To illustrate this, a quotation was given as an example;

Instructor 3: “The class number is a problem. There must be 10 or 12 learners.

But unfortunately we don’t have 12 students (...)".
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Table 4.26. The problems and challenges EFL Instructors Encountered While Assessing
Writing Skills of Learners

Category Code Frequency

Learner based problems L1 interference
Lack of writing ability in L1
Unable to understand the instruction
Students’ showing no progress
Lack of student engagement
Copying from friends
Using translation

Lack of motivation to write

[ =T = T = \C TR NCUNNC R SR SN

Instructor based problems Indecisiveness about correcting all the
mistakes
Time management 2
Teachers’ lack of knowledge on 1

rubrics

Others Crowded classes 1

As seen in the table 4.26., there are different types of problems and challenges that the
EFL instructors encountered while assessing writing skills. Three different categories were
constituted in line with the instructors’ answers named as “Learner based problems”,
“Instructor based problems” and “Others”. When categories are taken into consideration, it
is clearly seen that the problems and challenges that the instructors encountered evolve out
of different factors. For the first category, the most encountered problems were “students not
being able to understand the instruction” and “lack of student engagement” as two of the

instructors stated in the following quotations relatively;

Instructor 8: “Generally they create their writing... They are reading a lot of
topics right? They cannot understand the instructions and they cannot
understand the topic, the main topic. Maybe words limit. That is so important. For
example, I am saying “You need to write 50-70 words but they are writing 100 or

20. That’s a big problem I think”.

Instructor 10: “They don’t want to write in class. When I give this task to them
because | want to guide them while they are writing, | want to correct them at the

time of their writing (...)”".
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For the second category, the most encountered problem was “time management” as

one of the instructors stated in the following quotation:

Instructor 9: “Time management. Time management is the most challenging

part for teachers who are giving feedback to learners (...)".

For the last category, out of 11 EFL instructors, 1 stated that the problem that they

encountered was “crowded classrooms” as clearly stated in the following quotation:

Instructor 5: “(...) But the student does not show any progress. At that point, it is
a problem. You need to go and really help, deal with that student individually.
Otherwise, in a crowded class, it is sometimes hard. You can’t always work with

students individually even if they need. That’s an issue, crowded classes (...)".

When the problems and challenges encountered while assessing speaking skill of
learners were taken into consideration, it was seen that out of 11 EFL instructors, 7 focused
on problems that were related to learners and the most mentioned problem was learners’ lack
of motivation to participate which was mentioned 9 times. In addition, when the problems
and challenges encountered while assessing writing skill of learners were taken into
consideration, it was seen that the problems and challenges encountered while assessing
speaking skill were similar to the ones encountered while assessing writing skill of learners.
Out of 11 EFL instructors, 3 instructors focused on the problems given rise to by instructor
and the most mentioned problem was “time management”. Instructors stated that they had
difficulty in managing the time especially when they had more than 20 learners in the
classroom. 1 instructor focused on “crowded classes” as a problem and claimed that it was
difficult to deal with learners individually which eventually gave rise to not to assess
learners’ writing skills. Having analysed the data, the researcher extrapolated that most of
the problems and challenges encountered and stated by EFL instructors while assessing
productive language skills were in line with the learners’ attitudes and perceptions on

language learning.

4.5. Research Question 5: What do the ELF instructors suggest as solutions for the

stated problem/s?

This research questions aimed to find out the possible solutions for the problems and
challenges that the EFL instructors stated while assessing writing and speaking skills of
learners through interview questions. The possible solutions for the problems and challenges
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that the EFL instructors stated lied in the question 7. The researcher jotted down the answers
of each instructor studiously and constituted three categories and codes. The findings
indicated that most of the instructors offered solutions attached to the instructors (See Table
4.27.).

Table 4.27. The possible solutions offered by EFL Instructors for the stated problems

Category Codes Frequency
Instructor based solutions Increasing learner awareness 2
Diversity of the activities 4

Softening the language of the given 1
feedback

Focusing on feedback more

Knowing students better

Sitting plan

Teachers’ involvement in the activities
Balancing the difficulty of the tasks
Starting with writing first

Giving more homework

Giving limited time

Giving understandable instructions
Engaging learners more

Using hard copy

Others Change in curriculum
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Less crowded classrooms

As seen in the table 4.27., there are several solutions suggested by EFL instructors based
on different factors. Two different categories were constituted in line with the instructors’
answers named as “Instructor based solutions” and “Others”. It was also clearly seen that,
unlike the problems and challenges encountered, solutions were mainly circled around the
instructors as stated in the following quotation:

Instructor 5: “(...) Teachers are the best source of solutions I think. Everything
is up to the teacher actually especially when speaking. Teacher should be
involved everything. If they are playing a game, being involved in that game, if
acting out, being involved in acting out. So, a teacher should be like a friend

and a part of students (...)".
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For the last category, out of 11 EFL instructors, 4 stated that the solution might be
about institutional based as clearly stated in the following quotation:

Instructor 9: “What might be the solutions? \WWe should have more writing
classes I believe. Thanks to this, we can easily manage the time and we can give
much more detailed feedback for our learners. What about speaking? We
should also have speaking classes I believe because in speaking, we have many

activities (...)”".

The instructors mentioned different solutions for the stated problems and each datum
was analysed studiously. When the categories of the stated solutions were taken into
consideration, it was seen that out of 11 EFL instructors, 7 focused on solutions based on
instructors and, 4 stated solutions based on the institution. Even though the problems
mentioned were almost similar to one another, the solutions were completely different.
Having analysed the data, the researcher inferred that the interviewees’ foci depended on

instructors when it came to solutions.

The answers of the participants were analysed through content analysis suggested by
Creswell (2014) and the categories and codes found for each statement are presented on the
tables. When analysed thoroughly, it can be seen even though the study was about formative
assessment and the participants were informed about it, they still gave answers including
summative assessment which might show that even though a high number of the instructors
(10 out of 11) made a self-made definition for formative assessment, they could not
differentiate it with summative assessment. This might also indicate that they do not get a
good grasp of formative assessment. The second research question aimed to find out the EFL
instructors’ perceptions on assessing productive language skills through formative
assessment. According to the findings, most of the interviewees had an idea about formative
assessment and what tools it includes. They also stated that they give feedback for both of
these productive language skills which indicates an important aspect of formative assessment
is mostly applied in the classroom. When the interviewees were asked to define formative
assessment, they mostly focused on its “process-based” aspect. Only 1 of the instructors
stated that she had no idea what formative assessment is. When they were asked their
perceptions on providing feedback for students’ speaking and writing productions during in-
class activities, they mostly stated that they implemented delayed feedback for both of these
skills.
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The findings demonstrated that most of the instructors had an idea what formative
assessment is and what kind of tools it incudes. Moreover, when they were asked how
learners react to the given feedback, they stated that there are some positive and negative
reactions together with context specific. For positive attitudes, the most stated answer was
“high motivation to learn from feedback” while for negative attitudes, the most stated
answers were “disinterested in feedback” and “decrease in motivation in student
engagement”. Out of 11 EFL instructors, 4 of them also stated that the reaction depends on
“students’ characteristics” and “the feedback type”. When the instructors were asked their
perceptions on providing feedback for students’ oral language productions in teaching and
providing feedback for students’ written language productions in teaching, they all stated
that it is necessary to provide feedback for students’ written language productions because
it improves learners and stimulate learning while 10 instructors stated that it is necessary to
provide feedback for students’ oral language productions in terms of preventing fossilization
and improving learners and only 1 of the instructors stated that it is unnecessary to provide
feedback for students’ oral language productions in terms of avoiding speaking anxiety.
Overall, it can be stated that most of the instructors knew about formative assessment and
provide feedback for their learners’ productive language skills. This finding was in line with
the Guadu and Boersma (2018)’s study. They (2018) found out that teachers teaching writing
skills have a positive belief about the significance of the FA and they practice it averagely;
furthermore, it was concluded that their beliefs and practices have a positive and significant
correlation. Moreover, Gokge (2014) conducted a study with English teachers working in
private and state schools mostly in Central Black Sea region aiming to find out how EFL
instructors perceive FA and if there is significant difference between their perceptions in
terms of the type of the school they work in. One of the findings of his study found out that
the instructors perceive assessment as necessary for students to see their weaknesses and
strengths which is in line with the finding of this study. In another study, Duy and Vien
(2020) conducted a study with 40 EFL teachers to explore their comprehension of FA, how
they implement it in their classes together with the challenges they encounter when
implementing this type of assessment in their classes. They found out that most of the EFL

instructors were aware of FA and how important and necessary it is.

The third research question aimed to find out how the EFL instructors implement
formative assessment tools in their classes with the aim of assessing productive language

skills. According to the findings, most of the interviewees implemented formative
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assessment tools to assess learners’ productive language skills and they stated that they
utilise rubrics as assessment criteria. However, it was also found out that even though the
instructors were specifically asked about formative assessment, some of them also stated
summative assessment which ultimately shows that they have difficulty in differentiating
formative assessment and summative assessment. When the interviewees were asked about
their perceptions on how to assess their learners’ language skills in English, they mostly
stated that they made use of formative assessment tools such as in-class activities for both
writing and speaking skills, which is the most frequent one, observation, which is one of the
most frequent ones, and quizzes while there are some interviewees stated that they made use
of summative assessment when it comes to assess learners’ language skills in English such
as achievement exams which exhibits that the instructors may not know the difference
between SA and FA and they may not have enough training on these issues. When analysed
skill-based in terms of implementing FA, for assessing writing skills, it can be said that the
instructors assess their learners’ written productions mostly through in-class writing
activities which include writing essays, writing paragraphs and writing e-mail together with
quizzes, homework and course book (as an SA tool, they stated that they implemented
achievement tests) and when they were asked about their assessment criteria in assessing
writing skills, they stated that they mostly focus on grammar together with vocabulary,
content and organization. When it comes to assess speaking skills of the learners, the
interviewees stated that they mostly implement in-class activities including picture
description, repetition, and brainstorming and when they were asked about the assessment
criteria that they implement for speaking assessment, they mostly stated that accuracy is
taken into consideration which includes grammar, vocabulary use and pronunciation and it
is followed by fluency, content, observation and task achievement. Overall, it can be stated
that EFL instructors implement formative assessment tools mostly as in-class activities to
assess productive language skills of learners and moreover, they utilize online tools as well.
This finding was in line with the Elmahdi, Al-Hattami and Fawzi, (2018)’s study. They
collected the data from 166 learners in University of Bahrain in order to comprehend the
effectiveness of an online tool which is Plickers. The result of their study demonstrated that
the learners believe the importance of FA and immediate feedback after the implementation
of the online tool. Moreover, it was found out that this online tool helped the learning process

when used as formative assessment tool, improved learners and saved time.
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The fourth research question aimed to find out the problems and challenges the EFL
instructors encounter while assessing productive language skills of learners. According to
the findings, it was found out that the EFL instructors generally circled the problems around
learners. When the problems and challenges were analysed separately for writing and
speaking skills, it can be concluded that there are different type of problems. When problems
and challenges encountered while assessing speaking skills of learners are taken into
consideration, the instructors stated two types of problems: problems circled around learners
and other. A great number of the instructors mentioned that problems circle around learners.
These problems circled around learners include “lack of motivation to participate consisting
of reluctant to speak and reluctant to participate, affective domain problems including feeling
shy, anxious, insecure, afraid of making mistakes and low self-confidence, underestimating
the importance of the skill, students’ personal matters, high students’ over dominating,
attendance problems and L1 interference”. Among these problems, the most stated ones are
lack of motivation to participate and affective domain problems. Out of 11 EFL instructors,
only two of them stated different problems including crowded classes and technological
problems. When problems and challenges encountered while assessing writing skills of
learners, the instructors stated three types of problems: problems circled around learners,
problems circled around instructors and others including crowded classes. The problems
circled around learners include unable to understand the instruction, students’ showing no
progress, lack of students engagement, L1 interference, lack of writing ability in L1, copying
from friends, using translation and lack of motivation to write while the problems circled
around instructors include indecisiveness about correcting all the mistakes, time
management and teachers’ lack of knowledge on rubric. The last category which is others
includes crowded classes. Overall, it can be stated that most of the problems that the EFL
instructors encountered were mostly circled around learners while they also stated some of
the problems circled around instructors and others. This finding was in line with the
Ozsevik’s findings (2010). He (2010) also found out that the problems that instructors
encounter were "large classrooms, teachers’ heavy workload, heavily-loaded program,
curriculum/assessment mismatch, students’ poor communicative abilities and students’ low
motivation” (p.67). In another study, Hossain (2015) conducted a study which focuses on
the challenges on the way of effective implementation of productive skills in Bangladeshi
context with learners and instructors. In his study, he found out that all the instructors
participating the interview stated that the main problems that they encounter was time

management and large classes with less classroom durations and his finding was in line with
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this study’s finding. In another study, Karademir and Gorgoz (2019) conducted a study
aiming to exhibit teachers’ opinions on the problems that they face in the process of teaching
receptive and productive skills. They conducted interviews with English teachers and they
found out that, for speaking skill, the problems were circled around the learners generally.
They also stated that in the interviews, the teachers mentioned affective domain problems
including students’ shyness, anxiety, fear, low self-confidence and shame. Moreover, they
found out that, for writing skill, the teachers stated that problems evolved out of learners and
the teachers stated that these problems were linked to learners’ lack of motivation to write
which is in line with the findings of this study. In Koosha and Yakhabi (2013) conducted a
study aiming to examine the challenges that might give rise to the failure of communicative
language teaching in EFL context by touching upon the difficulties that teachers encounter
in the process of speaking and offer some solutions for the problems. The problem that they
mentioned in their study was the low motivation of learners to speak foreign language
together with crowded classes which was in line with the findings of this study.

The fifth research question aimed to find out the solutions offered by the EFL
instructors for the stated problems and challenges encountered while assessing productive
language skills of learners. According to the findings, it was found out that the EFL
instructors generally offered solutions circled around instructors even though they stated that
the problems evolved out of learners. When solutions were analysed, it can be concluded
that there are different type of solutions. The instructors circled their solutions around two
categories: instructor based solutions and others. Instructor based solutions include a great
number of codes but the most stated ones are diversity of the activities and increasing learner
awareness. Others category, on the other hand, includes change in curriculum such as having
separate speaking and writing classes, and less crowded classes. Overall, it can be stated that
most of the solutions that the EFL instructors suggested were mostly circled around
instructors while they also stated some of the suggestions circled around others. When the
literature is reviewed, there are several studies about this issue. In one study, Koosha and
Yakhabi (2013) investigated some problems related to communicative language teaching in
EFL context by touching upon the difficulties that teachers encounter in the process of
speaking and offer some solutions for the problems. They offer some solutions and these
include various aspects. The solutions, which are similar to the findings of this study, they
offer include those: training opportunities should be offered to teachers, computer mediated
communication might be brought to the classes so that learners can have an opportunity to
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use the target language outside the class, there can be an improvement about teaching
methods which are appropriate to their countries EFL context, and setting some more natural

and real needs for learners.
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CHAPTER 5

5. CONCLUSION

In this chapter, first the overview of the study is presented with its methodology. Then,
the findings and the implications are presented. Finally, it presents limitations and the
suggestions for further studies.

5.1. Summary of the Study

This study has depicted LAL level of the EFL instructors in assessing productive
language skills and their perceptions on assessing productive language skills through
formative assessment. Initially, it has depicted LAL level of the EFL instructors in assessing
productive language skills, through a questionnaire that was adapted from Olmezer-Oztiirk
(2018). Then it has investigated the instructors’ perceptions on formative assessment in
assessing productive language skills with a semi-structured interview. This study has been
designed as explanatory sequential mixed methods research (Creswell, 2014). The data were
collected from 60 EFL instructors working in 9 different universities in Ankara via utilizing
a LAL questionnaire; 11 EFL instructors working in different universities in Ankara through
semi-structured interview. Quantitative data were analysed with the help of IBM SPSS
Statistics Program to run descriptive analyses and frequency analyses to depict LAL of the
EFL instructors in assessing productive language skills. Qualitative data analysis procedure
of this study was implemented making use of content analysis that integrated the steps
Creswell (2014, p.197) suggested.

5.2. The Findings of the Study

Based on the related literature, LAL has an important role in teaching and assessing
English. According to Oz and Atay (2017), assessment has numerous advantages for
education and it shows teachers’ success, what is valid or not and which parts need
development; moreover, with the aid of assessment, teachers can comprehend and follow
the teaching and learning procedure and implement necessary changes so as to develop
learners’ learning. In Sevilen-Yilmaz’s study (2021), it was found out that the general level
of language assessment knowledge of the instructors was high and moreover in Kaya’s study

(2020) the level of language assessment knowledge of the instructors was sufficient.
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However, in Ballidag’s study (2020), it was found out that the LAL knowledge of the EFL

teachers working in different school structures was insufficient.

Based on the literature, formative assessment, defined as assessment for learning, helps
learning when it gives information to instructors and learners can utilise as feedback while
assessing themselves and it also helps instructors adapt teaching to meet the needs of learners
(Black, Harrison, Lee, Marshall, & Wiliam, 2004). In Gokge’s study (2014), it was found
out that most of the instructors see formative assessment in the same way but the EFL
instructors who work in public and private schools hold opposite views about classroom
practices. There are numerous studies that investigate language assessment literacy level of
EFL instructors and formative assessment separately. Most of these studies are related to

pre-service teachers and learners.

The findings of each research question for this study provided discussion and particular
evidence to complement one another. The first research question of this study aimed to
explore the LAL level of the EFL instructors in assessing productive language skills. In order
to answer this question, a questionnaire was implemented and to analyse the data, descriptive
statistics was utilized. The findings of the quantitative data revealed that EFL instructors
LAL level in assessing productive language skills was above average however, in some
specific parts this level was below average (“Assessment Tools” Parts of Items for Assessing
Writing and Items for Assessing Speaking Parts). Since the scope of this study was LAL and
FA in assessing productive language skills, when the questionnaire was categorized, it was
also found out that the FA categories in both parts (Items for Assessing Writing and Items

for Assessing Speaking) had high level.

The second research question of this study aimed to investigate the EFL instructors’
perceptions on assessing productive language skills through formative assessment. The
answers of the participants were analysed through content analysis suggested by Creswell
(2014). When analysed thoroughly, it can be seen even though the study was about formative
assessment and the participants were informed about it, they still gave answers including
summative assessment which might show that they could not differentiate it with summative
assessment. This might also indicate that they do not get a good grasp of formative
assessment. Moreover, it was understood that the instructors, mostly, touched upon the
characteristics of formative assessment including important definite procedures such as its

process-based feature together with focusing on its feedback oriented feature. In addition to

111



this, the second conclusion that was drawn with the help of the responds obtained from the
instructors was that they provide feedback, which is one of the important aspect of formative
assessment, for their learners’ productive language skills and a great number of the
instructors considered feedback as a necessary process for learners’ learning procedure.
When specifically asked what type of feedback, the instructors generally provide for their
learners’ oral and written productions during in-class activities, they stated that they give
feedback for both of these productive language skills which indicates an important aspect of
formative assessment is mostly applied in the classroom. While 10 instructors stated that it
is necessary to provide feedback for students’ oral language productions in terms of
preventing fossilization and improving learners and only 1 of the instructors stated that it is
unnecessary to provide feedback for students’ oral language productions in terms of avoiding
speaking anxiety, they all claimed that it is important to provide feedback for students’
written language productions because it improves learners and stimulate learning. Moreover,
when they are asked how learners react to the given feedback, they stated that there are some
positive and negative reactions together with context specific. Overall, it can be stated that
most of the instructors knew about formative assessment and provide feedback for their

learners’ productive language skills.

The third research question of this study aimed to explore how EFL instructors’
implement formative assessment tools in their classrooms to productive language skills.
Many important conclusions were drawn in line with the responses of the interviewees. The
first conclusion that was drawn based on the responses of the interviewees was that they
made use of different assessment tools when it comes to assessing their learners’ productive
language skills. The most implemented formative assessment tools were “observation”
together with “in-class activities” stated by most of the interviewees. According to the
findings, the interviewees mostly engage learners to the assessment procedure by providing
various assessment tools including games and role-plays as well as their observation. There
were also some interviewees stated that they made use of summative assessment when it
comes to assess learners’ language skills in English such as achievement exams which
exhibits that the instructors may not differentiate SA and FA and they may not have enough
training on these issues. Overall, it can be stated that EFL instructors implement formative
assessment tools mostly as in-class activities to assess productive language skills of learners

and moreover, they utilize online tools as well.
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The fourth research question of this study aimed to explore the problems and
challenges the EFL instructors encounter while assessing productive language skills in
English. Numerous important conclusions were drawn in accordance with the responses of
the interviewees for these particular interview questions to discover the answers for the
fourth research question. The first conclusion that was drawn based on the responses of the
interviewees was that the problems and challenges that the instructors encountered while
assessing productive language skills generally circled around learners. The instructors
touched upon various problems and challenges that they encountered while assessing
productive language skills. Since the study focused on productive language skills, this
question was divided into two categories in the interview in order to obtain absolute answers;
moreover, they were analysed separately. The instructors’ foci was learners and the problems
evolved out of them. When problems and challenges encountered while assessing speaking
skills of learners are taken into consideration, the instructors stated two types of problems:
problems circled around learners and other. A great number of the instructors mentioned that
problems circle around learners. These problems circled around learners include “lack of
motivation to participate consisting of reluctant to speak and reluctant to participate,
affective domain problems including feeling shy, anxious, insecure, afraid of making
mistakes and low self-confidence, underestimating the importance of the skill, students’
personal matters, high students’ over dominating, attendance problems and L1 interference”.
Among these problems, the most stated ones are lack of motivation to participate and
affective domain problems. Out of 11 EFL instructors, only two of them stated different
problems including crowded classes and technological problems. When problems and
challenges encountered while assessing writing skills of learners, the instructors stated three
types of problems: problems circled around learners, problems circled around instructors and
others including crowded classes. The problems circled around learners include unable to
understand the instruction, students’ showing no progress, lack of students engagement, L1
interference, lack of writing ability in L1, copying from friends, using translation and lack
of motivation to write while the problems circled around instructors include indecisiveness
about correcting all the mistakes, time management and teachers’ lack of knowledge on
rubric. The last category which is others includes crowded classes. As can be seen, the
instructors not only focused on problems and challenges evolved out of learners but they
focused on the problems and challenges evolved out of other elements as well. Moreover,

the researcher deduced that not only problems and challenges related to learners affected the
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assessment procedure of productive language skills but also the problems and challenges
related to instructors and institutions affected this procedure.

The fifth research question of this study aimed to explore the solutions suggested by
EFL instructors for the stated problems. An important conclusion drawn in line with the
responses of the interviewees for these particular interview questions to explore the answers
for the fifth research question. The first conclusion that was drawn based on the responses
of the interviewees was that the solutions mostly circled around the instructors on the
contrary to problems and challenges encountered. Instructor based solutions include a great
number of codes but the most stated ones are diversity of the activities and increasing learner
awareness. Others category, on the other hand, includes change in curriculum such as having
separate speaking and writing classes, and less crowded classes. According to the
interviewees, the instructors can handle the problems that occur in the classroom
environment. Moreover, they can have a chance to change the material or they can create a

better learning environment for learners.

All things considered, this study revealed that the LAL level of EFL instructors in
assessing productive language skills was found average. However, it was also realized that
the instructors needed further training in this particular field. Moreover, even though the
instructors had a slight idea on what FA was according to the self-definitions they made,
throughout out the interview, their answers included SA even when they were asked about
FA. This might indicate that the instructors might not know the difference between FA and
SA which might be solved with the help of advanced training. In addition, the instructors
generally implemented in-class activities for productive language skills together with
observation. The reason behind using observation as an instrument might be based on the
fact that instructors do not need to prepare themselves and they might have problems with
the time so observation is used when practically is taken into consideration. They mostly
made use of feedback, which is an important component of FA, to both learn things about
learners and inform them about their success together with implementing rubrics which are
generally based on accuracy. Moreover, the problems and challenges the instructors
encounter in classrooms were mostly circled around learners by touching upon affective
filter domain and their lack of motivation. Crowded classrooms were also seen as a big
problem. Finally, as solutions, they generally focused on instructor based solutions. In
addition, suggestions related to separate writing and speaking classrooms were offered as

solutions together with less crowded classrooms.
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5.3. Implications of the Study

Testing and assessment is one of the important components of foreign language
education. The concepts of LAL and formative assessment, on the other hand, have gained
importance and popularity among researchers. There are different studies carried out on
these concepts; however, this particular study might be considered as sui generis because
there have been no researches that have focused on depicting the EFL instructors LAL in
assessing productive language skills and investigate their opinions on implementing
formative assessment to assess productive language skills, by formulating five research
questions that enable the researcher to complete the study by including one of the key
stakeholders in language teaching and assessment that is EFL instructors working in
preparatory schools. Thus, the results of the study indicate the depiction of the EFL
instructors LAL in assessing productive language skills and how they implement formative
assessment in their teaching, what sort of problems they encounter while assessing
productive language skills and what they suggest as solutions for the problems they stated
moreover, they imply how effective teaching and learning can be in the classroom with the
help of assessment and present opinions for instructors about the problems, the assessment

tools and the possible solutions.

First, it was found out that the LAL level of EFL instructors in assessing productive
language skills is average. However, in some parts of the questionnaire this level was found
low. As a conclusion, it can be better if more ELTE courses are offered to instructors or it
can be better to investigate the effectiveness of the courses that are already offered in
universities. Moreover, participating in workshops or trainings about testing and assessment

may be beneficial and may contribute to their proficiency in this particular area.

Second, the result of the qualitative data revealed that a great number of the instructors
implemented formative assessment, mostly in-class activities together with observation, in
their classrooms to assess their learners’ productive language skills. Moreover, the problems
they encounter in the classrooms were mostly occurred because of learners however, the
solution they offered were mostly instructor-based. As a result, increasing the awareness of
formative assessment and how to implement it into classrooms with different assessment
tools might be effective in terms of improving the quality of the lessons and removing the

possible problems encountered on the way of teaching and learning.
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As a conclusion, when all the results of the study are taken into consideration, it can be
said that more ELTE courses can be beneficial for instructors in order to cope with the
difficulties of the assessment procedure. Moreover, it might be better if not only ELT
departments but also the other related departments can take ELTE courses to be competent
enough to understand and implement assessment appropriately and effectively into their
teaching. There might be more workshops and training opportunities for instructors to
improve themselves in the sense of testing and assessment. Briefly, the findings of this
particular study shed light upon the depiction of the EFL instructors LAL in assessing
productive language skills and how they implement formative assessment in their teaching,
what sort of problems they encounter while assessing productive language skills and what
they suggest as solutions for the problems they stated. The implications mentioned above

may help EFL instructors improve testing and assessment area with the aid of LAL.

5.4. Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Studies

This study has two limitations. The first limitation is the number of the participants. This
research includes 60 participants. Even though the number is enough for this study, the
research could be conducted in more universities and with more participants to elaborate the
study and results. The other limitation is the narrow-focused qualitative data. As this research
includes only instructors’ perceptions as qualitative data, learners’ perceptions could also be
taken into consideration to see two different points of view. The same methodology and the
data collection tools might be used with different participants in different institutions.
Moreover, the perspective might be altered from instructors to learners completely or one of

the tools might be implemented to learners to see the difference between the perceptions.
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APPENDIX 2: THE DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS

1. Gender: Female O Male: O

2. Age:

3. The university you are currently working:

3. Which university did you graduate from (BA):

4. Which department did you graduate from (BA)?
English Language Teaching O

English Language and Literature (1
American Culture and Literature [J
Translation and Interpretation [
Linguistics O
Others (Please specify): O

5. Which university did you graduate from / are you currently studying (MA)? (If you do

not hold an MA degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank.)

6.  Which department did you graduate from/are you currently studying (MA)? (If you do
not hold an MA degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank)

English Language Teaching (]
English Language and Literature O
American Culture and Literature [J

Translation and Interpretation [

Linguistics O
Others (Please specify): O
| have not graduated yet O

(If you have not graduated yet, please specify your department by selecting one of the choices

together with selecting this choice)

7. Which university did you graduate from/are you currently studying (PhD)? (If you do

not hold a PhD degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank)
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8.  Which department did you graduate from/are you currently studying (PhD)? (If you do
not hold a PhD degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank)

English Language Teaching O
English Language and Literature [
American Culture and Literature [J

Translation and Interpretation O

Linguistics (|
Others (Please specify): O
| have not graduated yet O

(If you have not graduated yet, please specify your department by selecting one of the choices

together with selecting this choice)

9.  How long have you been teaching English:

10. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general in BA?

Yes O No O

11. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and

assessment in general you have received in BA (If you have not received any courses,

then please write "0"):

12. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general in MA?

Yes [ No [

13. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in MA (If you have not received any courses,

then please write "0"):

14. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general in PhD?

Yes [ No O

15. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in PhD (If you have not received any courses,

then please write "0"):
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16.

Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general through pedagogic formation, CELTA and/or DELTA?

Yes [ No

17.

If yes, which one/s offered a course/s about testing and assessment English or testing

and assessment in general?
[0 Pedagogic Formation
LI CELTA
LI DELTA

18.

The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received through pedagogic formation (If you have not

received any courses, then please write "0")

19.

The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in CELTA (If you have not received any

courses, then please write "0")

20.

The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in DELTA (If you have not received any

courses, then please write "0")

21.

Have you worked in one of these units in the preparatory school?
CDU (Curriculum Development Unit) O
TDU (Testing Development Unit) O

TTDU (Teacher Training Development Unit) [J

No, I haven’t. (|

22.

Please write your institutional e-mail address:
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APPENDIX 3: SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR THE
EFL INSTRUCTORS

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

This present study is conducted for a master thesis work titled “EFL Instructors’ Language
Assessment Literacy Level in Assessing Productive Language Skills and Their Perceptions
on Assessing Productive Language Skills through Formative Assessment” by Selda Arslan
and her thesis advisor Assist. Prof. Sevgi Sahin. For this study, the ethics committee approval
from Bagkent University has been received. The study aims to measure the EFL instructors’
perceived level of language assessment literacy in assessing productive language skills and
to obtain their perceptions on assessing productive language skills through formative
assessment. While the first part of the study focuses on measuring the perceived level of
language assessment literacy of EFL instructors in assessing productive language skills via
a questionnaire, this will be the second part of the study which aims to obtain EFL
instructors’ perceptions on assessing productive language skills through formative
assessment via semi-structured interview. Participation in the study must be on a voluntary
basis. No personal identification information is required in the interview questions. Your
verbal responses will be kept anonymous and your answers will be kept strictly confidential
and evaluated only by the researchers; the obtained responses will be used for scientific
purposes only. We expect you to read the consent form carefully and put a tick to the box to
participate the study. The interview does not contain any questions that may give rise to
discomfort in the participants. However, during participation, for any reason, if you feel
uncomfortable, you are free to quit at any time and if you do so, please inform the researcher.

We would like to thank you in advance for your contribution to this study.

| am told what the study is about and | am participating in this study totally on my own will
and | am aware that | can quit participating at any time | want. | also know that my verbal
responses will be kept anonymous and used for only the study. I give my consent for the use
of the information | provide for scientific purposes.

(1 | agree to participate this study.
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CATEGORIES QUESTIONS
1. Educational 1. Which university and department did you
Background graduate from (BA, MA, PhD)?

2. Did you take any courses about testing and
assessment in English or any other courses
related testing and assessment?

2.1. If yes, when and how many?

2. Work and Field

Experience

. Where are you currently working?

How long have you been teaching English?
Have you worked in a testing unit before?

3.1. If yes, how long have you worked?

. And in what kind of assessment practices have you

involved in?

3. Application of Assessment

in Language Classes

How do you assess your students’ language skills in
English?
How do you assess your students’ speaking skills in
English?
What are your assessment criteria in assessing
students’ speaking skills?
How do you assess your students’ writing skills in
English?
What are your assessment criteria in assessing
students’ writing skills?
Which of the following do you utilize for assessing
productive language skills?

= Portfolio

= Presentation

= Informal tests

=  Quizzes

= Observation

= Diary

= Self-assessment

= Peer-assessment
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= Project works

7. How often do you use them?
8. Do you utilise other assessment instruments
differently from the ones mentioned above?
. Application of | 1. What types of materials and in-class activities do you
Formative Assessment implement to teach and practice speaking skills?
2.  What types of materials and in-class activities do you
implement to teach and practice writing skills?
3. Do you integrate assessment into your teaching?
3.1. If yes, how and why?
Opinions about | 1. In your opinion, what is formative assessment, how
Formative Assessment can you define it?
2. Do you provide feedback for your students speaking

and writing productions during in-class activities?
2.1. If yes, how?

2.1.1. How do your students tend to react to the

feedback you provide for their oral and written

productions?

3. What is the place of “providing feedback™ for
students’ oral language productions in teaching?
4. What is the place of “providing feedback” for
students’ written language productions in teaching?
. The problems and |1l What sort of problems do you encounter while
challenges encountered assessing speaking skills in the classroom?
when assessing | 2. What sort of problems do you encounter while
productive language assessing writing in the classroom?
skills
Possible solutions for the | 1. What might be the solutions for the problems you
stated problem (s) mentioned as far as you are concerned?
Others 1. Do you have any other comments or suggestions to

add?
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APPENDIX 4: LAKQ BEFORE IMPLEMENTING THE PILOT STUDY

PART 1: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Gender: Female O Male O
2. Age:

3. The university you are currently working:

Atilim University [
Baskent University [J

TED University O

4. Which university and department did you graduate from (BA)?

The name of the university:

Department:

English Language Teaching O
English Language and Literature [
American Culture and Literature [
Translation and Interpretation O
Linguistics O
Others (Please specify):

5. Which university and department did you graduate from (MA)?
The name of the university:

Department:

English Language Teaching O
English Language and Literature [

American Culture and Literature O
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Translation and Interpretation O
Linguistics O
Others (Please specify):

| have not graduated yet O

(Please specify your department by selecting one of the choices together with selecting this
choice)

6. Which university and department did you graduate from (PhD)?
The name of the university:

Department:

English Language Teaching O
English Language and Literature [
American Culture and Literature [
Translation and Interpretation O
Linguistics (]
Others (Please specify):

I have not graduated yet O

(Please specify your department by selecting one of the choices together with selecting this

choice)

7. How long have you been teaching English:

8. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general in BA, MA or PhD? If yes, how many?
For BA:

Yes O No O

The total number of the courses you have received:
For MA:
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Yes [O No [J
The total number of the courses you have received:
For PhD:

Yes 0O No O

The total number of the courses you have received:

9. Have you worked in one of these units in the preparatory school?

CDU (Curriculum Development Unit) O
TDU (Testing Development Unit) O
TTDU (Teacher Training Development Unit) I

No, I haven’t. O

Please write your institutional e-mail address:
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PART 2: ITEMS FOR ASSESSING WRITING

ITEMS FOR ASSESSING WRITING TRUE FALSE DON’T
KNOW
1. Giving two options to learners and asking them to write O O O
about one ensure reliable and valid scoring.
2. Analytic scoring is used to see the strengths and O O O
weaknesses of learners.
3. The parts of a scoring scale and the scores in each part do O O O
not change for different levels of learners.
4. When there is a disagreement between the scores of the O O O
two raters, they score the written work again.
5. Holistic scoring is used to see whether the learner is O O O
proficient or not at the end of the term.
6. Analytic scoring leads to greater reliability than holistic O O O
scoring in writing.
7. Classroom assessment of learning in terms of writing is O O O
best served through analytic scoring rather than holistic
scoring.
8. Mechanical errors (e.g. spelling and punctuation) are O O O
dealt with in the assessment of later stages of a written work.
9. While scoring a writing test, the expectation of raters does O O O
not have an influence.
10. The complex relation among writing task variables, rater O O |
variables and scoring criteria does not have any effects on
the scoring the writing tests.
11. While planning a scoring rubric for writing, factors O O O
including who will use the rubric and what aspects of
writing are crucial are not taken into consideration.
12. Learners are required to write about at least 2 tasks in the O O O

exam rather than 1 task.
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13. Giving restrictive prompt/guidelines for the writing task O
IS avoided.

14. In controlled writing, learners have the chance to convey O

new information.

15. lIrrelevant ideas are ignored in the assessment of initial O

stages of a written work in process writing.

16. In the assessment of writing, the assessment method O

should be chosen according to instructional decisions.

17. Utilising the results of writing assessment, while making O
decisions about learners and teaching plans, carries great

importance.

18. Writing skill is best assessed when it is integrated with O

other language skills.
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ITEMS FOR ASSESSING WRITING TRUE FALSE DON’T
KNOW

19. Writing exams that only include language use is enough O O O

to understand learners’ writing ability.

20. Clarity in task demand is a required factor in the writing O O O

tasks for learners.

21. Writing tasks should be prepared as much authentic as O O O

possible.

22. Validity may not be sustained if writing tasks measure O O O

learners’ creativity and imagination.

23. In writing tasks, the notes that guide learners about what O O O

to do in the task must include full sentences so that they can

understand how to carry out the task.

24. Feedback is necessary to provide learners with O O O

opportunities to close the gap between their present and

desired performances.

25. Providing feedback after carrying out the writing tasks O O O

not only helps teachers collect information about learners but

also helps them carry out remedial teaching if necessary.

26. Giving learners an opinion and asking them to discuss it O O O

is a valid way of assessing their writing skills.

27. Using visuals which guide learners for writing poses a O O O

problem.

28. Writing skill might be assessed indirectly through O O O

multiple choice questions.

29. Providing a reading text is a way of assessing writing O O O

skills.

30. Portfolio is considered as one of the good instruments O O O

for writing assessment.

31. Self-assessment is a required tool to assess learners’ O O O

writing skills.

32. Non-interactive writing tasks require metacognitive O O O

skills (e.g. understanding the goal, what they need to do to
complete the task etc.) while interactive tasks do not

necessarily require.
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ITEMS FOR ASSESSING SPEAKING

TRUE FALSE DON’T
KNOW

1. When the interlocutor does not understand the learner, O O O
giving that feeling or saying it poses a problem.

2. Giving learners one task is enough to assess speaking O O O
skills.

3. Interlocutors’ showing interest by verbal and nonverbal | O O
signals poses a problem.

4. When it becomes apparent that the learner cannot reach O O O
the criterion level during the speaking exam, the task is
ended.

5. Ininterlocutor-learner interviews, the teacher has the O O O
chance to adapt the questions being asked.

6. In interactive tasks, more than two learners pose a O O O
problem.

7. In a speaking exam, production and comprehension are O O O
assessed together.

8. Carrying out the interview in a quiet room with an O O |
acoustic may not help learners focus on the questions.

9. Whether the interviewers or raters are trained for the O O O
speaking exams or not does not affect the reliability of the
scoring.

10. In productive performance, the oral stimulus does not O O O
have to be particular so that learners can give diverse
answers.

11. The results of the speaking assessment should be O O O
communicated to learners and parents.

12. Speaking assessment of learners should take place in O O O
naturalistic rather than contrived situations.

13. While the instrument for assessing speaking is being O O O

improved, assessment should be verified in terms of

providing inter-rater reliability.
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14. A confirmation study is not necessary to be conducted O
when the instrument is first being developed.

15. Feedback should be adapted according to the audience. O

16. Reading aloud is a technique used to assess speaking O
skills.

17. Asking learners to repeat a word, phrase or a sentence is a O
way of assessing speaking skills.

18. Discussion among learners is a way of assessing speaking O
skills.

19. When the focus is to assess speaking skills, role plays are O
used.

20. In peer interaction, random matching is avoided. O

21. Structured speaking tasks are generally implemented to O

assess linguistic features of a language, especially

pronunciation and grammar.
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ITEMS FOR ASSESSING SPEAKING

TRUE FALSE DON’T

KNOW

22. Short answer questions try to measure learners’ O O O
comprehension of the questions asked and ability to
provide relevant information in response.

23. In the assessment of speaking, appropriate speaking O O O
assessment methods should be chosen for instructional
plans.

24. Speaking assessment should include teachers’ | O O
observations of the learners’ oral language productions
in the classes.

25. Mimicry is one of the techniques used to assess speaking O O O
skills of learners.

26. Oral presentation, when it is recorded, may decrease the O O O
stress level of learners.

27. Self-assessment is reliable even if it is used in the early O O O
stages.

28. Paired interaction tasks in speaking exams may result in O O O
domination of one learner over another.

29. Peer-assessment is a way of assessing learners’ speaking O O O
skills.

30. Speaking skill can be assessed through an indirect test O O O
such as close tests.

31. Phoneme discrimination is an example of direct testing O O O
for assessing speaking.

32. Using holistic and analytic scales at the same time poses O O O
a problem.

33. The interlocutor gives the score when the learner is in O O m
the exam room.

34. A checklist is a means of scoring oral presentations in O O O

in-class assessment.
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35.

Analytic rubrics provide detailed, focused, and precise
assessment of speaking skill.

36.

Only teachers who have been trained in practising,
scoring, and interpreting the rating scale should be
responsible for assessment of speaking.

37.

Analytic scoring provides teachers with more beneficial

diagnostic information about learners’ speaking skills.

38.

Analytic scoring does not provide feedback for learners.

39.

Grammatical competence does not contribute to

learners’ fluency.

40.

Strategic competence helps learners use the language

appropriately and effectively.
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APPENDIX 5: THE FINAL VERSION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE AFTER THE
PILOT STUDY

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT KNOWLEDGE SCALE INFORMED CONSENT FORM
This present study is conducted for a master thesis work titled “EFL Instructors’ Language
Assessment Literacy Level in Assessing Productive Language Skills and Their Perceptions
on Assessing Productive Language Skills through Formative Assessment” by Selda Arslan
and her thesis advisor Assist. Prof. Sevgi Sahin. For this study, the ethics committee approval
from Baskent University has been received. The study aims to measure the EFL instructors’
perceived level of language assessment literacy in assessing productive language skills and
to obtain their perceptions on assessing productive language skills through formative
assessment. This is the first part of the study and it focuses on measuring the perceived level
of language assessment literacy of EFL instructors in assessing productive language skills
via a questionnaire. Participation in the study must be on a voluntary basis. No personal
identification information is required in the questionnaire only institutional e-mail addresses
will be collected for the second part of the study. Your answers will be kept anonymous and
strictly confidential and they will be evaluated only by the researchers; the obtained data will
be used for scientific purposes only. We expect you to read the questions and statements
carefully and give an answer. It will take you approximately 20 minutes to complete the
questionnaire. The questionnaire does not contain any questions that may give rise to
discomfort in the participants. However, during participation, for any reason, if you feel
uncomfortable, you are free to quit at any time and if you do so, please inform the researcher.

We would like to thank you in advance for your contribution to this study.

I am told what the study is about and I am participating in this study totally on my own will
and | am aware that | can quit participating at any time | want. 1 also know that my responses
will be kept anonymous and used for only the study. I give my consent for the use of the

information | provide for scientific purposes.

(1 | agree to participate this study.
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LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT KNOWLEDGE SCALE
PART 1: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

In this part of the questionnaire, first, the demographic information (gender, age, your
educational background, the teaching experience and so) will be gathered from you as

participants.

1. Gender: Female O Male: O

2. Age:

3. The university you are currently working:

4. Which university did you graduate from (BA):

5. Which department did you graduate from (BA)?
English Language Teaching [

English Language and Literature O
American Culture and Literature [J
Translation and Interpretation [
Linguistics O
Others (Please specify): O

11. Which university did you graduate from / are you currently studying (MA)? (If you do not
hold an MA degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank.)

12. Which department did you graduate from/are you currently studying (MA)? (If you do not

hold an MA degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank)

English Language Teaching O
English Language and Literature [
American Culture and Literature [

Translation and Interpretation [

Linguistics O
Others (Please specify): O
| have not graduated yet O

(If you have not graduated yet, please specify your department by selecting one of the choices

together with selecting this choice)
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13. Which university did you graduate from/are you currently studying (PhD)? (If you do not
hold a PhD degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank)

14. Which department did you graduate from/are you currently studying (PhD)? (If you do not
hold a PhD degree or if you are not studying, please leave it blank)

English Language Teaching O
English Language and Literature [
American Culture and Literature [J

Translation and Interpretation O

Linguistics O
Others (Please specify): O
| have not graduated yet O

(If you have not graduated yet, please specify your department by selecting one of the choices

together with selecting this choice)

15. How long have you been teaching English:

16. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general in BA?

Yes [J No

17. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in BA (If you have not received any courses, then

please write "0"):

18. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general in MA?

Yes O No [

19. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in MA (If you have not received any courses, then

please write "0"):

20. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general in PhD?

Yes O No O

21. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in PhD (If you have not received any courses, then

please write "0"):
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22. Have you received any courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general through pedagogic formation, CELTA and/or DELTA?

Yes [ No

23. If yes, which one/s offered a course/s about testing and assessment English or testing and

assessment in general?
[0 Pedagogic Formation
LI CELTA
LI DELTA

24. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received through pedagogic formation (If you have not

received any courses, then please write "0")

25. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in CELTA (If you have not received any courses,

then please write "0")

26. The total number of the courses about testing and assessment English or testing and
assessment in general you have received in DELTA (If you have not received any courses,

then please write "0")

27. Have you worked in one of these units in the preparatory school?
CDU (Curriculum Development Unit) O
TDU (Testing Development Unit) O
TTDU (Teacher Training Development Unit) [

No, I haven’t. (|

28. Please write your institutional e-mail address:

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT KNOWLEDGE SCALE (LAKS)

This scale is intended to measure the perceived level of language assessment literacy - in
assessing productive language skills- of English language instructors working at preparatory
schools. In the scale, there are both True and False statements. Your names and information

will be kept anonymous. Thank you for sparing your valuable time.
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PART 2: ITEMS FOR ASSESSING WRITING: This part of the questionnaire includes
items for assessing writing skill. In the questionnaire, there are both True and False

statements. Thank you for sparing your valuable time to fill out the questionnaire.

ITEMS FOR ASSESSING WRITING TRUE FALSE DON’T NOT
KNOW SURE
1. Giving two options to learners and asking them to [ O O O

write about one ensure reliable and valid scoring.

2. Analytic scoring is used to see the strengths and [ O O O

weaknesses of learners.

3. The parts of a scoring scale and the scores in each [ O O O
part do not change for different levels of learners.

4. When there is a huge difference between the scores [ O O O
of the two raters, the same raters score the written
work again.

5. Holistic scoring is used to see whether the learner O O O O

is proficient or not at the end of the term.

6. Analytic scoring leads to greater reliability than [J O O O

holistic scoring in writing.

7. Classroom assessment of learning in terms of O O O O
writing is carried out in a more reliable way
through analytic scoring rather than holistic

scoring.

8. Mechanical errors (e.g. spelling and punctuation) O O O O
are dealt with in the assessment of later stages of a

written work.

9. While scoring a writing test, the expectation of [ O O O

raters does not have an influence.

10. The complex relation among writing task variables, [] O O O
rater variables and scoring criteria does not have

any effects on the scoring the writing tests.

11. While planning a scoring rubric for writing, factors [ O O O

including who will use the rubric and what aspects
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of writing are crucial are not taken into

consideration.

12.

Learners are required to write about at least 2 tasks

in the exam rather than 1 task.

13.

Giving restrictive prompt/guidelines for the writing

task is avoided.

14.

In controlled writing, learners have the chance to

convey new information.

15.

Irrelevant ideas are ignored in the assessment of

initial stages of a written work in process writing.

16.

In the assessment of writing, the assessment
method should be chosen according to instructional

decisions.

17.

Utilising the results of writing assessment, while
making decisions about learners and teaching

plans, carries great importance.

18.

Valid and reliable assessment of writing can be best
ensured when it is integrated with other language
skills.

19.

Writing exams that only include language use is

enough to understand learners’ writing ability.

20.

Clarity in task demand is a required factor in the

writing tasks for learners.

21.

22.

Writing tasks should be prepared as much authentic
as possible.
Validity may not be sustained if writing tasks

measure learners’ creativity and imagination.

23.

In writing tasks, the prompts that guide learners
about what to do in the task should include full
sentences so that they can understand how to carry
out the task.
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24,

Feedback is necessary to provide learners with
opportunities to close the gap between their present

and desired performances.

25.

Providing feedback after carrying out the writing
tasks not only helps teachers collect information
about learners but also helps them carry out

remedial teaching if necessary.

26.

Giving learners an opinion or a topic and asking
them to discuss that opinion is a valid way of

assessing their writing skills.

27.

Using visuals which guide learners for writing

poses a problem.

28.

Writing skill might be assessed indirectly through

multiple choice questions.

29.

Providing a reading text is a way of assessing
writing skills.

30.

Portfolio is considered as one of the good

instruments for writing assessment.

31.

Self-assessment is a required tool to assess

learners’ writing skills.

32.

Non-interactive writing tasks (e.g. changing verbs
in a paragraph from present to past tense) require
metacognitive skills (e.g. understanding the goal,
what they need to do to complete the task etc.)
while interactive tasks (e.g. brainstorming) do not

necessarily require.

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT KNOWLEDGE SCALE (LAKS)

This scale is intended to measure the perceived level of language assessment literacy - in
assessing productive language skills- of English language instructors working at
preparatory schools. In the scale, there are both True and False statements. Your names

and information will be kept anonymous. Thank you for sparing your valuable time.
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PART 3: ITEMS FOR ASSESSING SPEAKING SKILL: This part of the questionnaire
includes items for assessing speaking skill. In the questionnaire, there are both True and

False statements. Thank you for sparing your valuable time to fill out the questionnaire.

ITEMS FOR ASSESSING SPEAKING TRUE FALSE DON’T NOT
KNOW SURE
1. When the interlocutor does not understand [ O O O

the learner, giving that feeling or saying it

poses a problem.

2. Giving learners one task is enough to assess [] O O O

speaking skills.

3. Interlocutors’ showing interest by verbal and [] | | |
nonverbal signals poses a problem.

4. When it becomes apparent that the learner [ O O O
cannot reach the criterion level during the

speaking exam, the task is ended.

5. Ininterlocutor-learner interviews, the teacher [J O O O
has the chance to adapt the questions being
asked.

6. In interactive tasks, more than two learners [] O O O

pose a problem.

7. In a speaking exam, production and [ O O O

comprehension are assessed together.

8. Carrying out the interview in a quiet room [J O O O
with an acoustic may not help learners focus

on the questions.

9. Whether the interviewers or raters are trained [] O O O
for the speaking exams or not does not affect
the reliability of the scoring.

10. In productive performance, the oral stimulus [ O O O
does not have to be particular so that learners

can give diverse answers.
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11.

The scores of the speaking assessment with
feedback should be communicated to

learners to provide them with feedback.

12.

Speaking assessment of learners should take
place in naturalistic rather than planned

situations.

13.

While the instrument for assessing speaking
is being improved, assessment should be
verified in terms of providing inter-rater

reliability.

14.

A confirmation study is not necessary to be
conducted when the instrument is first being
developed.

15.

Feedback should be adapted according to the

learners.

16.

Reading aloud is a technique used to assess

speaking skills.

17.

Asking learners to repeat a word, phrase or a
sentence is a way of assessing speaking
skills.

18.

Discussion among learners is a way of

assessing speaking skills.

19.

When the focus is to assess speaking skills,

role plays are used.

20.

In peer interaction, random matching is

avoided.

21.

Structured speaking tasks are generally
implemented to assess linguistic features of a
language, especially pronunciation and

grammar.

22.

Short answer questions try to measure

learners’ comprehension of the questions
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asked and ability to provide relevant

information in response.

23.

In the assessment of speaking, appropriate
speaking assessment methods should be

chosen for instructional plans.

24,

Speaking  assessment  should include
teachers’ observations of the learners’ oral

language productions in the classes.

25.

Mimicry (repetition of series sentences after
the teacher or examiner) is one of the
techniques used to assess speaking skills of

learners.

26.

Oral presentation, when it is recorded in the
lesson, may decrease the stress level of

learners.

27.

Self-assessment is reliable even if it is used

in the early stages.

28.

Paired interaction tasks in speaking exams
may result in domination of one learner over

another.

29.

Peer-assessment is a way of assessing

learners’ speaking skills.

30.

Speaking skill can be assessed through an
indirect test such as cloze tests.

31.

Phoneme discrimination (a kind of activity
carried out to show the difference between
the sounds e.g., minimal pair practice (ship-
sheep)) is an example of direct testing for

assessing speaking.

32.

Using holistic and analytic scales at the same

time poses a problem.

33.

The interlocutor gives the score when the

learner is in the exam room.
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34.

A checklist is a means of scoring oral

presentations in in-class assessment.

35.

Analytic rubrics provide detailed, focused,

and precise assessment of speaking skills.

36.

Only teachers who have been trained in
practising, scoring, and interpreting the
rating scale should be responsible for the

assessment of speaking skills.

37.

Analytic scoring provides teachers with more
beneficial diagnostic information about

learners’ speaking skills.

38.

Analytic scoring does not provide feedback

for learners.

39.

Grammatical competence (understanding
and using grammar, vocabulary, spelling etc.
accurately) does not contribute to learners’

fluency.

40.

Strategic competence (appropriate use of
communication strategies to compensate
lack of knowledge in L2) helps learners use

the language appropriately and effectively.
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APPENDIX 6: STATEMENTS’ CHANGES MADE

IN THE

ASSESSING WRITING PART AFTER THE PILOT STUDY

ITEMS FOR

Items for Assessing Writing

True False Don’t

Know
4. When there is a disagreement between the scores of the [ O O
two raters, they score the written work again (Former
version)
4. When there is a huge difference between the scores of the [ O O
two raters, the same raters score the written work again.
(Latter version).
7. Classroom assessment of learning in terms of writing can ] O O
be served better through analytic scoring rather than holistic
scoring (latter version).
18. Writing skill is best assessed when it is integrated with ] O O
other language skills (former version).
18. Writing skill can be assessed better when it is integrated [ O O
with other language skills (latter version).
23. In writing tasks, the notes that guide learners about what [ O O
to do in the task must include full sentences so that they can
understand how to carry out the task (former version).
23. In writing tasks, the notes that guide learners about what [ O O
to do in the task should include full sentences so that they
can understand how to carry out the task (latter version).
26. Giving learners an opinion and asking them to discussit ] O |
is a valid way of assessing their writing skills (Former
version).
26. Giving learners an opinion or a topic and asking themto [ O O

discuss that opinion is a valid way of assessing their writing

skills (latter version).
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APPENDIX 7: THE FREQUENCY OF THESE ASSESSMENT TOOLS IN THE
CLASSROOM

Category Codes Frequency (Times

mentioned)

Always Every lesson
Weekly
Daily

Every minute

Frequently 2-3 times a month

Once in 2 units

Rare 3-4 times in a semester

L T =

2-3 times in a semester
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APPENDIX 8: ETHICS COMMITTEE APPROVAL

Evrak Tarih ve Sayisi: 06/07/2020-18944

<>

TS-EN-ISO 9001

1993 KALITE SISTEM BELGES|
BASKENT UNIVERSITESI
AU NN
*BEND3I9 822 =
Say1 :62310886-302.14.03/
Konu : Tez Onerisi (Selda Arslan)
06/07/2020

EGITIM BILIMLERI ENSTITUSU MUDURLUGUNE

Tlgi :23/06/2020 tarih ve 17384 sayili yazimz.

Enstitiiniiz Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans Programi 6grencisi Selda Arslan'in,
Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Sevgi Sahin danigmanhgimda yiiriitecegi "Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Uretici
Dil Becerilerinin Degerlendirilmesinde Okur-Yazarhk Seviyesi ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini
Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Agilart" baslikli tez 6nerisi
degerlendirilmis ve bilgilerinize ekte sunulmustur.

e-imzahdir
Prof. Dr. M. Abdiilkadir VAROGLU
Kurul Bagkani

Ek : Degerlendirme Formu

Bu belge,gtivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmustir.
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Say1 :17162298.600-429 30 HAZIRAN 2020
Konu : Tez Onerisi

flgili Makama

Universitemiz Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans
Programi frencisi Selda Arslan'in, Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Sevgi Sahin danismanliginda
yiiriitecegi, "Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil Becerilerinin Degerlendirilmesinde
Okur-Yazarlik Seviyesi ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bicimlendirici Degerlendirme Yoluyla
Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Agilar1" baslikli tez 8nerisi degerlendirilmis ve yapilmasinda
bir sakinca olmadi: tespit edilmistir.

Bilgilerinize saygilarimizla sunariz.

Baskent Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler ve Sanat Arastirma Kurulu

Ad, Soyad Degerlendirme imza

Prof. Dr. M. Abdiilkadir Varoglu Olumlu/Blumsuz

Prof. Dr. Kudret Giiven Olumlu/Olumsuz B -
Prof. Ali Sevgi Olumlu/Olumsuz
Prof. Dr. Isil Bulut Olumlu/Olumsuz

Prof. Dr. Sadegiil Akbaba Altun Olumlu/Glusmastz

Prof. Dr. Can Mehmet Hersek Olumlu/Stemsaz

Prof. Dr. Ozcan Yaga Olumlu/Olumsuz
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Prof. Dr. Sadegiil Akbaba Altun, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli
Yiiksek Lisans Programu ogrencisi Selda Arslan'in, Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Sevgi Sahin
damsmanliginda yiiriitecegi, "ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil Becerilerinin
Degerlendirilmesinde Okur-Yazarhk Seviyesi ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bigimlendirici
Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Agilar1" baslikli tezi yapabilecegini;
ancak, arastirmacinin uyarlayarak kullanacaklari 6lgegin sahibinden izin almas:
gerektigi goriisiindeler.

Prof. Dr. Ozcan Yagcl, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek
Lisans Programi oOgrencisi Selda Arslan'm, Dr. Ogretim Uyesi Sevgi $ahin
danismanhginda yiiriitecegi, "Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil Becerilerinin
Degerlendirilmesinde Okur-Yazarlik Seviyesi ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bi¢imlendirici
Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Agilar1" baghikli tez Onerisinin
uygun oldugu kanaatlerini iletmislerdir.
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APPENDIX 9: RESEARCH APPROVAL (MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL
UNIVERSITY)
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APPENDIX 10: RESEARCH AFPPROVAL (TED UNIVERSITY)

Suzan Kotan BEKI2021Cum1237 Y7 4
Alicr: ben, els =

Merhaba Selda Hocam,
calismanizi yapmaniz uygundur. Size ne tir bir destek saglamamizi istediginizi ilefirseniz, size elimizden galen destegi verebiliriz.

iyi caligmalar dilerim

Suzan Kotan
Director of English Language School
TED University

TED UNIVERSITY
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APPENDIX 11: RESEARCH APPROVAL (BASKENT UNIVERSITY)

Evrak Tarih ve Sayisi: 05.02.2021-8984

db
<
1993

BASKENT UNiVERSITESI
Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Miidiirliigii

Sayr :E-44447083-605.01-8984 el

Konu :Arastirma izni (Selda Arslan)
EGITIM BILIMLERI ENSTITUSU MUDURLUGUNE
flgi : 02.02.2021 tarih ve 7443 sayili yaziniz.

flgi yazimizda belirtilen Enstitiiniiz ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans programi 6grencisi
Selda Arslan'm "EFL Instructors' Language Assessment Literacy Level in Assessing Productive
Language Skills and Their Perceptions on Assessing Productive Language Skills through Formative
Assessment" adli teziyle ilgili Yiiksekokulumuzda gorevli Ogretim gorevlileri ile ¢alisma yapmasi
uygundur.

Bilgilerinize arz ederim.

Prof. Dr. Ugur GUNGOR
Miidiir

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalannugtir.
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APPENDIX 12: RESEARCH APPROVAL (ATILIM UNIVERSITY)

Evrak Tarih ve Sayisi: 04.02.2021-8809

i:l TG
.. ATILIM UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGU
. ATILIM
UNIVERSITESI

Sayr : E-59394181-605.01-2538
Konu : Arastirma Izni (Selda Arslan)

BASKENT UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGUNE
Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti Mudiirliigii

Universiteniz Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans programi ogrencisi Selda
Arslan'm, Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Sevgi Sahin damsmanliginda hazirlamakta oldugu "EFL Instructors'
Language Assessment Literacy Level in Assessing Productive Language Skills and Their
Perceptions on Assessing Productive Language Skills through Formative Assessment (Ingilizce
Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil Becerilerinin Degerlendirilmesinde Okur-Yazarhik Seviyesi ve
Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bicimlendirici Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis
Agilart)" baslikli tez ¢alismast kapsaminda yapilmast planlanan anket galigmasi Universitemiz
ilgili akademik birimi ile paylasilmis olup ¢alismaya katki vermeyi uygun goéren Ogretim
elemanlar tarafindan katilim saglanabilecektir.

Bilgilerinizi arz ederim.

Prof.Dr. Serkan ERYILMAZ
Rektor Yardimeisi

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalannugtir.
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APPENDIX 13: RESEARCH APPROVAL (OSTIM TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY)

T.C.
,.\ OSTiM TEKNIK UNIVERSITESI
\ ’ Yabanci Diller Boliim Bagkanligi

Sayr :E-33791099-100-1585 29.04.2021
Konu : Arastirma [zni

Saymn Prof. Dr. M. Abdulkadir VAROGLU
Baskent Universitesi Rektor Yrd.

Baskent Universitesine bagh Enstitiiniizde, ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek Lisans programi 63rencisi Selda
Arslan’m, Dr. Or. Uyesi Sevgi Sahin danismanliginda "EFL Instructors' Language Assessment Literacy Level in
Assessing Productive Language Skills and Their Perceptions on Assessing Productive Language Skills through
Formative Assessment (ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil Becerilerinin Degerlendirilmesinde OkurYazarlik Seviyesi
ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Agilart)" adli teziyle ilgili
olarak yapmas1 gereken gevrim igi anket caligmasini ve yari yapilandirilmis goriisme ¢alismalarim Universitemizin
ingilizce Hazirhk Béliimiinde gorev yapan 6gretim gorevlileriyle gergeklestirme istegi Boliim Baskanligimiz tarafindan

onaylanmustr.

Saygilarimla arz ederim.

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Nesrin ERUYSAL
Boliim Bagkam V.

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmustir,
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APPENDIX 14: RESEARCH APPROVAL (HACETTEPE UNIVERSITY)

Evrak Tarih ve Sayisi: 03.05.2021-31402

y o o
HACETTEPE UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGU
Rektorliik
Sayt  : E-35853172-605-00001561760 3.05.2021

Konu : Selda ARSLAN (Uygulama izni)

BASKENT UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGUNE

(Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii Miidiirligii)

flgi:  10.03.2021 tarihli ve 605.01- 17802 sayih yaziniz.

Universiteniz Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi tezli yiiksek lisans 6grencisi Selda
ARSLAN'm Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Sevgi SAHIN damismanhginda yiiriittiigii "ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil
Becerilerinin - Degerlendirilmesinde  Okur-Yazarlik Seviyesi ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bicimlendirici
Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Agilar” adli tez calismasinin Universitemiz Yabancir Diller
Yiiksekokulu Ingilizce Hazirhk Biriminde yapilmasi uygun bulunmus olup, séz konusu anket baglantist
Yiiksekokulumuz 6gretim gorevlileriyle paylasilmigtir.

Bilgilerinize arz ederim.

Prof. Dr. Mehmet Cahit GURAN
Rektor

Bu belge glivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmgtir
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APPENDIX 15: RESEARCH APPROVAL (ANKARA UNIVERSITY)

Evrak Tarih ve Sayisi: 22.06.2021-42372

Say1 :E-14267719-302.14.01-141358 16.06.2021
Konu :Selda ARSLAN Hk.

TiE.
ANKARA UNTVERSiTESi REKTORLUGU
Ogrenci Isleri Daire Baskanlhigi

BASKENT UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGUNE

fgi : a) 10.03.2021 tarihli ve 67284360-605.01.02.01-E.17818 sayil yaziniz.
b) Universitemiz Yabanei Diller Yiiksekokulu Miidiirliigii'niin 30.04.2021 tarihli ve
E-90530290-302.14.01-112141 sayili yazisi.

Universiteniz Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti ingiliz Dili Ogretimi tezli yiiksek lisans programi
dgrencisi Selda ARSLAN'In "EFL Instructors' Language Assessment Literacy Level in Assessing
Productive Language Skills and Their Perceptions on Assessing Productive Language Skills
Through Formative Assessment (Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin  Uretici Dil Becerilerinin
Degerlendirilmesinde Okur-Yazarlik Seviyesi ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bigimlendirici
Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Agilar1)" adli tez ¢aligmasinda kullaniimak
lizere anket uygulamasi talebi hakkinda Universitemiz Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Miidiirliigii'nden
alinan 30.04.2021 tarih ve E-90530290-302.14.01-112141 sayih yazi 6rnegi iligikte sunulmusgtur.

Bilgilerinize saygi ile arz ederim.

Prof. Dr. Aysen APAYDIN
Rektor a.
Rektor Yardimeist

Ek: Yazi ornegi (1 Sayfa)

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmigtir.
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TC.
ANKARA UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGU
Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Miidiirliigii

Sayr  :E-90530290-302.14.01-112141 30.04.2021
Konu :Selda ARSLAN Hk.

ANKARA UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGUNE
(Ogrenci Isleri Daire Bagkanhg:)

flgi : Ankara Universitesi Rektorliigii (Ogrenci Isleri Daire Bagkanligi)'niin 15.03.2021
tarihli ve 14267719-302.14.01-E.66547 say1ili yazisi.

Baskent Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi tezli yiiksek
lisans programi 6grencisi Selda ARSLAN'in "EFL Instructors'Language Assessment Literacy
Level in Assessing Productive Language Skills through Formative Assessment (Ingilizce
Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil Becerilerinin Degerlendirilmesinde Okur-Yazarlik Seviyesi ve
Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bigimlendirici Degerlendirme Yoluyla Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis
Agilar1) adli tez galigmasinda kullanilmak iizere anket uygulamas: talebi hakkindaki ilgi
yaziniz alimmustir.

Selda ARSLAN'in sz konusu tez galigmasinda kullanilmak iizere Yiiksekokulumuzda
anket uygulamas1 Miidiirliigiimiizee uygun goriilmiistiir.

Geregini bilgilerinize saygilarimla arz ederim.

Dog. Dr. Zeynep Zeren ATAYURT FENGE
Miidiir

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmgtir.
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APPENDIX 16: RESEARCH APPROVAL (GAZI UNIVERSITY)

T.C.
GAZI UNIVERSITESI
Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Miidiirligii

Say1 : E-98579800-044-63702
Konu : Anketler (Selda ARSLAN)

REKTORLUK MAKAMINA
(Ogrenci Isleri Daire Baskanhg)

flgi : 12.03.2021 tarihli ve 17311665-044- 50884 sayili yazi.

flgi yazimz ve ekleri incelenmis olup, Selda Arslan'n bahsi gecen tez calismasi
kapsaminda gevirimigi anket caligmasini ve yar1 yapilandirilmisg goriisme
calismalarm Yiiksekokulumuzda yapmasi Midiirliigiimiizce uygun goriilmiistiir.

Bilgilerinizi ve geregini arz ederim.

Doc¢. Dr. Celal Turgut KOC
Yiiksekokul Miidiirii

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalannustir.
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APPENDIX 17: RESEARCH APPROVAL (UNIVERSITY OF TURKISH
AERONAUTICAL ASSOCIATION)

TG,
TURK HAVA KURUMU UNIVERSITESI
Yabanci Diller Béliim Bagkanliga

Sayr : E-40524177-605.01-3805 29.04.2021
Konu : Aragtirma Izni (Selda ARSLAN)

BASKENT UNIVERSITESI REKTORLUGUNE
Ilgi  : Baskent Universitesi Rektorliigii] 10.03.2021 tarihli ve 67284360-605.01.02.01-E.17815 sayili yazis..

Ilgi yaziya istinaden, Baskent Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisti, Ingiliz Dili Ogretimi Tezli Yiiksek
Lisans programi 6grencisi Selda Arslan’in, Dr. Ogr.Uyesi Sevgi Sahin danismanliginda yiiriitiilen "EFL Instructors'
Language Assessment Literacy Level in Assessing Productive Language Skills and Their Perceptions on Assessing
Productive Language Skills through Formative Assessment (Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Uretici Dil Becerilerinin
Degerlendirilmesinde Okur-Yazarlik Seviyesi ve Uretici Dil Becerilerini Bi¢imlendirici Degerlendirme Yoluyla
Degerlendirmeye Dair Bakis Acilart)" adl tezine iliskin ¢alismalarn Universitemiz, Yabanci Diller Boliimiinde gorev
yapan &gretim gorevlilerinin goniilliiliik esasina dayanan katihm ile yiirtitmesinin uygun olacag diistiniilmektedir.

So6z konusu hususu tensiplerinize arz ederim.

Prof. Dr. Hasan ERBAY
Rektor V.

Bu belge, giivenli elektronik imza ile imzalanmustir.
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